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THE KHAZAR KINGDOM’S CONVERSION
TO JUDAISM*

OMELJAN PRITSAK

I

The KhazarKingdom was ruled by the A-shih-nadynastyof Western
Turks TUrküts, who, after losing bothTurkestansto theChinese,took
over the territory of the former Ak-Katzirs ‘AKdtçtpot > Khazarsin
southeasternEurope.’ T’ong She-huyabyu, ruler from 618 to 630, ac
quiredthehightitle of .adin627;2 sonestablishedthenewrealmin the

630s and 640s.Gradually, the WesternTurkic newcomersreplacedthe

Bulgars-OnoghursBulyar, Onoyur in EasternEurope.
OtherWesternTurkic charismatictribeswhojoinedin thenewventure

were the Bare < WarãC"- Waraz, the Kãbar, andthe Aba.The most
importantrole wasplayedby the BarC> BaM-an>Bolö-ãn>> Bo!ãn,3
which wasthe leading"brother-in-lawtribe." Its membersintermarried
with the ruling dynasty,andits chiefheld the high title of begin Turkic,
ixe5 in Iranian. During the first period of Turkic-Khazarian history,
which wasmarkedby anabortivestrugglewith theArabsfor hegemonyin
theCaucasus,the chiefwasusuallya military commanderwho gradually
attainedthe statusof a majordomo.

The Turkic-IthazarPax,which wascloselyconnectedwith theWestern

* This paperis basedon a lecturedeliveredat theTöru HanedaMemorialHall ofthe
University of Kyoto on 16 September1978, and at the Toyo Bunko, cosponsoredby
the Töhö Gakkai, Tokyo, on 22 September1978.

I I dealwith the Ak-Katzir/Khazarproblemin volumes4 to 6 of my studyTheOrigin
of Rus’, in preparation.
2 T’ong She-hu,who was visited by the famousBuddhist pilgrim Huan-tsangin 630
seeHui-li, The Life of Hsuan-tsang.trans.by Li Yung-hsi[Peking, 1959],p.43,con
cludedanalliancewith the ByzantineemperorHeraclius610-41againstthe Sassanid
emperorChosrawII ParvCz591-628in 627. The Byzantinesourcescallhim ZttIik
seeEdouardChavannes,Documentssur les Tou-Kiue Occidentaux[St. Petersburg,
1900],pp. 228, 252-53.ConcerningZti43i also seeGyula Moravcsik, Byzantino
turcica, 2nd ed., vol. 2 Berlin, 1958,pp. 130-31.
3 The Waraë/Bari and othersarediscussedin volumes4 to 6 of The Origin of Rus’.
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Turkic rulingclan,had threemajorprovinces.Thefirst province,Khwalis
<Khwali-As ,‘ on the Lower Volga, wasthe realmof the tradingEast
ern Iranians; its twin city Amol/Atil, also called SdriyCin/Khamlikh
PVL: Xvalisy, wasruled by a governorwith the title of tarkhanAs
tarkhan,6 After thecatastropheof A.H. 104/AD. 722-723,thecapitalof
the Turkic Khazarswas transferredto the twin-city.8 The westerncity,
Amol or SAriyin, becamethe centerof rites andgovernment,while the
easterncity, Atil or Khamlikh, becamethe commercialdistrict.

The secondprovince,Semender/Sabir,9lay in theNorthernCaucasus.
Its ruler,who belongedto the Bareclan, residedin the town of Semender
on the TerekRiver. Until 722-723,Semenderhadbeenthecapitalof the
Turkic-Khazarrealm.

Sarke!,thethird province,wassituatednearthelowerDon, in thearea
wherethe Volga makesa bend.Theprovincewasa shippingcrossroads,
forgoodswereportagedacrossthenarrowneckof land thatseparatesthe
two greatriversthere. In about834 theByzantineengineerPetronas,sur
namedCamaterus,built a stone city, also namedärkel, in the province

at the requestof the Khazargovernment.’0The city was theseatof the

Khazars’ main customsoffice, headedby an official whom the Arabs

called"lord of the Khazars"cãhib al-Khazar11

For the etymology, seeNorman Goib and OmeijanPritsak, Khazarian Hebrew
Documentsof the Tenth CenturyCornell University Press,in press.
5 The namesof the twin-city arediscussedin 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 astheTurkic Khazar
commanderof a major attack againstTranscaucasiain 762-764. The Armenian
historian Levond 8th c. calledhim Ra-tarkhanin his "History of Armenia"con
tinuation of Sebeosto 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’sgoesback to *avrs- * arspa-cf. E. G. Pulleyblank,Asia
Major, vol.9 [London, 1954],p.220. Cf. alsoDouglasM. Dunlop, TheHistoryof the
Jewish KhazarsPrinceton, 1954, p. 180, fn. 3; V. Minorsky in Oriens Leiden, 11
1958: 127, 136; and Károly Czegledy,"KhazarsRaid in Transcaucasiain 762-764
A.D.," Ada Orientalia HungaricaeBudapest,111960: 83-86.

ConcerningtheseeventsseeDunlop, History of the JewishKhazars, pp. 62-66.
8 In A.H. 119/AD. 737 thecapital was alreadythe city of al-Baidã’ Sariyin; see
Ibn al-Athir, Chronicon,ed. by CarolusJohannesTornberg,vol. 4 Leiden, 1870,

p. 234.
9 The Semender/Sabirtribes arediscussedin volumes4 to 6 of The Origin of Rus’.
There the city of Semenderis identified with modernKizijar on the Terek River
Northern Caucasia.
10 ConstantinusPorphyrogenitus,De administrandoimperio, ed. by GyulaMoray
csikBudapest,1949, p. 42 text p.43 Eng.trans.,by R.J.H.Jenkins;cf. alsop. 64
text = p. 65 Eng. trans..
II Seethe emendationsto Ibn Khurdadbeh,Kftãb a/-masalik wa’l-mamãlik,ed. by
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The pax also included tributory hereditaryrealmsgovernedby kings

with the Turkic title el-tebir. There seemto havebeensevensuchterri

tories:
1 Khotzir’2 < Akkatzir - realm of the Khazarsproper, who,

once their leading role in EasternEuropeended,found refuge on the

CrimeanPeninsula,as had theGothsbeforethem.Theirruler wascalled

khat’ir-litber by an ArmeniansourceLevondin connectionwith events

of 764.’ Its capitalwasPhullai,’4 site of present-dayPlanerskoe,located

on the coastbetweenSugdaeaand Theodosia.’5
2 Hun ‘‘ - realmof theformermastersof thesteppe,who hadsettled

in the basinof the SulakRiver, to the north of Derbend.Its capitalwas

called VaraC’an in the ArmeniansourcesandBalanar in the Islamic7

3 Onoyur’t realm along the banksof the Lower Kuma River.
Archeologistshave identified its capitalwith the site of Madary.’9

4 "Turkoi" - Byzantinedesignationfor the peoplewho would be
come Hungarians20in theninth centurythey were settlingin thebasinof

the Sivers’kyj Donec’ Lebedia *21

M. J.Goeje,BibliothecaGeographorumArabicorumhereafterBGA, vol.6 Leiden,
1889,p. 154,that I give in "An Arabic Text on theTradeRouteoftheCorporationof
ar-RUs,"Folia Orientalia Cracow, 12 1970: 254-57.
12 The namea Xotijpov/ó XotçIpov appearsin the project of the Gothic arch-
bishopric from the last quarter of the eighth century; see C. de Boor, "Nachtrage
zu denNotitiaeepiscopatuum,"Zeitschrzftfür Kirchengeschichte121891:531,533-
34. OntheconnectionbetweenXorçtp-and’AKárttp,seeK. Czegledy,"Bemerkungen
zur GeschichtederChazaren,"Acta Orientalia Hungaricae13 1961:244. More data
aboutXotçtp- andKhazararegiven in volumes4 to 6 of The Origin of Rus’.
13 < *khat’ir - ilteber, Levond,ed. by K. Ezeanc’,p. 132. Cf. K. Czegledyin Acta
Orientalia Hungaricae111960:84-85.
‘4 The seatof the bishopricó Xorçipov was also in Phullai; seeA. A. Vasilev, The
Goths in the CrimeaCambridge,Mass., 1936, pp. 97-98.

5 V. V. Kropotkin, "Iz istorii srednevekovogoKryma," Sovetskajaarxeolog,ja28
1958:212-18.Cf. JonathanShepardin ByzantineStudiesUniversityof Pittsburgh,
1, no. 1 1974: 24-25.
16 This wasalsothenameof thebishopric:6OSvvow.Seede Boor, "Nachtragezu den
Notitiae episcopatuum,"p. 531.
17 JosephMarkwart was first to recognizethat the Ba/angar of the Arabic sources
correspondedto the Varac’.’an of theArmeniansources,in his Os:europdischeundost
asiatischeStrefzugeLeipzig, 1903,p. 16. Thesubjectis discussedin volumes4 to 6 of
The Origin of Rus’; the identificationof the city of Vara’anwith Tarqu Tarkhu,
nearPetrovsknow Maxa-kala,is also given there.

8 This wasalsothe nameof thebishopric6 ‘OvooUpwv;seede Boor, "Nachtragezu
den Notitiae episcopatuum,"p. 531.
19 See N. A. Karaulov in Sbornikmaterialovdlja opisanija mestnosteji plemen
Kavkaza, vol. 38 Tiflis, 1908, pp. 20-21.
20 All datafrom the Byzantinesourcesarecollectedin Moravcsik,Byzantinoturcica
2: 32 1-22. Cf. also 0. Pritsak, "Yowár und Kákzp Kãwar," Ura/-AltaischeJahr
bucher36 1965: 383.
2! The explanationfor this localization of Lebediais given in Omeljan Pritsak,
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5 Volga-Bulgar- the realm’scapital, BulgãrBulyar, was located
on the Volga.22

6 Volga-Sovar- the realm’scapital,Sovãr,wasalsoon theVolga.23
7 Furtas < *furt..as or ‘River-As’24 - realm along the middle

Volga whoseinhabitantsthe Islamic sourcescall Burãs.25
As in all steppeempires,commercewas the economicbaseof the

Khazarrealm. Thereforethe Khazarsmaintainedgood relationswith
economiccenters,andtried to control neighboringcity-stateswhenever
possible, by either peaceableor military means.The sourcesmention
threetypesof Khazarrule overthe city-states.The first type was through
an elected primate, referred to as "father of the city,"26 in Khazarian
babaguq.27Suchrule existedin two importantCrimeancities: Cherson/
Korsun’ ca. 705-710 to 84028and Phanagoria.29The secondtype of
administrationwas through an appointedprimate, whom the Khazars
called baliyCi, or "fishermen."3°Undersuchrule were Bosporus,on the

"From the Säbirs to the Hungarians,"in Hungaro-Turcica: Studiesin Honourof
Julius NémethBudapest,1976,pp. 17-30.
22 The most detailed accounton the Islam of the Volga-Bulgarsis found in the
Risãle of Ibn Fadlan,which relateshisjourneyof AD. 922: A. Zeki Validi Togan, Ibn
Failãn ‘s ReiseberichtLeipzig, 1939; A. P. Kovalevskii Kovalivs’kyj, Kniga Ax
meda!bnFadlanao egoputegestviina Volguv 921-922gg.Xarkiv, 1956.Cf. alsoV.
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 SovãrsseeZeki Validi Togan, Ibn Fad/an’s Reisebericht,pp. 203-210.
24 More dataon this etymologyare given in volumes4 to 6 of The Origin of Rus’.
25 TadeuszLewicki, "Ze studiów nad ródlami arabskimi.Czçd LII. I. Siedziby i
pochodzenieBurtasów,"Slavia Antiqua Poznañ,12 1965: 1-14.
26 The title was apparentlyof colonial CrimeanGreek origin; see Constantinus
Porphyrogenitus,De administrandoimperio, ed. by Gy. Moravcsik, p. 184 Eng.
trans.,p. 185: Mpt yap Oco9tXou toi3 11aai&oc o6ic v arpatsiyàçthto tiiv
vta0Ocvthootc?olscvoc,à?X’ iv 6 rà itdvra &oiKthv 6 ?ayójsavoçitpcotc6ov.tcrà
KIlt rv irovotaCo,thvwv itatpov tflç itóAoç, i.e., "For up till the time of
Theophilus,the emperor[829-42], therewas no military governorsent from here to
thecity of ChersonKorsun’, butall administrationwas in thehandsof theso-called
primate,with thosewho were called the fathersof the city."
27 Seefn. 28. V. Minorsky, who was not awareof the Byzantinetestimonygivenin
fn. 26, mistakenlytook this title to be "restoredas *Babajjq better* Babajuq‘Little
Father,’quite aplausiblenamein aUralo-Altaic milieu," in WienerZeitschrjflfur die
Kunde des MorgenlandeshereafterWZKM, 56 1960: 131.
28 In 705 Chersonwasruledby theemperor’splenipotentiary,who hadthetitle tudun
seefn. 34, andby theprimateof Chersonitpotosto?dtic, namedZollus ZoI?oc;
Theophanes,Chronographia,ed. by C. de Boor Leipzig, 1883, p. 378 subsequent
referencesare to this edition. Seealso fn. 26.
29 The title hasbeenreconstructedon the basis of an information in Theophanes’
Chronographia,whichmentions,for ca. 703,aKhazarianofficial of Phanagoriacalled
flaitari3ç p. 373, 1. 8. Cf. fn. 31.
30 V. Minorsky, "Balgitzi - ‘Lord of theFishes’,"WZKM, 56: 130-37.Thetitle is of
Alanian origin: OssetianKafly-Sar Khuyän-don-aldar‘Lord of the Fishes,Princeof
the Strait’ Minorsky, WZKM, 56: 135.
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KerchStrait,3’ and thecity ontheTamanPeninsulacalled Tamatarchain

the Byzantinesources,Jewish SamkarCS.m.k.rJa!- Yahüd32 in the

Islamic sources,and T"mutorokan’intheRus’ PrimaryChronicLe.33The

third type of administrationwasby a Khazargovernorcalled tudun.34
During the Khazars’ rule over the CrimeanGothic realm especially

A.D. 786 to ca. 810, the Gothic capitalof Doros was so governed.35
In addition to the provincesand tributory realms, the Khazarpax

includedseveraltributory peoples.Accordingto King Joseph’sreply the

longversion,they were threeSlavicgroups- the VentiC W.n.n.i.y. t.,

the SeverS.w.w.r., said by the Primary Chronicle to be descendants
of thePoijaneandDerevljane,andthe Slovene. 1. w.y.w. n. - andthree
Fennicgroups - the Ar, the Ves’> !sü, andthe ceremis.36

The Khazars’most importanttraderoutespassedthroughthebasinsof
theDon andVolga,alongtheshoresof theAzov Sea,andacrosstheterri
tories betweenthe Black Sea,the CaspianSea,and the Aral Lake. Some
time after the fall of the Avars, in the mid-ninth century,whenRegens
burg Ratisbonabecamethe capital of the easternCarolingianstate,a
transcontinentaltrade route developedfrom Regensburgto Itil, with
transit centersat newly foundedViennaand Kiev.37

The Khazargovernmentmaintaineda standingarmy of 12,000men.
The recruits were Eastern Iranians of the Muslim religion mainly
KhwrizmianscalledArsiya. Theircommanderheld the rank of minis
ter vezier in the Khazargovernment.38

3’ Theophanes,Chronographia, p. 373, 1. 8-9: lvtctXdsavoç HaItcZttóV, tOy /K

itpoadntou aOto0 /nceiac i5vta, KIlt B&y1TçtV, tOy apxovtaBoaópou, IVcL, &tav
bi?m0aroiç, àVèUOaLV ‘IouatwtavOv"He [i.e., the Khazaremperor]commanded
Papatzys,who was his representativethere[i.e., in Phanagoria],andBalgitzis, the
governorof Bosporus,to kill Justinian[LI, 685-95,705-711],whenamessagewould
cometo them."
32 P. Kokovcov, A. Zajczkowski,and V. Minorsky correctly identified the ‘w
BWLSY of the MS "Schechter"fol. 2a, 11. 20-21with the title baliyi’i PavelK.
Kokovcov, Evrejsko-xazarskajaperepiskav X vekeLeningrad,1932, pp. 118-19,
fn. 6; A. Zajczkowski, Ze studiôw nadzagadnieniemchazarskimCracow, 1947,
p. 36; Minorsky in WZKM, 56: 131-32.
3 About Tmutorokan’, see M. I. Artatnonov, Istorija xazarLeningrad, 1962,
pp. 439-45.
34 The Khazaro- Bulgarian form of that title was trun < tO5dn; cf. A. A.
axmatov,"Zametkaoh jazykevo1skixbolgar,"SbornikMuzejaantropologiiiètno
grafIi Petrograd,5 1918: 398-400.Cf. B. F. Manz in this issue,p. 288.
35 SeeVasiliev, 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’sreply thelong
versionJ,"ed.P. K. Kokovcov, p.31,1. 11-12.

Fritz Rorig, DieEuropdischeStadtunddie Kultur desBürgertumsim Mittela/ter
Gottingen, 1964, p. 17.
38 SeeGoIb and Pritsak, Khazarian Hebrew Documents.
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Thereligious tolerancetypical of all nomadicempiresis knownto have
existedin the Khazarstate.During the first half of thetenthcentury,the
Muslim traveler andprolific writer al-Mas’Udi confirmed its practiceas
follows:

Thepredominatingelementin this country [Khazaria]aretheMuslims, because
they form the royal army. They are known in this countryas Arsiyah and are
immigrants from the neighborhoodof Khwarizm. . . . They also haveMuslim
judgesquçlat.Thecustomin theKhazarcapitalis to havesevenjudges.Of these,
two arefor theMuslims, two for theKhazarsjudgingaccordingto theTorah,two
for thoseamongthem who areChristiansjudgingaccordingto theGospel,and
onefor theaqaliba,RUs andotherpagansjudgingaccordingto paganlaw, i.e.,
on theoreticalprinciples:whenaseriouscaseis broughtup, of whichtheyhaveno
knowledge,they come beforetheMuslim judgesandpleadthere, obeyingwhat
the law of Islam lays down. .

If the MuslimsandChristiansthereareagreed,theKing cannotcopewith
them. . .

In 737 the emperorqayan convertedto Islam,4°which hadalready
beenacceptedin severalquartersof the Khazarpaxfor instance,among
the Volga Bulgars sometimeat the beginningof the tenthcentury.4’ An
heir-apparentto the Khazarthronewho professedthe Islamic religion is
mentionedas lateas the middleof thetenthcentury.42In 787,theSeventh
EcumenicalCouncil in NicaeaNiceanumII proposedthecreationof a
Gothicmetropolitanateasanarchdiocesewhich would embracetheseven
bishopricsof the Khazarstate.43Thedocumentreferringto thisproposal,

theso-calledDeBoor’s "Notitia episcopatuum,"is valuablein that it lists
the sevencomponentpartsof Khazaria.44

II.

Fromthe time their state tookform, the Khazarsplayeda crucial role in
the Eurasianpolitical community. As the Turks did before them, the

Les Prairies d’or, ed.Ch.Pellat,vol. 1 Beirut, 1966, p. 213,1.8, andp. 214,1. 13;
Eng. trans. in Dunlop, History of the Jewish Khazars, pp. 206-207.
° The circumstancesarediscussedin Dunlop, History of theJewishKhazars,pp.
83-84.
‘ Seefn. 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, "Nachtragezu denNotitiae episcopatuum,"pp. 531, 533-34. Cf.
Vasiliev, Goths in the Crimea. pp. 97-101.
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Khazars usually allied with the Byzantineemperoragainstthe Arabs,

although they often covetedthe Byzantine"climes" on the Crimea.The

first hundredyearsof their history wasessentiallya fierce strugglewith

theArabs for Azerbaidjanand for control of the traderoutesleadingto

Iran.

ContactsbetweenByzantiumand theKhazarstatemusthavebeenwell

established,for the Khazar and Byzantinedynastiesintermarried.Jus

tinian II ruled 685-711 married Theodora,a sister of the Khazar

emperor,in 698. ConstantineV 741-775married the Khazarprincess

Tzitzak, baptizedIrene, in 733; their son becameEmperorLeo IV the
Khazar775-780.SomeByzantinespiritual leadersand prolific writers
were also of Khazarorigin, for instance,Photius,patriarchof Constan
tinople 858-867, 877-886. Despite these direct ties, no Byzantine
author, not even the historian Theophanesd. 818 or the learned
emperorConstantineVII Porhyrogenitus9 13-959,madeany mention

of the conversionof the KhazarKingdomto Judaism.
The first Muslim writersto mentionthatthe Khazarrulerprofessedthe

Jewishfaith dateto the early tenthcentury- Ibn RUste, ca.912, and Ibn
al-Faqih, who wrote after 903.

2.

As far as we know, the contemporarycentersof Judaismin Palestine,
Iraq, andConstantinoplefailed to recordor takenoteof the Khazarcon
version.Even in the first half of the tenthcentury,both Rabbaniteand
Karaitesourcesmentionthe Khazarsonly matter-of-factly,without any
religious referenceor designation.

Sa’adyahGaon b. Joseph;b. 882, d. 942, who, althoughborn and
raised in Egypt, becamethe greatestscholarof the gaonicperiod and
leaderof BabylonianJewry,mentionedthe Khazarson severaloccasions.

For instance,heexplained"Hiram, king of Tyre" asbeingnot a proper
name,but atitle, "like caliph for the ruler of theArabs andkhaghanfor

the king of the Khazars."45 Also, in commenting on a biblical verse

Exodus 19:9, Sa’adyah mentioned a certain Khazar custom which

requiredamanexecutingroyal ordersnot to tell his king melekh it was
carriedout until he receivedanother.46In yet anotherinstance,thegaon

AbrahamElija Harkavy,"‘iTun ui T1KS ,‘iso [Rab Sa’adyahGaonon the
Khazars],"SemiticStudiesin MemoryofAlexanderKohutBerlin, 1897, pp. 244-45.
Cf. Dunlop, History of the JewishKhazars, pp. 220-21.
46 Harkavy, "Rab Sa’adyahGaon,"pp. 244-47.Cf. Dunlop, History of theJewish
Khazars,p. 221.
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mentioneda certain Isaacb. Abrahamas having left Iraq to settle in
Khazaria.47

Sa’adyah’scontemporary,the Karaite historian andjurist Jacobal
QirqisAni of Iraq d. ca.940, in elaboratingon Genesis9:27in his Kitãb
ar-riyaçl wa’l-I!?adã’iq [Book of gardensandparks],had this to sayabout
the Khazars:

Themajority of commentatorsinterpretthispunto meanlivelinessandbeauty.In
their opinion, it meansthat God had beautifiedJaphethto the extentthat a
numberof his descendantswill enterinto theJewishfaith. . . . Now, someother
[commentators]are of the opinion that this versealludes to the Khazarswho
acceptedJudaism.However, othershold that the Persiansare here intended.
Theseconvertedto Judaismin thetime of Mordecai,EstherandAhasueruseven
as it is written [Esther 8:17]. "And manyamongthe peopleof theland became
Jews."48

In the tenth and eleventh centuries Karaite writers disdained the

Khazars as bastardsmamzer. For instance,a passageascribedto
Yepheth b. ‘Au of Basrah fi. 950-980 explainsthe term mamzëras
"Khazarswho becameJews-in-exile."49This usagereflects the fact that

the Karaites distinguished sharply between two kinds of converts to

Judaism: thosewho convertedbeforeNebuchadnezzarIi’s conquestof

Jerusalem587 B.C. wereregardedasfull-fledged,honorablemembersof

thecongregation;thosewho convertedafter theJewshadbeendispersed,

however,wereof doubtful status,at best.Thelattercategory,of so-called
bastards,had in the past included Amonites, Moabites,and others.5°

Although apopularHebrewhistorical work written in Italy in themid-
tenth century, the so-calledSëpherJosippon,mentionsthe Khazars,it
fails to note their adherenceto Judaism.5’ in the nineteenthcentury,

4 Harkavy, "Rab Sa’adyahGaon," p. 245. Cf. Dunlop, History of the Jewish
Khazars, p. 221.
48 Maximilian Landaueditedthe passagein questionin "‘in n’sn v ‘rms rmis
[The present-daystatusof theKhazarproblem],"Zion Jerusalem,8 1943: 96. A
translationwas published by Zvi Ankori, Karaites in Byzantium:The Formative
Years,970-1100New York andJerusalem,1959, pp. 67-68.

SeeA. Harkavy, "Karaische Deutungdes Wortes ‘nan" Monatsschr4fl für
Geschichteund WissenschaftdesJudentumsKrotoschin,311882: 171; Harkavy,
"Rab Sa’adayahGaon," pp. 246-47; Ankori, Karaites in Byzantium.pp. 7 1-74.
However, Yepheth’scommentaryon the Book of JeremiahJer.50: 21, 25, hasa
messianicpassagewhich mentionsthe"King of Israel"; thesimultaneousreferenceto
Bãb al-Abwãb Derbendsuggeststhat it is thejudaizedking of the Khazarswho is
beingreferredto. The commentarywas publishedby A. Harkavy,"Rus’ i russkiev
srednevekovojevrejskojliterature," VosxodSt. 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., "Skazanijaevrejskixpisatelejo Xazaraxi xazarskomcarstve,"
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Karaite scholars, especially Abraham Firkovi b. 1785, d. 1874,52

createda mythabout the Karaiteorigin of the Khazars- afar cry from

the attitudeof Karaitesof thetenthandeleventhcenturies,who would,no

doubt, havedecriedany suchancestry.

3.

Modern Rabbinicalscholarshipcontinuesto idealize the Khazarsand
their conversion.53This stanceis due largely to Judah Halevi b. 1075,
d. 1141, who wasfirst to view the Khazarconversionas a centralevent
in Jewishhistory.

Halevi, undoubtedly the foremostJewish poet and thinker of the

Middle Ages, was born and raisedin AndalusianToledo or Tudela

while thecity wasstill Muslim but hadavital Jewishreligiouscommunity

andintellectuallife. After ahappy Wanderjahre,theyoung Jewreturned

to now Christian Toledo during the reconquista,when oneJewishcom

munity after anotherwas being destroyed.His "Kitãb al-huggawa’d
dalil fi nasrad-dinad-dalil" [Book of argumentandproof in defenseof
thedespisedfaith], known morecommonlyasthe"Kuzari," waswritten
in Arabic Ca. 1120-40, in the style of a Platonicdialogue.54The work

TrudyVostol’nogo otdelenOaSt. Petersburg,17 1874: 298,300 text, 301 Russ.
trans.: ‘rmx, pon mi ‘rnai tt21i 13’7i Oip’rn 7’Dt im annmnawn iv an

-,nnt ‘itt mt xi, r,’n ‘-Un y aim am omaw ‘ss anmr,,tmaw TiD a’nnnc
.‘i nn ‘ri-on imn ‘rip a’nn ‘tmam "Togarma[comprises]tentribes, which arethe
Khozar,Pasinakh,‘Aliqanus Uluéi, BUlgar, Ragbins?, Turqi, *KJlj3 [Bwz;
Oyuz], ZikhUs, ‘Ungari, andTi1ma. Theyall live in the north, and their landsare
namedafter them. They live alongthe river Hitl, that is 4t/[Volga], but the ‘Ungari,
Bulgar andPUsinakh[sidlive alongthe greatriver 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. . . . Theyall
live in the northernsection,and their placesare namedafterthem. Someof them live
along the river A;il. But the al-Bulgar,al-Baganaqand Ungarlive betweenthemoun
tains of Danübin,i.e., Dunä [Danube]." Harkavy,"Skazanijaevrejskix pisatelej,"
pp. 333-34.
52 ConcerningA. S. Firkovi, see Ananiasz Zajczkowski, Karaims in Poland:
History. Language,Folklore, ScienceWarsaw,TheHague,andParis, 1961,pp. 84-
88. Seealso Ankori, Karaites in Byzantium,pp. 58-65.
" SeeBernardD. Weinryb, "The Beginningsof East-EuropeanJewryin Legendand
Historiography,"in Studiesand Essaysin Honor of AbrahamA. NeumanLeiden,
1962,pp. 445-502.
4 Theworkwastranslatedinto Hebrewin the middleof thetwelfth centuryby Judah
b. Tibbonunderthe title "Sepherha-hokhahahwe-hare’ayahle-hagganatha-datha
bezuyah";this translationandthe original text arecommonlyknownas"Sëpherha
Khuzari" or the "Kuzari." A critical edition of the Arabic original basedon the
Unicum CodexBodleianaHebraica,no. 284 and of Ibn Tibbon’s translationbased
on the Codex Parisiensis,no. 677 was publishedby HartwigHirschfeld,Das Buch
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was not only a Jewishresponseto the challengeof Aristotelian philoso
phy, but alsoan original and,somescholarssay,valid conceptualization
of Judaismwhich arguedfor its religious superiority.Writing during the
revival of Jewish Messianismand apocalyptichopes,Halevi madethe
proselytic Khazarking thecentralheroof hisdialogue,and thuselevated
the Khazarconversionfrom amarginal happeningin Jewishhistory to a

major event.
The following two passagesin the "Kuzari" are relevant to our dis

cussion:

1 I wasaskedto statewhatargumentsandrepliesI could bringto bearagainst
the attacksof philosophersandfollowers of other religions, and also against
[Jewish] sectarianswho attackedthe rest of Israel. This remindedme of some
thing I hadonceheardconcerningtheargumentsof a Rabbiwho sojournedwith
theking of theKhazars.Thelatter,aswe knowfrom historicalrecords,becamea
convertto Judaismaboutfour hundredyearsago. To him cameadream,andit
appearedas if an angel addressedhim saying: "Thy way of thinking is indeed
pleasingto the Creator,but not thy way of acting."Yet hewasso zealousin the
performanceof theKhazarreligion, thathedevotedhimselfwith aperfectheartto
theserviceof thetempleandsacrifices.Notwithstandingthisdevotion,theangel
cameagainat nightandrepeated:"Thy wayof thinking is pleasingto God,butnot
thy way of acting." This causedhim to ponderover the different beliefs and
religions andfinally [he] becamea convertto Judaismtogetherwith manyother
Khazars.55

2 After this the Khazari, as it is related in the history of the Khazars,was
anxiousto revealto hisvezierin themountainsof WarsãnTtwlm thesecretof his
dreamand its repetition, in which hewasurgedto seektheGod-pleasingdeed.
Theking andhis vezier travelledto thedesertedmountainson the seashore,and
arrived onenight at the cavein whichsomeJewsusedto celebratetheSabbath.
Theydisclosedtheir identityto them,embracedtheirreligion, werecircumcisedin
thecave,andthenreturnedto their country,eagerto learntheJewishlaw. They
kept their conversionsecret,however, until they found an opportunity of dis
closingthefact graduallyto a few of theirspecialfriends. When thenumberhad
increased,they made the affair public, and inducedthe rest of the Khazarsto
embracetheJewishfaith. They sent to variouscountriesfor scholarsandbooks,
andstudiedtheTorah.Their chroniclesalsotell of their prosperity,how theybeat

al-ChazarI des Abz-l-Ijasan Jehuda Hallewi im Arabischen Urtext sowie in der
HebräischenUbersetzungdesJehudaibn Tibbon Leipzig, 1887. Hirschfeld trans
lated the "Kuzari" into Germanas Das Buch al-Chazari: AusdemArabischendes
Abu-l-JjasanJehudaHallewi Breslau,1885. The first edition of the Englishtrans
lation by Hirschfeld waspublishedin 1905.Themost recentedition,with anintroduc
tion by Henry Slonimsky,appearedin 1964: JudahHalevi - The Kuzari Kitab al
Khazari: An Argumentfor the Faith of IsraelNew York, 1964.

Edited by H. Hirschfeld,p. 3 Hebrewtrans.;theArabicoriginalof thepageis lost
p. 35 Eng. trans. by H. Hirschfeld, 1964.
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their foes,conqueredtheirlands,securedgreattreasures;but theirarmyswelledto

hundredsof thousands,how theyloved their faith, andfosteredsuchlovefor the

Holy Housethattheyerecteda Tabernaclein theshapeof thatbuilt by Moses..

III.

Why did theKhazars’conversionto Judaismgo unmentionednotonly in

contemporaryJewish literature, but also in the ByzantineandMuslim

literatures,which were then more highly developedandhavebeenwell

preserved?The silenceis especiallypuzzlingbecausethe Byzantineand

Muslim stateshad strongcontacts,whetherfriendly or hostile, with the

Khazarrealm,thenrankingwith theFrank, Byzantine,andMuslim Arab

as a greatpower, and they must havebeeninterestedin the Khazars’

activities. Let us look into this strangelack of interestin an event that

would seemto be of contemporaryimportance.

2.

St. Constantine,laterapostleof the Slays, undertooka mission to the
court of the Khazaremperorsometimein the mid-ninth century.There,
as lateas860,he gaveadisputationon religionandpracticedbaptism,but
saidnothingabouttheexclusivenessof theJewishreligion in Khazaria.57
The earliest mention of the Khazars’ conversion to Judaismwas by
Druthmar of Aquitaine, a Frankish Benedictinemonk at the Corvey

monasteryin Westphalia.The referenceoccursin Druthmar’scommen

tary on Matthew24: 14, written in 864. It reads:

At thepresenttime we knowof no nationgens in theworld whereChristiansdo
not live. For in thelandsof GogandMagogwho area Hunnishracegentesand
call themselvesGazari thereis onetribe, a very belligerentone - Alexander
enclosedthem andthey escaped- andall of them professtheJewishfaith. The
Bulgars, however,who areof the samerace,recently becameChristians.58

56 Edited by H. Hirschfeld, p. 67 Arabic text = p. 68 Hebrewtrans.= p. 82 Eng.
trans.,by H. Hirschfeld.
" ConcerningSt. Constantine’smission, seeFrancisDvornik, ByzantineMissions
amongtheSlays:SS.Constantine-CyrilandMethodiusNewBrunswick,N.J., 1970,
pp. 49-72; F. Dvornik, Les légendesde Constantinet de Méthode,vuesde Byzance
Prague,1933,pp. 148-211.Aboutthemissionof theGeorgiansaintAbo d. 786,see
Paul Peeters,"Les KhazarsdansIa passionde S. Abo deTiflis," AnalectaBollandiana
Brussels,52 1934: 21-56.
58 "Nescimusiam gentemsubcaeloin quaChristianinonhabeantur.Namet in Gog
et Magog,quaesunt gentesHunorum,quaeabeisGazarivocantur,iam unagensquae
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BecauseDruthmar’s testimonyis unchallenged,we canassumethat the
Khazarconversionmusthaveoccurredbefore864 AD., thedatewhenhis
observationswerewritten.

3.

Apart from Halevi’s "Kuzari," thereare threeothernon-contemporary
accountsof the Khazarconversion.They are bestcharacterizedas epic
narratives.Two havecomedownto usin Hebrew,andthethird in Arabic.

Thetwo Hebrewstoriesmusthavebeenwritten by thebeginningof the
twelfth century, becauseJehudahb. Barzillai al-Bargelonian-Nasi,
rabbi of Barcelonaca. 1090 to 1105, refers to them in his "Sepherha
‘ittim," a work dealing with the Sabbathand festivals on the Jewish
calendar.59

One of the Hebrew stories appearsin the so-called Khazarcorres
pondencethat comprisesthe letter of Uasdaib. Shaprutb. ca. 915, d.
970 to the Khazars’King Josephandtwo versionsof Joseph’sreply. The
authenticityof thecorrespondence,which continuesto be controversial,
is irrelevant here, becausethe conversionstory is taken as an epic
narrative,not an official contemporaryaccount.According to the first,
short versionof King Joseph’sreply, the conversionoccurred 60

I An angelappearedto him in adreamandsaid: "Oh, Bol[]An!6’ The Lord sent
me to tell you: I heardyour prayerandyour petition.And so,I shallblessyou and
multiply you, extendyour kingdomto theendof agesandhandall your enemies
ovento you. Now rise and prayto theLord." He did thus,andtheangelappeared
to him a secondtime, saying: "I sawyour behaviorandapprovedyour actions.I

fortior erat cx his quasAlexanderconduxerat,circumcisaest,et omnemJudaismum
observat.Bulgarii quoque,qui et ipsi ex ipsis gentibussunt, cottidie baptisantur,"
MaximabibliothecaveterumpatrumLugdun.Leiden, 15 1677: 158 =J.P. Migne,
Patrologiaecursuscompletus,SeriesLatina, vol. 106 Paris,1864, col. 1456.
9 Kokovcov, Evrejsko-xazarskajaperepiska,pp. 127-28Russ.trans.,pp. 128-31.
60 Insofar as this story is concerned,there areno real differencesbetweenthe two
versions.
61 Bolãnscholarsnormallyusethe incorrectspellingBulanis a tribal designation
eponym, ratherthan apropername.The form with I Bo/an is Turkic whereasthe
form with M BoMan is Huno-Khazarian.Concerningthis phenomenonin Altaic
linguistics called "lambdacism",see0. Pritsak,"‘Der Rhotazismus’und‘Lambda
zismus,"Ural-AltaischeJahrbflcher35 D 1964: 337-49.TheHuno-Khazarianform
survivedin the "Ta’rih al-BãbWa arwãn,"V. Minorsky, ed.,A History of Sharvdn
and DarbandCambridge,1958,p. 17: "In the year288 the Khazarswith their king
malik K.s’b. Bolãnbl’n al-Khazanicameto attackBãb al-AbwãbDerbendin
the monthof Ragab[August901]. Muhammadb. Halim with thegazi’sof al-Bab
Darbandfought them,beatthemoff anddefeatedthem with thehelpoftheAlmighty"
p. 42.
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knowthat you will follow mewith your wholeheart. I wantto give you thecom

mandments,the law andthe rules;and,if you observemycommandments,laws

andrules, I shallblessyou andmultiply you." He answeredandsaidto theangel:

"My master,you know theintentionsof my heartandyou haveinquiredinto my
innermost self, andyou know that I haveplacedmy hopeonly in you. But the
people,overwhomI reign,areunbelievers.I do notknowwhetheror nottheywill
believeme. If I havefoundfavor in your eyesandyour mercyhascomedownon
me, appearto so-and-so,their chiefprince[i.e., qayan], andhe will help me in
this task."TheAll-Holy - mayhebeblessed- grantedhisrequestandappeared
to that princein a dream.When heawokein themorning,hewent andtold the
king aboutit. Then theking assembledall hisprinces,his slaves,andall hispeople
andtold themall this. Theyendorsedit, andaccepted[thenew]faith, thuscoming
underthe protectionof Shekhina["the presenceof God"]. And theangel again
appearedto him andsaid: "Theheavensandtheheavensof the heavenscannot
containme, but you should [still] build asynagoguein my name."He answered,
saying: "Lord of theworld, I am veryashamedthat I haveno silverandgold to
erect it properly,as I would like." He [the angel]answeredhim: "Have strength
andbemanly! Takeall your armieswith you andgo in thedirectionof Dar-i Alan
[the Danial Pass]and Ard[ab]il [locatedin Azerbaidjan].I shall placein their
heartsfearandterrorbeforeyou andhandthem overinto your hands.I prepared
two storehousesfor you; oneof silver andoneof gold. I shall be with you andI
shall protectyou [everywhere],whereveryou go. You shalltake[that] booty[i.e.,
goods],returnwith success,andbuildasynagogue,in my name."He believedhim
anddid as he hadbeencommanded.He fought, laid a curseon the town and
returnedsafely. [Then] he blessed[the acquired]goodsand from them con
structed:tents,an ark,acandlestick,a table,asacrificialaltar,andpriestly sacred
vessels.Until the presentday, thesehaveremainedwholeandin my keeping.62

2 After this his famespreadwidely. The King of Edom[Byzantium]andthe
King of the Ishmaelites[Muslims] hadheardof him andthey sent to him their
envoyswith greatrichesandmanypresents,aswell assomeof theirwisemenwith
the plan to converthim to their own religion. But the king waswise,sent for a
learnedIsraelite, searched,inquiredandinvestigatedcarefully. Thenhebrought
the sagestogetherso that theymight argueabouttheir respectivereligions.Each
of them refuted,however,theargumentsof his opponent,so that theycouldnot
agree.When theking sawthis hesaid to them:"Go home,on thethird day I shall
sendfor you andyou will cometo me."On theseconddaythe king sentfor the
[Christian]priest and said to him: "I know thattheKing of Edomis greaterthan
the other kings, andthathis faith is respectable.I alreadyhaveliking asto your
religion. But I amaskingyou to tell thetruth: if onetakestheIsraelitereligionand
thereligionof theIshmaelites,whichof themis better?"Thepriestansweredhim
andsaid: "May ourLord theKing live long! Know thetruth, thatthereis in all the
world no religion resemblingtheIsraelitereligion, sincetheAll-Holy, blesshim,
choseIsraelfrom all the nationsThekingansweredhim: "Now youhavetold

2 Kokovcov, Evrejsko-xazorskajaperepiska.p. 21, 1. 5, andp. 22,1.6Russ.trans.,
pp. 75-77.
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me.Truly, knowthat! will showyou my respect."Theseconddaytheking sentfor
al-Qadi of the Ishmaelites,askedhim andsaid: "Tell me thetruth: what is the
differencebetweenthereligionof Israelandthereligionof Edom,which religion
is better?"Al-Qadi answeredhim and said: "The religion of Israelisbetter,andit
is all the

truth

Onthethird dayhe [theking] calledall of themtogetherandsaidto themin the
presenceof all his princesandslavesandhis people:"I wish thatyou makefor me
thechoice,which religionis thebestandthetruest."They beganto disputewith
oneanotherwithout arriving to anyresultuntil theking askedthepriest: "If one
comparesthe Israelitereligion with that of the Ishmaelites,which is to be pre
ferred?" The priest answeredand said: "The religion of theIsraelitesis better."
Now he[the king] askedal-Qaji andsaid: "If onecomparestheIsraelitereligion
with thatof theEdomwhichis to bepreferred?"Al-Q.di answeredhim andsaid:
"The religion of the Israelitesis better."

Upon this the king said, "Both of you admittedwith your own lips that the
religionof theIsraelitesis thebestandtruest.ThereforeI havechosenthereligion
of theIsraelites,that is, thereligionof Abraham... . He cangive mewithoutlabor
silver andgold whichyou hadpromisedme. Now go, all of you, in peaceto your
land."

Fromthat time ontheAlmighty Godhelpedhim andstrengthenedhim. He and
his slavescircumcisedthemselvesandhe sentfor andbroughtwisemen of Israel
who interpretedtheTorah for him and arrangedthe preceptsin order.

3 After thosedays therearosefrom the sonsof his [Bolän’s] sansa king,
‘Obadiahby name.He wasanupright andjust man.Hereorganizedthekingdom
andestablishedthe[Israelite]religionproperlyandcorrectly.He built synagogues
andschools,broughtin manyIsraelitesages,honoredthem with silverandgold,
andtheyexplainedto him theTwenty-fourBooks[theBible], Mishnah,Talmud,
andtheorderof prayers[establishedby] the Khazzans.He wasa manwho feared
God and loved the law andthe commandments.

After him his sonHezekiahbecameking, andafterhim,his sonManasseh.

The main elementsthat emergefrom thestory are these:

I The convert was an officer elevatedto the rank of king but not
emperor.

2 Therewere two stagesin theconversion.

3 Thefirst, or Bol[]ãn, stagewasconnectedwith theKhazarvictory
overtheArabs andtheir advanceasfar asArdabil in Azerbaidjan,which,

accordingto Arab sources,took placein A.H. 1 12/AD. 730-731.65 This

chronology agreeswith Halevi’s statementin the "Kuzari," written ca.

63 Kokovcov, Evrejsko-xazarskajaperepiska,p. 22, Il. 6-23, 15 Russ.trans.,pp.
77-80.
64 Kokovcov,Evrejsko-xazarskajaperepiska,p. 23, 1. 18, andp. 24,1.4Russ.trans.,
p. 80.
65 For sourcesanddetails, seeDunlop, History of the JewishKhazars,pp. 68-77,
148.
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1130-1140,that theKhazarking becamea convert"about four hundred

years ago." But this was a private conversion of the majordomo

Bo1[}an, which, possibly,wasprecededby thekind of religiousdis

pute that occurredbefore other royal conversionscf. theconversionto

Christianity of Prince Volodimer of Rus’ in 988 66

4.

The other of the two Hebrewstoriesabouttheconversionsurvived in a

Genizafragmentwhich is now in Cambridge,England.Thefragmenthas
recently beenanalyzedby Norman Golb, whosetranslationof therele

vant passagereadsas follows:67

Armenia,and[our] fathersfled beforethem. . . . for theywereun[ab}leto bearthe
yoke of idol-worshippers. [The people of Khazari]a receivedthem. For the
pe[ople]of Khazariawereat first without Torah,while [their neighborArmenia]
remainedwithout Torahandwriting. They intermarriedwith theinhabitantsof
theland, in[termingledwith thegent]iles,learnedtheir practices,andwould con
tinually go out with themto w[ar]; [and] theybecameonepeople.However,they
were confirmedonly in the covenantof circumcision;only a port{ion of them
were] observingthe Sabbath.There was [at the time] no king in the land of
Khazaria;but ratherwhoeverwould achievevictoriesin war would theyappoint
overthemselvesasgeneralof thearmy. [Thuswasit] until theJewsoncewentout
with them to do battleaswastheir wont. OnthatdayacertainJewprevailedwith
his swordandput to flight the enemiescameagainstKhazaria.So the men of
Khazarappointedhim over themas chiefofficer of thearmy accordingto their
ancientcustom.They remainedin this stateof affairs for many days,until the
Lord took mercy andstirredtheheartof thechiefofficer to repent;for his wife,
whosenamewasSerah,influencedhim andtaughthim to [his] benefit;andhetoo
agreed,sincehe wascircumcised.Moreover, thefatherof theyoungwoman,a
man righteousin that generation,showedhim theway of life.

Now it happenedthatwhenthekingsof Macedon[ Byzantines]andthekings
of Arabiaheardthesethings,they becamevery angry,andsentmessengersto the
officers of Khazaria [with] wordsof scorn againstIsrael: "How is it that you
return to the faith of the Jews, who are subjugatedunder the power of all
nations?"They saidthingswhicharenot for us to relate,andinfluencedthehearts
of the officers adversely.Thenthe greatofficer, theJew, said,"Why should we
multiply words?Let therecome[here]somesagesof Israel,somesagesofGreece,
andsomesagesof Arabia;andlet themtell, eachoneof them,beforeus andbefore
you, the deedof [his] Lord [from beginningto] end."Theydid so; [M]ace[do]n
sentsome[of its sages,andalso] thekingsof Arabia;andthe sagesofIsraelvolun

66 Ca.betweenAD. 799and809.SeealsoA. N. Poliak, "a’iran nIi"imn [Theadoption
of Judaismby the Khazarsj,"Zion 6 1941-42: 106-112, 160-80.
67 A criticalapparatusandcommentaryby ProfessorGoIbwill be publishedwith the
translationin our joint Khazarian Hebrew Documents.



276 OMELJAN PRITSAK

teeredto come[in accordwith therequestof] theofficers of Khazaria.Now the
Greeksbeganto give testimonyaboutHim[?] f[irst, and]theJewsandtheArabs
beganto rebut him [sic]. Afterwards[beganthe Ara]bs, and theJews andthe
Greeksrebuttedthem. And afterwardsbegan[the sagesof Isra]el from the six
daysof creationuntil theday whenthe children of Israelcameup [from] Egypt
andtheycameto an inhabitedland.TheGreeksandtheArabsborewitnessto the
truth anddeclaredthem right; but therealso occurreda disagreementbetween
them. The officers of Khazariasaid,"There is a cave in thevalley of TYZWL;
bringforth to us thebookswhicharethereandexpoundthem beforeus." They
did so. Theywent into themidst of thecave:behold,booksof theTorahof Moses
werethere,andthesagesof Israelexplainedthemaccordingto thepreviouswords
which they hadspoken.Then Israelwith thepeopleof Khazariarepentedcom
pletely. TheJewsbeganto comefrom Baghdadandfrom Khorasanandfromthe
land of Greeceandstrengthenedthemen of theland,and[thelatter] held fastto
the covenantof the "Fatherof a Multitude." Themenof theland appointedover
them oneof thesagesasjudge. Theycall him in thelanguageof Khazar[ia]KGN.
Therefore,the title of thejudgeswho aroseafterhim hasbeenKGN until thisday.
They changedthe nameof thegreatofficer of Khazaniato Sabriel,andmadehim
king oven them.

The importanceof the Geniza fragment lies in the fact that it is an

indigenously Jewish account, rather than a proselytic one,of the con

versionandreligious disputation.Nonetheless,theaccountsgivenin the

fragmentandin King Joseph’sreply generallyagree,andboth referto a

first stagein theJudaizationof theKhazarkings. In theJewishaccounts,

however, the "Bol[]An" of King Joseph’sreply is styled as"Sabriel."68

5.

A1-Mas’Udi, authorof a world history written in Arabic ca.943, devoted
the seventeenthchapterof his "Meadowsof gold"Murugad-Qahabto
a descriptionof the Caucasianpeoples.Therehe singledout the Khazar
state:

The inhabitantsof this [Khazarian]capitalareMuslims, Christians,Jews,and
pagans.TheJews are:the king al-malik , his entourage,andtheKhazarsof his
tribe gins. Theking acceptedJudaismduringtheCaliphateof [HärUn] ar-Raid
[786-814]. A numberof Jewsjoinedhim from other Muslimcountriesand from
the Byzantine Empire.

This wasbecausetheemperor,who in ourtime, i.e., All. 332/A.D.943,is called
ArmanUs[RomanusI Lecapenus,920-944]convertedtheJewsof his countryto
Christianity by force . . . and a large numberof the Jews fled from Rum
[Byzantium]to theKhazarcountry.. . . This is not theplaceforgivinga reportof

68 Cf. Dunlop, History of theJewishKhazars, p. 158.
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theadoptionof Judaismby the Khazarking for wehavespokenof it in ourearlier
works.69

Unfortunately,theearlierworksthatal-Mas’üdi refersto werelost. How

ever, an Arabic geographerof a later period, ad-Dimilqi fi. A.H. 727/

AD. 1327, made this referenceto the conversion:"Ibn al-Athir [his

torian, d. 12321 tells how in the daysof HärUn [ar-Raid] theemperor

forcedtheJewsto emigrate.Theycameto theKhazarcountry,wherethey

found an intelligent but untutoredrace,and offeredthem their religion.

The inhabitants[of Khazaria]foundit betterthantheir ownandaccepted

it."° The eminentGermanOrientalist, JosephMarkwart b. 1869, d.

1930, searchedthe History of Ibn al-AthIr in vain for thepassagehere

indicated. He cameto theconclusionthat it wasthework of al-Mas’Udi,

not Ibn al-Athir, which ad-Dimilqi had meant.7’

In a geographicalwork written ca. A.H. 487/AD. 1094, the Muslim

Spaniardal-Bakri includedanaccountwhich somescholarsbelieveto be

a partial reproductionof Mas’Udi’s lost story. The passagereads:

The reasonfor theconversionof theking al-malik of theKhazars,who hadpre
viously beena heathen,to Judaismwas asfollows. He hadadoptedChristianity.
Thenherecognizedthewrongnessof his belief andbeganto speakwith oneof his
governorsabouttheconcernwith whichhewasfilled. Theothersaidto him: "Oh
King, the Peopleof the Book ahi al-kitab form threeclasses.Invite them and
inquireof them,thenfollow whicheveris in possessionof thetruth." Sohesentto
theChristiansfor a bishop.Now therewaswith him a Jew, skilledin debate,who
disputedwith the bishop, asking him: "What do you say aboutMoses, son of
Amram, andtheTorahwhichwas revealedto him?" Theotherreplied:"Mosesis
a prophet,and theTorahis true." ThensaidtheJewto theking: "He hasadmitted
the truth of mycreed.Ask him now whathebelieves."Sothekingaskedhimand
hereplied: "I saythattheMessiah,Jesusthesonof Mary, is theWord,andthathe
hasmadeknownthemysteriesin thenameof God."ThentheJewsaidtotheking
of theKhazars:"He confessesadoctrinewhichI knownot,while headmitswhatI
set forth." But the bishop wasnot strongin bringing proofs. So heinvited the
Muslims andthey senthim alearnedandintelligentmanwho understooddispu
tation. But the Jewhired someoneagainsthim who poisonedhim on theway, so
that hedied. And the Jewwasable to win the king for his religion.72

This accountof thereligiousdisputationis quite similar to thatgivenin

69 Muraga-Iahab.ed. by Ch. Pellat,vol. 1, p.212, 1.9 - p. 213,1. 1 Eng.trans.in
Minorsky, History of Sharyãnand Darband,p. 146.
7° Cosmographie,ed. by A. F. MehrenSt.Petersburg,1866,p. 263 = Eng.trans.in
Dunlop, History of theJewish Khazars,pp. 89-90.
71 Markwart, Osteuropaischeund ostasiatischeStrefzuge,p. 3.

Edited by BaronV. Rosenin A. Kunik and BaronV. Rosen,Izvestijaal-Bekri i
drugix avtorovo Rusi i slavjanaxSt.Petersburg,1878,p. 44, 11. 1-13;Eng. trans.in
Dunlop, History of the Jewish Khazars,p. 90.
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King Joseph’sreply,andit saysthat theKhazarconvertwasking malik
melekh, rather than emperorqayan, as do the two Hebrew epic

narratives.

6.

Both al-Mas’udiandad-Dimiqi datedthe conversionof the Khazarking
to the reign of the Abbasid caliph HarUn ar-Raid A.H. l70-178/A.D.
786-809. This seemsto be inconsistentwith the Jewish tradition pre
servedin the "Kuzari," which dated the conversionto more thana half
century earlier,ca. 730-740.The contradictionis readily resolved,how
ever, if oneconsidersthat the Muslim historians most probablyunder

stoodthe Khazarconversionto haveoccurredwith its secondstage- i.e.,

when theKhazarking ‘ObadiahacceptedtheJewishreligionpublicly and

introducedthecorrespondinglegalreforms- ratherthanwith thefirst -

i.e., whenGeneralBol[]än convertedprivately. This differing view was
all the more likely becausein 737, at aboutthe time of theconversion’s

first stage,the supremeKhazarruler, theemperorqayan, convertedto

Islam.73

That theemperorremainedthesupremerulerandmilitary commander

of theKhazarrealmuntil 799is confirmedby thedataof thehistoriana!

Ya’qUbi d. 892. By 833, however, theemperorwasalreadysharinghis

powerwith the beg melekh. Accordingto ConstantineVII Porphyro

genitusca. 948, Khazarenvoyswere now being sent to Byzantiumnot
by the emperoralone,butjointly, by both theemperorand thebegoyap

xayavoc. . . Kal 6 7rè Xaapiac."

SipceHarünar-Raiddiedin 809, onemay assumethat the reformsof
‘Obadiah, i.e., the official conversionof the beg,took place sometime
between799 and 809.

The major representativeof the so-calledclassicalschool of Islamic
geography,al-Istakhri, who worked Ca. 930-951,gives an important
account of the Khazarrealm:

The Khaghanateis in agroupof notableswho possessneithersovereignty[after
799] nor riches.Whenthechiefplace[theoffice of emperor]comesto oneof them,
they appointhim without regardto what his conditionis. A reliablewitnesstold
me that hehadseenin oneof their marketsa youngmanselling bread.Theysaid
thatwhen theiremperordied,therewasnoneworthierto theKhaghanatethanhe,
only hewasa Muslim,andtheKhaghanateisnever[in thetenthcentury!]given to

See p. 266.
‘ ConstantinusPorphyrogenitus,De administrandoimperio, p. 182, 1. 27.
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anybut aJew. Thethroneandcanopyof gold whichtheyhaveareneversetup for

anybut the emperor. . .

Hereal-Istakhri hasbroughtup an elementnot mentionedin theHebrew

accounts,namely,the Judaizationof the institution of the Khaghanate.

Thetwo earliestIslamic sourceswhich mentionJudaismasthereligion

of theKhazars,written by Ibn al-FaqihandIbn Rüste,respectively,date

to ca. A.H. 290/AD. 903. Ibn al-Faqihowedmuchof his material to the

works of Ibn Khurdadbeh,dating ca. 846-885,whereasIbn RUste in
corporateddatafrom the so-calledKhorasaniancorpusof information
on EasternEurope and Central Asia, ca. 880-900.According to Ibn
Khurdadbeh,only theKhazarking al-malik professedJudaism.76The

later KhorasanianCodex, however, describeda different situation:

Theyhavea king malik= melekhwho is called ixlëô[ beg]. Thesupremeking
is Khazarkhaqan[emperor].Hedoesnot enjoythe obedienceof theKhazarsbut
has the name,only. The power to command belongsto the ixëö. . . . Their
supremeruler is a Jew, andlikewisethe ix.ëôandthoseof thegeneralsandthe
chiefmen who follow his wayof thinking. Therestof themhaveareligionlike the
religion of theTurks[known asthe Tengri religion]78

This developmentmusthavebecomeknown after885, thedateof the

"second" redaction of Ibn Khurdädbeh’swork, becausethe historian,
althoughthenalsoheadof Abbasidintelligence,did notyet know thatthe
Khazaremperorwasa Jew.

In his De administrandoimperii of 948, ConstantineVII Porphyro
genitusmentioneda Khazarcivil war:

The so-called Kabaroiwere of the race of the Khazars.Now, it fell out that a
secessionwasmadeby themto their government[led by thebeg]andwhenacivil
war brokeout their first government[led by thebeg] prevailed,andsomeof them
were slain, but othersescapedandcameandsettled with the Turks[thefuture
Hungarianswho were in theserviceof thekhaghan]in theland of thePechenegs
[i.e., modernUkraine], and they madefriendswith one another.79

Unfortunately, the learned emperor gave no date for this civil war.

5 Via regnorum,ed. by de Goeje,p. 224, 1. 17 - p. 225, 1. 1; Eng. trans.in Dunlop,
History of the JewishKhazars, pp. 97-98.
76 The mostaccurateversionof thetext is by al-YaqUt, Mu’gam al-buldãn, ed. by
FerdinandWustenfeld,vol. 2 Leipzig, 1867,p.437,1.8:wa-maliku-humyahudiyyun
"and their [the Khazars’] king malik is a Jew."

In Ibn RUste’smanuscriptthefinal -ô is dropped:thetext 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 preservedthe final -ô: ‘b’d, but Arabic b is to be correctedinto y; W. Barthold,
ed.,in AkademikV. V. Bartol’d: Soinenija,vol. 8 Moscow, 1973,p. 36,1.5;seealso
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.
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AhatanhelKryms’kyj b. 1871,d. 1942suggestedthat it probablyoccurred
between833 and 843.80 He argued that by 833 the emperor,although
alreadyhavinga secondaryrole, still took activepart in the Khazargov
ernment;by 843, however,hehadlost all power,for theArabcaliph now
correspondedwith only the beg, completely ignoring the emperor.
Probably the beg, in order to prevent another civil war, forced the
emperorto acceptJudaism,and had the law passedthat promptedal
Istakhri to write "the Khaghanateis nevergiven to any but a Jew." Al
Istakhri added,however,thatsomemembersof theKhazardynasty,even
thetheoreticalheir-apparent,still professedtheIslamic faith aslate asthe

first half of the tenth century.
*

* *

In the eighth to tenth century, two other Turkic peoplesconvertedto
religionsbasedon the revelationof divine truth: theUighursin Mongolia

convertedto Manichaeismin 763; and the imperial Turks,or Karakha
nids, in Turkestanconvertedto Islam ca. 900. A perhapscontemporary
accountby someManichaean"electi"dindarlar, preservedin an Uighur

Turkic translationpossibly dating to the ninth century, attributesthe

decisive role in the Uighurs’ conversionto Central Asian merchants
sartlar having the low rank of Manichaean‘hearers" niyo.ak!ar .8

The roleof merchantsis statedmoreexplicitly in the conversionto Islam
of the Karakhanidruler SatuqBuyraQayand.A.H. 344/A.D. 955. Like
the Khazarking, he first convertedprivately andonly some time later
professedhis new religion openlyandconvertedthe ruling elite.82

Elsewhere,I havearguedthat the ar-Raaniya,a Jewishtradingcom
panybasedin Provence,directly influencedtheofficial Judaizationof the
Khazarkings.83 Here, I emphasizethat all threeconversionsof warrior
steppesocietiesin eighth-to tenth-centuryEurasiaoccurredwithout pro

fessionalmissionariesor learned theologianssent from the respective
religious centers.

Long-distancemerchantsalonewereresponsiblefor theconversionsof

the Uighurs,imperial Turks,andKhazars.The merchants’regularcon-

° UraI-AltaischeJahrbücher36 1965: 390-92.
SI Edited by Willy Bang-Kaupand Annemarievon Gabainin Tflrkische Turfan
TexteII Berlin, 1929,pp. 3-14.
82 SeeOmeijan Pritsak, "Von den Karluk zu den Karachaniden,"Zeitschrjfl der
DeutschenMorgenlandischenGesellschaftWiesbaden,1011951:290-92;0. Prit
sak, "Die Karachaniden,"Der Islam Berlin, 311953: 24-25.
85 The problem is discussedin The Origin of Rus volumes 4 to 6; seealso my
inaugurallecture, The Origin of Pus‘Cambridge, Mass., 1976, pp. 19-20.
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tacts madethem familiar with thesesocietiesandallowed them to actas

proselytizersof their respectivefaiths. The merchantspresentedtheir

beliefs in a popularized version attractive to peopleunaccustomedto

theologicalabstractions.Had trainedreligionistsapproachedthesteppe
warrior societies,their dogmaandideologywould havebeentotally alien

andincomprehensible.It waspreciselybecausetheydid not,andbecause

thethreeconversionswere achievedby unofficial merchantpopularizers,
that the eventsthemselveswent unrecordedin the respectivereligious
centersof the time.84

Harvard Universi’

" One answerto the much-disputedquestionof what happenedto the Khazarian
Jewsafter they wereconqueredby PrinceSvjatoslavof Rus’ is proposedin my Origin
of Rus volumes4 to 6.



THE CLANS OF THE CRIMEAN KHANATE,

1466-1532

BEATRICE FORBESMANZ

The CrimeanKhanate,foundedby Iajji Girey in theearlyfifteenthcen

tury, was ruled by akhan in conjunctionwith four karachiwho were the

begsof thefour main clansof theland.’ This systemof governmentseems

to havebeeninstitutedfirst by Uzbek Khanof the GoldenHorde.Under
him, the council of four clan begs held greatpower; its signaturewas

required for all importantdocuments,and its agreementfor all major

undertakings.2Scholarsanalyzingthe governmentof the Crimeaor ex

plaining its policies haveattributed a like degreeof power to the four

karachiandto theclanstheyrepresented.3Agysh,begof thegreatestclan,

the Shirin, wasableto boast:"Are therenottwo shaftsto acart?Theright
shaft is my lord thekhan,and the left shaftam I, with my brothersand

children."4As an expressionof the position which tradition assignedto
thekarachi,this is not too greatan exaggeration,andit is to this aspect

The sameform of governmentwas found in the Khanatesof Astrakhan,Kazan’,
and Kasimov. An institution so widespreaddeservesthorough study,but unfortu
nately therearealmost no sourceson thehistory of thesethreeKhanates.Therefore
what conclusionswe can draw must comealmost entirely from the Crimea.
2 M. G. Safargaliev,RaspadZolotoi Ordv, Uchenyezapiski Mordovskogogosu
darstvennogouniversiteta,vol. 11 Saransk,1960, pp. 68-69.

V. E. Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Giraii egovassaly," UchenvezapiskiMos
kovskogoordena Leninagosudarstvennogouniversiteta/Istoriia61, no. 2: 3-71.A.
BennigsenandC. Lemercier-Quelquejay,"Le Khanat de Criméeau debutdu XVP
siècle:Dc Ia tradition mongolea Ia suzereinetéottomane,d’aprCsun documentinédit
des archivesottomanes,"Cahiers du MondeRusseet Soviétique13; C. Lemercier
Quelquejay,"Les khanatsde Kazanet de CrimèefacealaMoscovieen 1521,d’aprCs un
documentinédit des archivesdu muséedu palais de Topkapi," Cahiers du Monde
RusseetSoviétique12; andE. Keenan,"Muscovy andKazan’, 1445-1552:A Study in
SteppePolitics" Ph.D. diss., HarvardUniversity, 1965, pp. 82ff.

G. 0. Karpov, ed.,Pamiatniki diplomaticheskikhsnosheniimoskovskogogosu
darstva s krymskoiui nagaiskoiu ordami i s Turtsiei, in Sbornik Imperatorskogo
russkogoistoricheskogoobshchestvahereafterRIO, vols. 41 and95 St.Petersburg,
1884 and 1895, 95: 39-40.
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thatscholarshavedevotedtheir attention.Whetherthe karachiand their

clansin factwieldedsuchgreatpowerin the Crimeais much less certain.

This is the questionthat I shall addresshere.

This articlecoversa restrictedperiod, from 1466,when Mengli Girey

cameto the throneof theCrimea,intothe reignof thesixth khan,Sa’Adat

Girey l524-l532.5 It is this time, as well as the reign of the first khan,
UäjjI Girey,which is consideredtheheydayof theCrimeanclans;it ended

when Sa’adatGirey, finding the clan begsintractable,set out to weaken
them and to introducea more Ottomanform of government.6While the

clans may havebeen at their strongestthen, the history of theseyears

suggeststhat it was only at the beginningof the periodthat their power
was as greatas their official status.Althoughin theorytheyweretheonly
counterweightto the khan,in fact therewere otherpowerfulgroupswith

whomtheyhad to competefor influence.The clanscould andsometimes
did disagree with the khan, but their attemptsto defy him were not

successful.During this period, moreover,their power declinedsteadily
until, in the reign of Sa’adatGirey, it waspossiblefor the khanto carry
through an extensivepurgeof their leaders.

The information for this article is drawn largely from the Crimean
diplomatic correspondencewith Muscovy,which hasbeenpublishedfor
the years 1476-1521,and the correspondencewith Lithuania,published
for 1478-1515.During most of this period, LithuaniaandMuscovywere
competingfor influencein the Crimea.Eachstatehad a numberof ad
herentsamongtheclansandcourtiersof theCrimea,peoplewho pleaded
its casewith thekhanandkept it informedof local events.The reportsof
these men make up part of the correspondenceand, with the khan’s
letters,provideconsiderableinformationon theinternalworkings of the
Khanateand thepositionof theclanswithin it. Thiscorrespondenceis the
fullest source on the period, since few Crimeanletters to the Ottoman
Portehavesurvived from theseyears.I havenotattemptedto usenarra
tive historiesof theCrimea,which werewritten in Ottomanat alaterdate.

The transcriptionof Crimean personalnamesis a problem becausemany have
comedown to us only throughRussiansources.Nameswhich are obviouslyIslamic I
haverestoredto their original form. For all othersI haveadoptedthe spellingusedin
my sources.
6 Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"pp. 59-60.

RIO. vols. 41 and95: and K. Pulaski,ed.,Stosunkiz Mendli-Girejem,in Stosunki
Polskiz TatarszczvznqodpolowyXVwieku,vol. 1 CracowandWarsaw,1881here
after Stosunki.
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I. The Four Main Clans8

Much is unknownaboutthe clansof theCrimea,and muchmayneverbe
known.Theirofficial statusandtraditional rightsarewell documentedby
the diplomaticprotocol andthe assertionsof clan begswriting to Mos
cow, andthe influenceof certainpeoplewithin themcanbe estimatedby
their prominencein the correspondence.But the mostbasicfactsabout
the clans remain obscure. One can only guess at their numbers,and
almostno information is availableon importantaspectsof their internal
organization.However, eventhoughonecanreachfew firm conclusions
about the size, composition, and organizationof the clans, theseare
questionswhich shouldnot be ignored.

The four main clans of the Crimeawere the Shirin, Barin, Qipchaq,
and Arghin.9 Thesewerejoined in theearlysixteenthcenturyby someof
the Manghits, or Mansurs,a largeandpowerful clanof the Nogaycon
federationwhich quickly becameimportantin theCrimea.As thesources
offer much moreinformation on the Shirin thanon anyof theothers,it is
primarily through them that one canstudy the Crimeanclans.

About thirty-five peopleare identified in the sourcesas Shinins, and
thesearespreadamongseveralgenerations.Twenty-fivecanbeidentified
fairly definitely as descendantsof TegeneBeg, whoseson,Eminek, was
the begof the Shirinduringthe early reignof Mengli Girey.Fourgenera
tions of Tegene’sdescendantsappearin the Crimeansourcesas the
leading power within the Shirin.’° There are about ten Shirin whose
ancestrycannotbe tracedto Tegene,and who may thereforebe beyond
the rangeof third cousins.Somepairsof brothersareamongthem,butno
lineagescanbedistinguished."Thesmallnumberof peoplementionedis
striking, since the Shirin had beenin the Crimeafrom the time of the
Mongolian conquest,’2and they must havebeena large group by this

8 Theword clan seemsclearly the mostappropriateonefor thegroupsof peopleI am
discussing.The sourcesmentionfew peoplewith clannames,and mostof thosemen
tioned in eachclan are clearly related.

Thereis somedisagreementaboutwhich of theCrimeanclans werethechiefones.
The Shirin and the Barinarealwaysincluded,but in placeof the last two onesome
timesfinds the Manghitand Sedjeut.I havechosenthe four aboveas thosemostoften
mentionedtogetherin the earlytreaties.SeeSyroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"
p. 29, and RIO, 95: 20, 51, 156, 211.
10 See the appendix,p. 308, for a family tree.
I BakshibekandKudoiar, brothers,Chibelekand his fatherBostai, KazyMansur,
Ideshkaand Satylgan,sonsof Karach,Khoziai Mirza, Chamak,sonof lunus Beg,
‘Umar, sonof Mavkin. RIO, vols. 41 and 95, passim.
12 Safargaliev,Raspad.p. 94.
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time. It is clearthatauthoritywasreservedfor asmallset of closelyrelated

people.
Although ratherfew Shirin are mentioned,theclanseemsto havehad

authority over a large numberof people.The Shirin begAgysh, karachi

from 1508 to about 1523,claimedthat hecouldputtwentythousandmen

into the field.’3 On this occasionAgysh called his followers"brothers,"

but thereare indicationsthat the Shirin controlled peoplenot relatedto

them; there are referencesto "servants,"both as messengersand as

soldiers,includingone"servantof theShirin."4The relationbetweenthe
followers and their mastersremainsunclear.The patentDawlat Girey
grantedto the Arghin beg in 1551,confirming him in hisancestralhold
ings, gavethe begthe right to control peopleandterritoryandto collect
taxes.The yarlyk mentionsagricultural lands,summerandwinter pas
ture, and permanentsettlements.’5This suggestsa territory of mixed
population, including both nomadsfrom whom the Arghin might raise
their troops andsettled agriculturalists.

Othersources,however,indicatea rathermorecomplicatedsystemand
a greaterseparationbetweenthe clan andits subjects.We knowthat the
centralpartof the Shirin territorylay betweenKaffa andthecity of Staryi
Krym, which they controlled.’6This land wasalmostcertainlyagricul
tural; a yarlyk of the fourteenthcenturyrecordedthe granting of farm
land in thatarea,andtheambassadorMarcinBroniewski,whovisited the
Crimeain 1578, describedthe district’s fields and vineyards.’7Nor is it
likely that farming in this region suffereda declinebetweenthesetwo
periods,for the Ottomanrecordson Kaffa show that largequantitiesof
agriculturalproductswereexportedfrom theTatarregionsof the Crimea
in the earlysixteenthcentury.’8It is possiblethat at this time theShirin
also controlledthe steppesof the Kerch peninsula,as they did later, but
that territory was definitely not the seat of their begs.’° Broniewski,
moreover,statedthat theTatararistocracylived notonthesteppes,butin

13 RIO. 95: 649-50.
‘4 RIO, 41: 147; RIO, 95: 173.
13 F. Lashkov, "Sbornik dokumentovpa istorii krymsko-tatarskogozemlevlade
niia," IzvestiiaTavricheskoiuchenoiarkhivnoikommissii,vols. 22-25;vol. 23, doc.
56, p. 126.
16 Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"pp. 27, 30.
17 Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"p. 9, "OpisanieKryma ‘Tatariae descrip
tio’ Martyna Bronevskogo,"Zapiski Odesskogoobshchestvaistorii i drevnostei6:
347, 351.
18 M. Berindeiand G. Veinstein,"RCglementsde SUleimanP concernantIc livA de
Kefe," Cahiersdu Monde Russeet Soviétique16: 62.
‘ Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"p. 30.
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the woods and vineyards, where their agricultural work was done by
Greeksandprisonersof war. ThecommonTatarslived onthesteppeand
were all slavesand servantsof the khan or nobles,whose herdsthey
tended.2°Furtherevidenceof this systemappearsin a yarlyk of Muham
mad GireyII l577-1584giventothescionof a line of shaykhs,whofrom
thetime of Uajji Girey hadcontrolledthirty-two nomadicau/s.2’ Theevi
dencegiven hereis tooslight to supportdefiniteconclusions.It seemsthat
therewas considerabledistance,evengeographically,betweenthe clan
leadersandtheirfollowing, butwithoutmuch moreresearchthedetailsof
their relationshipcannotbe known.

Unlike their internal organization, the clans’ official status is well
describedin the sources.The four karachi confirmed the khan in his
office, just as the khanconfirmedthemin theirs.22It is clearthat theoaths
of the karachi were requiredon treatieswith foreignpowers,alongwith
those of numerousotherpeople:the khan’s brothersand sons,religious
leaders,the khan’s closeadvisors,and otherprominentclan members.23
Membersof the mainclans,particularly theShirin, werein somedemand
as ambassadorsand hostages;Lithuania often requestedambassadors

from the Shirin, and onceaskedfor the begsof both the Shirin andthe

Barin.24The QipchaqandtheArghin werelesssoughtafter,astheseclans

were consideredless important,andtheir karachirankedbelowthoseof

the Shirinandthe Barin.25We know that theShirin,at least,had theright

to collect a specialtax, sincepart of the transit tax at Perekopwent to
them.26All theclanshadcertainancestralrights, which includedthefree
dom to switch allegiance.27The Shirin and the Manghit, furthermore,
often intermarriedwith the Girey dynasty.28

To determinewhether the clans actually had all the power to which
their statusentitledthem,onemustassesstheinfluenceof theindividuals
within them. The begsof both the Shirin andthe Manghitwereclearly
powerful figureswithin theKhanate,asweresomeothermembersof their

20 "OpisanieKryma," p. 357.
21 "Krymskie khanskieiarlyki," ZapiskiOdesskogoobshchestvaistorii 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. Whenthe Lithuaniansand the Russianswrote to the khan,they

included letters to thesemen and their replies were returnedwith the

khan’s. The Shirin and the Manghitbegs were presentat audienceswith

foreign ambassadors,andthey were oftenaskedto influencethe khanin

favor of Moscow or Lithuania.29The membersof the Barin clan were

much less prominent;there is little mentionof anyonebut the karachi,

and even they were not as consistentlypowerful as the karachi of the

Shirin and the Manghit. The Barin karachi underMengli Girey, Kazy

Barin, karachifrom 1477 to ca. 1501,is hardly mentionedin the sources,

and his nameis often not on the lists of thosesendingor receivingmes

sages.30Kazy Barin’ssuccessor,DawlatBakhty, karachifrom about1501
to 1526,wasmuch moreconspicuous.He is mentionedas having beenat
ambassadors’receptionsandon campaignsand as belongingto theparty
favoring Lithuania.3’ Yet there were many peoplein the Crimea who
played a more important part in governmentaffairs. For instance,
although DawlatBakhty wasan activememberof theLithuanianparty,
he was not consideredthe most prominent.The leaderof the party was
nota clan begat all, buta man of unknownclan, ‘Abd al-Rahmãn.32The
karachi of the Qipchaqandthe Arghin played a much smallerpart in
Crimean affairs than did those of the more powerful clans; in the
correspondencetheir namesrarelyoccur outsidethe text or thenegotia
tion of treaties,and their public functions cannotbe determined.33

The Crimeanclans, then, were not all equally powerful. The Shirin
were much the strongest,and the Manghit, after enteringthe Crimea,
quickly becamethesecondstrongest.34The numberof peoplefrom each
clan mentionedin thecorrespondenceillustratesthe differencein power.

29 See,for example,RIO. 41:40;RIO, 95:39-40,81,172, 185,252,280,330,357,371,
500.
3° RIO. 41: 67-68, 102-104, 120, 143-45, 203, 311-12,341-42,464-65.
3! RIO, 95: 70, 173, 280, 361, 396.
32 RIO, 95: 204, 361; Stosunki,p. 382; Syroeehkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"p. 52.

RIO,vols. 41 and95, passim;andSyroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"passim.
When consideringthe sizeandpower of the Crimeanclansoneshouldnotethat

they werebranchesof largerclans,scatteredamonga numberof Khanatesandstill to
someextent allied. Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"p. 29. Outsideconnec
tions were particularly important to the Manghit, who began migrating into the
Crimeaafterthe destructionof the mainhordein 1502. TheManghitheld preeminent
places in both the Noghayconfederationand the Kazan’ Khanate,and they had
longstandingdiplomatic and marriagerelationswith the Girey dynasty. Syroech
kovskii, "Mukhammed-Girai,"pp. 32-34.This helpsto explaintheir quickrisein the
Crimea. Azika Beg Manghit, for instance,was takeninto theCrimea in 1504,against
the khan’s will, and by 1509 was a powerful beg, occasionallymentionedevenbefore
the begof the Shirin. RIO. 41: 520; RIO, 95: 70, 172; Stosunki,p. 434.
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Whereasabout thirty-five Shirinsand sixteenManghitsare mentioned,
the Barin, the Qipchaq,andthe Arghin canclaim only threeto sixpeople
each.Thesenumbersare strikingly low, andthe impressionthey give is
confirmedby the dearthof informationabouttheseclans.The Barinclan
is occasionallymentionedwith the Shirin; the others,although listed
togetheron ritual occasionssuchastheratificationof treaties,andon one
particularlylargecampaign,arealmostnevermentionedindividually.35It
seemslikely that their privilegedstatusreflectedpastglory, ratherthan
their importanceat the timewe are concernedwith. Whendiscussingthe
Crimeanclans,therefore,I shall concentrateon themostpowerful ones,
the Shirin in particularand to a lesserextentthe Manghitand the Barin.
The otherclansapparentlydid notplay a significantrole in theCrimea;in
any case,information aboutthem is too scarceto permit an analysisof
their position.

II. The Positionof the Clans

At the beginningof the periodunderdiscussion,the clans,especiallythe
Shirin, werea greatpowerin the Crimea.The eventsthat illustrate their
strength,however,arethe very onesthatprecipitatedtheirdecline.There
is scantinformation availableon the clansduring Uãjji Girey’s lifetime.
After his deaththeCrimeanthronealternatedbetweenhis two sons,NOr
DawlatandMengli Girey,changinglargely at thewill of theShirin begs,
first MamakandthenEminek.36It seemslikely that the beg of theShirin
was the most powerful man in the Crimea at the time, his authority
strengthenedby hisposition as tudunof Kaffa.37 The tudun,who wasthe
representativeof the Tatarsof Kaffa and its surroundings,had con
siderablepowerand income.He wasappointedjointly by thenotablesof
Kaffa andthe khan;at this timecandidateswere apparentlychosenfrom
the Shirin. Eminek succeededhis olderbrotherMamakas tudunin 1474,
buthe did not holdthe office long, partly becauseof themachinationsof
Mamak’swidow, who wantedit for herson.At her instigation Eminek
wasdismissedon thechargeof collusionwith theOttomans.Thisproved
unwise; Eminek won mostof theTatarsto hisside andattackedMengli
Girey,who, unableto hold outagainsthim, tookrefugein Kaffa. Emi’nek

RIO, 95: 42, 51, 156,211, 388, and passim;Stosunki.pp. 384, 437and passim.
36 Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"p. 30; L. Kolli, "PadenieKafy," Izvestiia
Tavricheskoiuchenoiarkhivnoi kommissii54: 131.

M. Malowist, Kaffa - KoloniagenueiskanaKrpmieWarsaw,1947,pp. xxvi!
xxviii.



THE CLANS OF THE CRIMEAN KHANATE 289

then calledin the Ottomansandhelpedthem to conquerthe city.38The
eventsof the next few years are not well known, but it is certainthat
Eminek played an importantpart in them. His letter to the Ottoman
sultan in 1476 makes it clear that he was to commanda forthcoming
Crimeanexpedition.39In 1478 Eminekwrote to thesultanto requestthat
he sendbackMengli Girey as khan,sinceMengli Girey’s brothers,NOr
Dawlatandaydar,thenin power,were in disagreement.TheOttomans
were to makesurethat thenewkhanwould betractable:"You shouldgive
good adviceto Mengli Girey that he shouldcomeand seekwell what is
suitable for the country, and that he should not disregardEminek’s
advice."40The sultancompliedwith Eminek’s request,andMengli Girey
again became khan. Shortly thereafterEminek was instrumental, it
seems,first in deposingMengliGirey in favor of Janibeg,andthen,aftera
few months,in reinstatinghim.4’ TheBarinkarachiat thetime, ‘AbdullAh,

was much less powerful than Eminek, but he did occupyan honorable
position; hissignaturewasrequiredontreaties,and hecorrespondedwith
Moscowandwasaskedto influence the khan.42

‘Abdullãh died probablyin 1477-1478,and Eminekin 1484.Their suc
cessorsseemto have beenmuch less powerful. Oncethe Ottomanshad
conqueredKaffa, the office of tudunwasno longerat thedispositionof

the Crimeans,or, therefore,of the Shirin. The subsequenthistoryof the
Shirin suggeststhat the lossof this office lessenedthe powerandprestige
of theShirin beg.Mengli Girey, oncereestablishedonhis throne,became
a strongkhan,andno clan beg afterEminek presenteda challengeto his
authority. It is true that for much of his reign, clan begsfigured promi
nently amongthe few influential peoplearoundthe khan.This group
included Mengli’s wife NOr Sultan, his brotherand heir apparentJam
gurchei, his sons Muhammadand Abmad, with Barash Beg Shirin
karachi 1485/86 to ca. 1504,Barash’sbrotherDovletek, andlankuvat
Beg Manghit. Fourotherpeoplewere occasionallyincludedin messages:
Berdovlet,Tulpar, Khoziash,and SobakDuvan.Theywereusuallymen
tioned together,without clan affiliation, andlittle is knownaboutthem.43

38 H. tnalcik, "Kirim Hanl,,nin osmanli tâbiliine girmesi ye ahidnamemeselesi,"
Belleten8, no. 30 1944:204-205; F. Babinger,MehmedderErobererundseineZeit
Munich, 1953, p. 374.

A. Kurat, TopkapiSaravi MüzesiArivindeki A/tin Ordu, Kirim ye Türkistan
han/annaait yar/ik ye bitik/er Istanbul, 1940, pp. 103-104.
° Kurat, TopkapzSarayi,p. 112.
4! Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"p. 30.
42 RIO, 41: 3, 6, 14. /

RIO, 41: 67-68,80, 102-103,143-45, 159, 178-80, 203, 226-27,311-12,341-42,
353,389-90.
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Nonetheless,after Eminek’s death there is scant evidenceof inde
pendentactivity by theclans.Althoughonceor twice theShirinweresaid
to be in disagreementwith the khan, it is not clearwhat aboutor how
seriously.44At oneof thesetimesthe Russianambassadorreportedthat
Mengli Girey’s nephewhad intendedto go to Moscowbutwas invitedto
the Crimeaby the Shirin.45Onecannottell whetherthesetwo eventswere

connected,or what the outcomeof the secondone was. From 1487 to
1506 the situation seemsto have remainedconstant.Mengli Girey was
firmly in power, surroundedby the samefew people,all of whom were

apparentlythoroughlysubservientto him.
It is the Lithuaniancorrespondenceof 1506 that givesthefirst indica

tion of a majorchange.Peoplesendingmessagesthatyearwerethekhan’s
wives, the princes the khan’s close relatives, and a number of clan
leaders: Tevekel Beg Manghit, Dovletek Beg Shirin karachi ca. 1504-

1508, DawlatBakhtyBarin, Islam Mirzã, and AgyshMirzä Shirin.46Of
the peoplelisted, Islam MirzO doesnot appearagain, but all the others

wereimportantfiguresin thetimeto come.Along withthemcameseveral
other new people. Both the number and the importanceof the men
around the khan increasedgreatly at about this time, perhapsdue to
the aging of Mengli Girey, who had beenruling, off andon, since1466.
The changewas even more noticeable in the reign of the next khan,
MuhammadGirey 1515-1523, who wasnot as stronga leaderas his
fatherhadbeen.Muhammad’sbrother,AhmadGirey,complainedof this
to the Russianambassadorin 1516: "You seeyourself,whatsortof person
my brotherthekhanis. Whenour fatherwaskhan,healonewaskhanand
we his childrenobeyedhim, andthe begsand all his peoplealso obeyed
him, but now our brotheris khanandwith him hissonis also khan,and
the begs with him are also khans; they lead him where they will."47

As thekhan’srule weakened,a numberof peopleandgroupsacquired
power. Among them were severalclanleaders;the begsof the Shirin,the
Barin, and the Manghit, along with oneor two membersof their clans,
were important figures in the Crimea. But they were not much more
numerousor powerful than their predecessorsunderMengli Girey -

Barash, Dovletek, and lankuvat - had been. The people who took
greatestadvantageof the newsituationwerenottheclans,buttheprinces

4° Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"pp. 30-31; RIO, 41: 113, 119.
‘° RIO,41: 113.
46 Stosunki,p. 287.

RIO, 95: 359.
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andthe "servicebegs,"48peopleusuallyof unknownancestrywho owed

their authority not to their clans,but directly to service to the khan.

The princeshadalwaysheldconsiderablepower,which now increased,

butthe service begsrosewithin a fewyearsfrom obscurityto considerable

prominence.As statedabove,severalpeoplewithout clanaffiliation were
mentionedduring thefirst partof Mengli Girey’s reign,andthesemaybe
consideredservice begs. They do not seem,however,to haveplayedan

importantpart in Crimeanaffairs. By the timeof MuhammadGirey, the

service begshadacquiredbothpowerand influence;a numberheld gov
ernorshipsor had the right to collect certain taxes, and commanded
troopswhich theyjoinedto thekhan’s.49It is importantthat the leadersof
the two rival factions-- Appak of the Muscoviteand ‘Abd al-Rahmänof
the Lithuanian- were not karachi,but service begs.5°

Thesetwo menwere themostpowerful ofthe servicebegs.Ratherlittle
is knownof ‘Abd al-Rahmãn’soriginsorconnections.Hedid notbring his
family to powerwith him; his father’snameis not given andonly oneor
two of his "brothers"are mentionedin the correspondence.5’‘Abd al
Rahmãnbecameactive about 1510, and soon afterwardsenteredthe
circle close to the khan. He correspondedregularly with Lithuania,
figured prominently in court intrigues,andparticipatedin severalcam
paigns.52He wasalso governor of the city of Islam Kerman,and had
personaltroops of abouttwo hundredmen.53

Appak,unlike ‘Abd al-Rahmän,waspartof a largeandcohesivegroup.
Its importanceseemsto havebegunwith his "older brother,"Muham
madshãh,who first becameprominentabout 1506anddied soonafter
wards.54Appak himself beganhis rise to powerduring the last yearsof
Mengli Girey’s reign;first noticeableabout 1509, by 1515 he hadclearly
becomeoneof the mostpowerfulpeoplein theCrimea,acloseadvisorof
the khan’sand a leaderof the Muscoviteparty.55About eighteenpeople

48 I haveadoptedthis term from V. E. Syroechkovskii’sarticle,"Mukham,ned-Girai
i ego vassaly."

Syroechkovskii, "Mukhammed-Girai," pp. 27-28, 35; A. Malinovskii, trans.,
"Istoricheskoei diplomaticheskoesobraniedelproiskhodivshikhmezhduRossiiskimi
Velikimi Kniaz’iami i byvshimi v KrymeTatarskimiTsarami,s 1462 p0 1533 god,"
Zapiski Odesskogoobshchestvaistorii i drevnostei5: 413.
° Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"pp. 5 1-52; RIO, 95: 276-77.
5I Stosunki,pp. 402,406; Malinovskii, "Istoricheskoei diplomaticheskoesobranie,"

p. 413.
52 Stosunki,pp. 320, 381, 382, 383, 401; RIO, 95: 222, 361, 472-73.

RIO, 95: 269-70;Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"p. 44.
RIO, 95: 19, 41, 80, 82.

" RIO, 95: 81, 82, 131, 138, 167-69.
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cameto powerwith him.The relationshipsamongthesemenwereclose-
they referredto eachotherasuncle,brother,or nephewmuchmoreoften
than did, for instance,the Shirin.56Theseterms wereused looselyand
inconsistently,however,and so do not allow us to fix manyexact rela
tionships. Most of the peoplecalled"brothers"did not have the same
father,andonecannottell whether they had the samegrandfather.Nor
canonefix peoplein generations,asthetermsbrother,uncle,andnephew
were sometimesinterchanged.Appak, on one occasion,referredto his
nephewas hisbrother,andAhmadPasha,althoughfrequently referredto
asAppak’sbrother,twicecalledhim uncle.57It is impossible,therefore,to

fit all thesepeopleon one family tree.

Syroechkovskii stated that all of Appak’s group belonged to the
Qipchaqclan; he seemsto havebasedthe identification on the fact that
one member,Khalil Beg, is known to have beena Qipchaq.58It seems
likely, however,that much of the group’s kinship was fictive, and that
only someof its memberswere Qipchaqs.The factthat the marriageties
amongthis group are much more preciselyand consistentlydescribed

than their actualkinship supportsthis supposition.59In anycase,Appak

andhisassociatesdid not form thecentralpart of the Qipchaqclan,and
their relationshipto the main begof the Qipchaqis nowherestated.They
were thereforecertainly service begswho owedtheir prominenceto the
powerof onememberof their group,Appak, andtheywereunitedlessby
kinship than by common interests,including support of Moscow.

The closecooperationwithin this group was shown in a numberof

ways. Not only did they refer to eachotheras relatives,they also acted
together. Hencewhen MuhammadshãhBeg, Appak’s "older brother,"
went to Moscow asambassador,he was accompaniedby a "relative,"
‘Abd al-Shaykhzada.6°In 1518two ofAppak’s"relatives,"KudoiarMirza

56 ‘AbdullAh, RIO, 95: 170; Ahmad Pasha,RIO, 95: 170; ‘Abd al-Shaykhzada,RIO,
95: 399; MuhammadshAh,RIO, 95: 197; Kudoiar, RIO. 95: 495; MubammadAga,
RIO, 95:495;MuhammadPasha,RIO, 95:453;Salimshãh,RIO, 95: 170;AsmakBeg,
RIO, 95: 656; Eliuke, RIO, 95: 652; Khalil, RIO, 95:453;PashaMirzã, RIO, 95: 218;
Khalil Chagirov,RIO, 95: 498; Ibráhim BegChagirov,RIO. 95: 525; Ibrähim Pasha
son of Kulik, RIO, 95: 616; Malik Pasha,RIO, 95: 653; Tokhtaldj, RIO, 95: 498;
Senberdei,RIO, 95: 616;Chibelek, RIO, 95: 243.

RIO, 95: 170, 176, 468, 498, 650.
58 Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"pp. 27, 31, fns. 169, 171. The identification
of Khalil as a Qipchaq is the only evidenceof clan affiliation that I havefound.
Syroechkovskii,however,citessomesourcesunavailableto me,andit may be that he
had further evidence.

RIO, 95: 243,498, 502, 656.
60 RIO, 95: 36, 399.
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and MuhammadAga, weresentto Moscowtogether,andin 1519,when

Appak himselfwent,he tookwith him KhalIl’s son,MuhmmadPasha.6’

In 1516-1517,whentheMuscovitealliancewasparticularlyshaky,Khalil

told the Muscovite ambassadorthat although he himself would not be

with the khan’sson BogatyrGirey, hisbrotherPashaMirzã andhis two

sons would take his place and keephim informed.62The membersof

Appak’s groupgenerallysupportedMuscovy; Appak wrote to Moscow

that he andhis brotherMuhammadshahhadtogetherservedMuscovy,

and that he had continued to do so after his brother’s death, while

Muhammadshãh’sson, Salimshãh, wrote to say that he would serve

Moscowashis fatherand his unclehad done.63It is possible,of course,
that theimpressionof loyaltyto Moscowwasgiven by Appak, sinceit was

he who told the Muscoviteswho their promoterswere.Whenhe wrote

asking Moscow to reward its supportersin the Crimea,it wasnatural
for him to list many of his associates.64

It is hard to distinguishthe role of the clan leadersfrom that of the

service begs.The group centeringaround Appak acted somewhatdif
ferently from membersof the major clans,andthey seemto havestayed
closerto thecourt.They are lessfrequentlymentionedin connectionwith
campaigns,and evenwhen Appak boastedto the grand duke of his
power,heonly claimedto haveoneor two hundred"relatives"at hiscom
mand.65They also madeand receivedfewer requestsfor the returnof
prisonersfrom Moscowthandid the clan begs.66On the otherhand,the
leaderof the rival group,‘Abd al-Rahmãn,seemsto havegoneon quite a
numberof campaigns,althoughhedid not layclaim to any moretroops
thanAppakdid.67 Unlike theShirinandtheManghit,theservicebegsdid
not intermarrywith the dynasty.

In many waysserviceandclan begshadsimilarcareersandfairly equal
power. Both often servedas ambassadors,althoughon the whole more
clanbegs,particularly Shirin, went toLithuania,whereastheservicebegs
went to Moscow.Nor were the service begs necessarilyconsideredin
ferior; in 1517, for instance,Appakwent to Moscowasa begcloseto the
khan,to swearto the treatybetweenthetwo powers.68Justasthe karachi

6! RIO, 95: 442.
62 RIO, 95: 365.
63 Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"p. 51; RIO, 95: 172, 276.
64 RIO, 95: 242-43,520-21, 525.
65 RIO, 95: 311.

RIO, 41: 26, 124; RIQ 95: 72, 126, 172-73.
67 Stosunki,pp. 320, 430, 431, 437; RIO. 95: 441.
68 RIO, 95: 442, 630.
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Agysh andDawlatBakhtyassistedat audiencesandadvisedthekhanon
policies, so did the servicebegs Appak, Khalil, and ‘Abd al-RahmAn.69

The main power and influence in the Crimea, however,belonged
neitherto the servicebegsnor to theclan leaders,butto the membersof
the khan’s family who wereactivein both political andmilitary affairs.
Many of them, most notably the khan’s heir apparent,the kalga, held
extensivelandsand had an entourageandtroops of their own; others,
who hadquarreledwith thekhan,lived in neighboringstates,presentinga
constant,if shadowy,threatto his rule. Early in Mengli Girey’s reignhis
brother Iamgurcheiand son MuhammadGirey were secondin power
only to the khan;their namesfollowedhisontreatiesandlists of presents,
andtheywereoftenaskedto influencehim.7° By theendof Mengli Girey’s
reign a largenumberof princeshadbecomeconspicuous,7’andMuham
mad Girey, at the beginningof his reign, actuallyhad to pay his relatives
not to lead raidsagainsthisallies.72At this timethe two mostinfluential
princeswere MuhammadGirey’s brotherAhmad andhis sonBogatyr.
Ahmad, as will be seenbelow, pursueda coursequite differentfrom that
of the khanandbecamea centerof oppositionto him. As forBogatyr,it is
worth noting that although‘Abd al-Rahmänwasthe organizerof the
Lithuanianparty, Bogatyr’s influence,usuallyfor but sometimesagainst
Lithuania, was most often decisive in forming the khan’s policy.73
Bogatyr’spowerwasdescribedto Moscowby Appak: "Bogatyrholdshis
father and the peoplein his hands;what he wants,he does."74

Sincethe waging of war was a frequentand importantoccupationfor
the Crimeans,a leader’smilitary resourceswerea major elementof his
power. It was herethat the princesmost clearly showedtheir strength.
When the khan promisedto go on campaignfor an ally, he usually
undertookeitherto go himselfor to sendhissonsandbrothers.Almost all
campaignsand large raids were led by the princes, sometimesaccom
paniedby a numberofjunior clanmembersandlessfrequentlyby someof
the begs.75While it is clearthat theclanbegsdid havesometroopsat their
command,theywerenotgreatmilitary leadersin theCrimea.The karachi

69 RIO, 95: 204, 208, 361, 375, 472-73,500, 502-503.
7° Stosunki,pp. 228, 315; RIO, 41: 387; RIO, 95: 20.
‘ RIO, 41: 342, 374, 464, 531; RIO, 95: 34-38, 137, 163-66.
72 RIO, 95: 292; Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"p. 49.

Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"p. 53.
‘ RIO, 95: 438.
" RIO, 41: 187, 435,487;RIO, 95: 103-104,147,262,374,494,500;Stosunki,p.428;
Malinovskii, "Istoricheskoei diplomaticheskoesobranie,"pp. 416, 418; also, for
example,Stosunki,pp. 352, 410; RIO, 41: 209; RIO, 95: 70, 147, 374, 494, 500.



THE CLANS OF THE CRIMEAN KHANATE 295

apparentlycampaignedrather little; some raids were undertakenby

mirzãs junior clan members,but thesewere on the whole relatively

minor, foraysratherthancampaigns.Onecantakeas an examplea raid

in 1518 whenbegsandmirzäsfrom thetroopsof thekhan’ssons,Bogatyr

andAlp Girey, left their commandersandraidedMuscovywithoutper

mission.76
It is clear,moreover,that the khandid notrely entirely on theclansto

provide his troops. He and the princeshad professionalarmies- the

khan’s numberedoverone thousandmen as well as about six hundred
infantry with firearms.77In his book on the CrimeanKhanateSmirnov
wrotethat Uajji Girey broughtin somenomadsfrom theVolga astroops,
and that his successorsalso recruitedfrom thenearbyclan of Cherkes.78
Evliya celebi, travelingin the Caucasusin theearlyseventeenthcentury,
wrote that Mengli Girey had recruitedsometroopsfrom that regionto
campaignagainst Astrakhan,and had later resettledthem in a new
place.79 There is frequent mention of "military begs," "warriors," and

"ordu begs"in treatiesand lists of people.8°The army,then,was like the
civil governmentof the Crimea; it containeda numberof elements-

the princeswith their followings, the clanleaders,the servicebegs,anda
specialmilitary class.

In hisdiscussionof the princes,clans,andservicebegs,Syroechkovskii
suggestedthat therewasa balanceamongthemin the Crimeanadminis
tration, both in the generalconvocationsthe khan called beforecam
paigns andothermajor undertakingsand in the smallergroup he con
sultedon morecommonplacematters.Forthecompositionof the smaller
council,Syroechkovskiitookthe list of peoplepresentat theaudiencesof
the RussianambassadorsMamonovandShadrin,in 1516and 1518.8I It
seemsto me,however,thatSyroechkovskiimayhimselfhaveimposedthe
system he perceived. It is certain that there were a number of distinct

power groupsin theCrimea, andthearrangementof peopleswearingto
treatiesshowsthat thesegroupswereconsideredseparate.82But eventhe

76 RIO, 95: 503, 506. Seealso RIO, 41: 230; RIO 95: 68, 186.
L.J. D. Collins, "The Military Organizationand Tacticsof the CrimeanTatars,

l6th-l7th Centuries,"in V. J. Parry and M. E. Yapp, eds., War, Technologyand
Societyin the Middle East London, 1975, p. 259.
78 V. Smirnov, Krymskoekhanstvopod verkhovenstvomotomanskoiPorty do
nachalaXVIII vekaSt. Petersburg,1897,pp. 246-47.

J. Hammer-Purgstall,trans.,Narrative of Travelsin Europe,Asia, andAfrica by
Evliyá EfendILondon, 1834, pt. 3, p. 56.
8 See,for example,Stosunki,pp. 315, 323, 352,434.
0! Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"pp. 39-42.
82 See, for example,RIO, 95: 20, 211; Stosunki,pp. 315, 323.
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treaties,the mostformal of documents,vary on the numberof different
classesmentioned,the orderin which theyare listed,andtheterminology
usedfor each.Sometimes,for instance,theright and left wing of thearmy
are mentioned,andsometimesnot; the sameholdstrue of the religious
leaders,the military begs,andthe variouspalacepersonnel,scribesand
servantsof the khan.83

In the khan’smoreintimatecouncils,thestructureseemsto havebeen
even less articulated.AlthoughSyroechkovskiishowsthat theaudiences
held for foreign ambassadorsincludedrepresentativesof the main clans
andother orders,one should rememberthat theseaudienceswere them
selvesstateoccasions,and one cannotwithout furtherevidenceassume
that the peoplewho assistedthereconstitutedan advisorycouncil to the
khan.The evidenceof the correspondenceis inconclusive,but it suggests
a fluid situation in which a numberof peoplecloseto the khanexerted
influence whenthey could. At any given time five or six peoplehad the
khan’s ear;the Muscoviteswrote to someof them askingthem to influ
encethe khan in their favor, andthe Lithuanianswrote to others.

The workings of MuhammadGirey’s administrationareillustratedby
the negotiationsoversendinga princeas hostageto Lithuania in 1517.
The khan’s son Bogatyr, ‘Abd al-Rahmãn,Dawlat Bakhty Barin, and
anothermemberof the Lithuanianpartyfavoredcompliancewith Lithu
ania’srequest,while MuhammadGirey’s brother-in-lawTevekelMirza,
BakhtiarandChibelek Shirin, Appak, Appak’sbrother-in-law,andtwo
princes,Ahmad andAlp Girey, all opposedit. Appaksenthissisterand
Tevekel Mirza sent his mother to persuadeMuhammad’swife not to
allow herson, the prince, to depart. Chibelekwhisperedin the young
prince’s ear thatheshouldnotgo to Lithuaniabecausehewould probably
be killed there.Refusingto hand overherson, Muhammad’swife took
him away, while Bogatyr railed at his father for giving in to a woman.
Theseproceedingslastedseveralmonths,but there is no evidenceof a
formal meeting.84

This was a governmentnot of structuredmeetings,but of personal
influencebasedon statusandon accessto thekhan.Thereis noindication
that any definite position wasreservedfor the clan leadersin the daily
roundof affairs; oneshouldnoticein theexamplegivenabovethatAgysh
Beg Shirin wasnot mentionedoneitherside of thecontroversy,although
his takingpartin anexpeditionto Lithuaniato getmoneyat thetimemay

83 Stosunski,pp. 252, 315, 416, 434; RIO, 95: 20.
RIO, 95: 472-73, 502-503.
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suggestthat he favored that side.85 Instead,the role of the karachi de

pendedpartly on the authoritythey derivedfrom their clan - something

which ensuredthe Shirin begs a prominentplace - andpartly on per

sonality and favor, which probably determinedthe differencebetween

the position of Kazy Beg Barin underMengli Girey andhis successor

Dawlat Bakhty underMuhammadGirey. Eventhe statusof the Shirin

could not assureits begsfirst placeamongall the Crimeans,however.In

court affairs the khan’s son and brotherenjoyed considerable,often
decisiveinfluence,and the activities of the morepowerful servicebegs
were almost indistinguishablefrom those of the clan begs.The service

begs were inferior to the clan begs in military strength,but thenin this
areathe clan begs were clearly overshadowedby the princes.

III. The Clansand the Khan

In assessingthe powerof the clanswithin the Crimea,onemustestimate
the extent of their independencefrom the khanand their ability to defy
him successfully.The khancertainlyhad someinfluence overthe clans,
but it is hard to tell how much hecould interferein their affairs. We do
know that thekhan,onceconfirmedin hispositionby thekarachi,in turn
confirmed them in theirs. Syroechkovskiibelieved that while this was
usuallysimply a confirmationof the personnext in line, the khanocca
sionallyoverlookedseniorityto rewardservice.Thiswas, hethought,the
casewith Agysh Beg Shirin, appointedkarachiin 1508;while Agysh was
eligible, he wasnot the obviouschoice,being the sonof a third sonwho
had not beena beg.86Agysh in fact hinted to Vasilii that when he was
namedkarachihis service to the khan was takeninto account.87It also
seemsthat Agyshdid not holda highposition beforehis appointmentas
beg,as the correspondencerarely mentionshim beforethat time.88

The rights given to the begover land and peopleare set forth in the
patentto the Arghin begs,which wasmentionedabove.In thatyarlyk the
khan decreedthat neitherprincesnor otherbegs might interferein the
domain of the Arghin beg.89We do not know, however,how much the
khan himself could meddle.The questionof landholdingis important

85 RIO, 95: 501, 503.
86 Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"pp. 34-35.
87 Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"p. 35.
88 RIO, 41: passim;RIO. 95: 1-39, passim.

Lashkov,"Sbornik dokumentov,"vol. 23, doc. 56, p. 126.



298 BEATRICE FORBESMANZ

here,but ourinformation on this periodis unfortunatelyveryscant.9°The
khan did sometimesregulatethe successionto small yurts; on several
occasionshe wrote to neighboringstatesaskingfor thereturnof someone
next in line for the succession.Oneor two of thepeoplehe requestedwere
relatedto him, perhapsby marriage,but for theothersthereis no indica
tion of kinship.9’ Unfortunately,clan affiliations are not statedandit is
impossibleto assessthesize of the yurts. Hencewecannotjudge whether
the khan,besidesconfirming the karachi,also interferedin the disposi
tion of smallerholdings within the clans. The few land grantswe have
from this periodpresentthesameproblem,as theyare grantedusuallyto
peoplewithout clan names,andneitherthe location of most of the land
given nor the boundariesof the clan u/usescan be determined.92The
questionof the khan’spowerwithin theclansmust thereforeremainopen.

On anotheraspectof the clans’independencefrom the khan,namely,
their ability to defy him successfully,thereis considerablymoreevidence.
Mostscholarswriting on this subjecthaveconcludedthat theShirin,and
in collusion with them the other main clans, were powerful enoughto
opposethe khanandto changehispolicy whenit differed from theirs.93

The mostcommonexamplesgivenarethe refusalof the Shirin in 1516to

stop raiding the district of Meshchera,the refusal of all the clans that

sameyear to ratify MuhammadGirey’s treaty with Muscovy, andthe
Shirin’s estrangementfrom the khan in 1519. A close examinationof
theseincidents,however,throwssomedoubton the traditional interpre
tation.

Thefirst two canbediscussedtogethersincethey werepartof thesame
set of events.At that time the throne of Meshchera,a Tatar Khanate
controlledby Muscovy,washeldby Shaykh-Avliar,whowasa relativeof
Ahmad,khanof the GreatHordeandenemyof theCrimeans.Thiswas a
matter of some concern,as the land of Meshcherawasconsideredthe
traditional possessionof the Shirin. Accordingly, in November 1516,
MuhammadGirey told the Muscovite ambassador:

As for the fact that our people raidedMeshcheralast summerand recently, I

° F. F. Lashkovwrote a long articleon land tenurein the Crimea "Istoricheskii
ocherkkrymsko-tatarskogozemlevladeniia,"in IzvestiiaTavricheskoiuchenoiarkhiv
noi kommissii,vols. 21-25 but his information on this period is very scant.
9! Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"p. 45; RIO, 41: 174.
92 Lashkov,"Sbornik dokumentov,"vol. 22, pp. 85ff., and "Krymskie khanskie
iarlyki."

Syroechkovskii, "Mukhammed-Girai," pp. 30-3 1; Bennigsenand Lemercier
Quelquejay,"Le Khanat de Crimée,"pp. 330-31; Keenan,"Muscovy and Kazan’,"
p. 94.
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cannotguaranteeagainstit in thefuture; althoughI shallbeontermsof peaceand
friendship with my brotherthe grand duke, and I myself haveno designson
Meshchera,andalthoughI shallholdbackmy children, I cannotstopmy people.
Thewhole land cameto tell me thatthey arenotobligedto help me in that,andthe
Shirins decided without me that they would attackMeshcherain the future
becauseour enemyis now in Meshchera,and it is traditionally our yurt.94

A little later that year MuhammadGirey wrote that the karachi of the

major clans had refusedto ratify his treatywith MoscowunlessVasilii

agreedto put a Girey on the throne of Meshcheraand to releasethe

khan’s step-brother,‘Abd al-Latif, then held in Moscow.95
One must rememberthat theseeventswere describedby the khanto

explainhis rejectionof the Muscovites’requests.Althoughthe begs un

doubtedly did deliberateand give the khan their opinions on these

matters,oneneednot acceptwithout questionMuhammadGirey’sasser
tion that their wishes rancounterto his. First of all oneshouldconsider
why the concernovertheseatof Meshcheraaroseat this particulartime.
Vel’iaminov-Zernovestimatedthat Shaykh-Avliarcameto the throneof
Meshcherabetween1508and 1512.96HealsobelievedthatShaykh-Avliar
wassucceededby hissonShãh-’Ali,andthatShãh-’Ali wasruling therein
1516, when the Crimeanscomplainedof his presence.This lastbelief,
however, is a mistakebasedon a misreadingof the nameby Karamzin,
from whomVel’iaminov-Zernovtookhis information.97In fact, through
out the controversyoverMeshchera,from 1516 to 1519, Shaykh-Avliar
was mentionedas its ruler. He wasstill on the thronein 1519, whenhe
died andhis sonShAh-’Ali, insteadof succeedinghim in Meshchera,was
given the throneof Kazan’.98

If, then,Meshcherahadhadthe sameobjectionableruler sincebefore
1512, one wonderswhy the raids MuhammadGirey speaksof did not
beginuntil September1515,andwhy the issuewasfirst broughtupin the
beginningof 1516.Thereis no indicationthat the situationin Meshchera
changedat this time, but somethingdid happenin the Crimea.In 1515
Mengli Gireydied andMuhammadGireycameto thethrone.Thisneces
sitateda renewalof thealliancewith Muscovy at a timewhenit wasdiffi
cult to accomplish,asmutualrelationshadbeenstrainedfor sometime.

RIO, 95: 377.
RIO, 95: 388.

96 V. Vel’iaminov-Zernov, Issledovaniea kasimovskikhtsariakh i tsarevichakhSt.
Petersburg,1863, pp. 217-22,244.
‘ Vel’iam,nov-Zernov,Issledovanje,pp. 247-48; N. Karamzin,Istoriia gosudarstva
rossuskogoSt. Petersburg,1892, vol. 7, fn. 150.
98 RIO, 95: 290, 296, 520,661, 663.
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Mengli Gireyhadhadsomedisagreementswith Moscowinhis lastyears,
and there had been some Crimean raids on Muscovite territory -

whetherorganizedby him or his sonsis unclear.99MuhammadGireyhad
no long-standingalliancewith Muscovy,andhewas stronglyinfluenced
by his sonBogatyr,who favoredLithuania.’°° Moreover,thegrandduke
Vasilii, who althoughconstantlyrequestinga treatyrefusedto comply
with the Crimeans’requeststo him, did notgive the khanmuchreasonto
supportthe Muscovites.’°’

Muhammad Girey, then, might well have agreedwith his subjects
aboutMuscovy.Althoughhespokeof theShirin raiding Meshchera,they
were not the only onesto do so: Bogatyr had raided it in Juneof that
year.’°2Of severalotherraidsaboutthis time,onewasundertakenin 1515
by Aideshka Mirzã Shirin with anothermirzA unidentified by clan, a
secondin 1517 by a numberof mirzAs from severalclans,including the
Shirin,anda third in 1517by Bogatyr,Alp Girey,and‘Abd al-Rahmãn.’°3

Moreover,althoughMuhammadGirey implied that it wasonly his sub
jects who insistedthat Muscovy meet their demands,he followed his
accountof theirdisobedienceby listing theCrimeanrequestsandsuggest
ing that they be met.’°4 His claim that he could not preventthe Shirin
from raiding might be less a sign of weaknessthan a veiled threat.

This interpretationis supportedby thefact thatAppak, whendescrib
ing the situationin Muscovy,did notpresentthesamepicture.Instead,he
reportedin the beginningof 1516that mostof the ulansandbegsfavored
an alliance.’05AhmadGirey, writingto the Muscovitesat aboutthesame
time, told themthat hispeoplewerefriendly to Muscovy,andthat hehad
recentlysent an embassyto Moscow which included representativesof
the Shirin andthe Manghit.’°’ If the Crimeankhanwasclearinghimself
at the expenseof others,it wasnot thefirst timehehaddoneso. In 1510,
when Mengli Girey’s sonsMahmUd and BurnashraidedLithuania, the
khan disclaimedall responsibility,saying he had sentan expeditionto
stop them when he heardof their raid°7 Ahmad Girey, however,in

RIO, 95: 103-104.
‘°° RIO, 95: 285, 342-43,437, 438.
10! Keenan,"Muscovy and Kazan’," pp. 233-43.
102 RIO, 95: 343.
103 RIO, 95: 186, 441, 477.
‘° RIO, 95: 378, 389.
105 RIO, 95: 242-43.
106 RIO, 95: 339.
107 Stosunki,pp. 372-73, 376.
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formedLithuaniathatMengli Gireywaslyingandhad in factencouraged

theseraids.’°8
The other incident I would like to examinehere is the disagreement

betweenthekhanandthe Shirin in 1519.Thiscenteredaroundthekhan’s

brotherAhmadGirey, who hadbeenincreasinglyhostile to the khanand

evenmoresoto Bogatyr.He hadcontinuedto favor Muscovywhenthey

beganto side with the Lithuanians,andherefusedto assistat thekhan’s
council beforea raid on Muscovite territory.’09 At somepoint Bakhtiar
Mirza Shirin beganto side with Ahmadagainstthe khan.At the endof

1516 his wife informedVasilii that they weremarryingtheir daughterto
Ahmad’s sonGemmet;but sincerelationsbetweenAhmadandthe khan
were not yet openly hostile, this was not a break with the khan,and
Bakhtiarcontinuedto play a largepart in court 0 The first defi
nite sign of oppositioncame in December1518, when Bakhtiar helped
dissuadehisbrotherAvliia from goingto Lithuaniaashewasaskedto do.
Still, hedid this with Appak’scooperationandAppakcontinuedto beon
good termswith thekhan." By March 1519,however,Ahmadhadbeen
murderedandhis two sonwereliving with Bakhtiar.In Junethe Musco
vite ambassadorreportedthat the Shirin were at oddswith thekhan,that
Muhammad’sson GhãziGirey, having first requestedBakhtiar’sdaugh
ter, had thentried to takeherby force, andthat Bakhtiarhad refusedto
give herup. The Shirin, he wrote,werenotheedingthe khan’scallsfor a
generalcouncil; if any Shirin went, it was only one out of the entire
clan."2 About this timeBakhtiarcorrespondedwith two of Ahmad’ssons
in Turkey, Gemmetand Sa’ãdatGirey, who wrote that the Ottomans
would provide equipmentandsend them to takeover the Crimea."3

Yet, somepoints in this accountsuggestthat therift betweenthe khan
andthe Shirin wasnot a total break.First of all, it seemsthat the main
quarrel was betweenAbmad’s campand the khan’s sons Bogatyr and
GhãziGirey. The Muscoviteambassadorreportedthat the khanhimself
waswell disposedtowardsBakhtiarand waspayinghim for the support
of Ahmad’s sons, but keeping this a secretfrom his own children."4
Moreover, although the Shirin may have refused to attendthe khan’s

I08 Stosunki,p. 379.
‘° RIO, 95: 338, 359-60, 418-20,446, 502.
l0 RIO, 95: 401, 473, 589.

RIO, 95: 613.
l12 RIO, 95: 624, 668-70.
" RIO, 95: 670.
114 RIO, 95: 670.
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councils,they continuedto servehim; Bakhtiar’scousin,TemeshMirza,
was campaigningwith GhaziGirey at this time, and Bakhtiarhimself, at
thekhan’sbehest,went to guardObrataagainstthe AstrakhanTatars."5
As for Bakhtiar’scorrespondencewith Ahmad’ssons,it seemsto haveled
to nothing.

Neither of thesetwo incidents,therefore,demonstratesthe ability of
the clans to defy the khan. In bothcases,it is clear that thedisagreement
betweenthe khan andthe Shirin was less substantialthan it appeared.
Indeed,in thecaseof Meshchera,onecandoubttheydisagreedat all,and
evenin 1519BakhtiarMirza andthe khanwerenotentirely at odds. Nor
were the clanscompletely independentof the khan, for, by this timeat
least, it seemsthat he could anddid interferein one importantaspectof
clan affairs, namely,the appointmentof the karachi.

IV. The Weaknessof the Clans

I havesuggestedthat onecauseof thedeclineof the Shirinclanwastheir
loss of the office of tudun of Kaffa. Anotherprobablereasonfor their
weaknesslies in a change in the clan leadership.When Eminek first
becamebeg therewas a powerstrugglewithin the Shirin, but Eminek’s
subsequentstrengthsuggeststhat his authority within his own clan re
mainedsecure.After his death,however,the Shirin begclearly did not
hold absolutepower within the clan, nor did he serveas its only repre
sentativeto the khanandotherpowers.Theclansseemto havebeenruled
by a sort of oligarchy, includingthe begandoneor sometimesseveralof
his closerelatives.When, therefore,theMuscovitesexchangedgreetings
with the khanand the nobles,they correspondedregularly with at least
two of the Shirin. Eminek’ssonBarashBegwasalmostalwayslistednext
to his brotherDovletek,"6 who also playedan activepart in Crimean
affairs."7 It seemsthat leadershipwithin the Manghit clanwas likewise
shared.AlthoughAzika wasthe begof the Manghitsfor sometimeafter
his arrival in the Crimea in 1504, Tevekel Mirza wasalso quite con
spicuousin Crimeanaffairs,writingto MoscowandLithuaniaandtaking
sides on issueswithin the Khanate."8

The weak leadershipwithin the Shirin was particularly noticeable

" RIO, 95: 668, 670.
lI6 Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"p. 31; RIO, 41: 49, 54, 68, 103, 120, 144,
159.
" RIO, 41: 209, 320, 356, 450; and Stosunki,p. 222.
l18 RIO, 95: 174, 185, 218, 473.
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during the tenureof Agysh Beg. At this time two other Shirins corres

pondedquite regularly with Moscow-Kudoiar Mirzã andBakhtiar."9

Thesetwo men were noteworthy not only for their correspondence;

Bakhtiar, in particular,wasan importantfigure in the Crimea.He was

amongthoseintimatesof the khanwho were askedto influencehim, and

heassistedat theaudiencesfor theMuscoviteambassadors.’2°Moreover,

he undertookbusinesswhich concernedthe clan as a whole. In 1509,at

the requestof Bakhtiar"and other mirzAs," the khanaskedMoscowto

returna memberof the Shirin, andit wasBakhtiarwho first complained

about the appointmentof Shaykh-Avliarto the seatof Meshchera.’2’
It seems,moreover,that the leadersof theShirin did notalwaysagree

amongthemselves.In 1516-1517,whenthe questionof Meshcheraand
the treaty with Moscow madethe competitionbetweenthe Muscovite
and Lithuanian parties particularly sharp, the Shirin were disunited.
Agysh Beg, althoughhe wasstill formally countedas oneof the Musco

vite supporters,seemsto havebegunfavoring the Lithuanians.His son

was oneof a numberof mirzãswho raidedthe Muscoviteborderin Sep
tember1517,and Agyshhimselfwentto Lithuaniato collect moneywith
Bogatyr and ‘Abd al-Ral3man. While on this errand, they met one of

MuhammadGirey’s sonson his wayto raid Lithuania,turnedhim back
from that venture, and tried to persuadehim to attack Muscovy
instead.’22FurthermoreAgysh’s nameis absentfrom someof the lists of
greetingssent to and from Moscowat thetime.’23 Othermembersof the
Shirin remainedstrongsupportersof Muscovy; for instance,Dovletek’s
son,Avliia Mirza, wassent to Moscowto pick up someMuscovitetroops
to attack Astrakhan.’24 Moreover, as has been mentioned above,
Bakhtiar MirzA and anotherShirin were instrumentalin preventingthe
khan from sendingone of his sonsto Lithuania.’25

The events of 1519, when Bakhtiar sided with Ahmad Girey, show
furtherweaknessin the leadershipof the Shirin.Thenthecenterof power
seemsto have lain not with Agysh, butwith BakhtiarMirzä. Agyshwas
still karachi; Bakhtiarwascalledmirzã throughout,andit was nothebut
Memeshwho latersucceededAgysh as clan beg.’26 Yet all we know of

1l9 RIO, 95: 40, 174, 185, 208, 251, 263, 313, 314, 400, 401, 590-91,653.
120 RIO, 95: 208, 265, 590-91.
121 RIO, 95: 73.
122 RIO, 95: 477, 501.
23 RIO, 95: 391-425.
124 RIO, 95: 372.
125 RIO, 95: 473.
126 Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"pp. 58-59.
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Agysh at this time comesfrom a messagehe sent to Moscowwith the
diplomaticmission of Januaryto May 1519,claimingthathis recenttrip
to Lithuania had beenundertakenonly becauseof thespecialrequestof
Bogatyrand the khan.’27During this timeBakhtiarwasmuch morecon
spicuousthan Agysh; indeed,he is mentionedas the main agentof the
Shirin throughoutthe Muscovite accountof the Shirin’s disagreement
with the khan.It wasBakhtiarwho shelteredAhmad’schildren,received
the khan’s money, and correspondedwith the Crimean princes in
Istanbul.’28

The authority of the clanbegs wasincompletein otherways, as well.
Although the karachi correspondedregularly with Moscow and re
questedpresentsfor themselves,it was the khan who usuallysuggested
presentsfor other individualswithin the clans. Most such requestsfor
membersof the Shirin andthe Manghitwere madeby the khan; oneor
two were madeby Appak or Bogatyr.’29 It also seemsthatafter Eminek

the begsrarely led their clans in battle.The mainbegsare mentionedon
only a few of the largestcampaigns,such as the expeditionagainstthe
Noghays in 1509, during which the begs Agysh, Azika Manghit, and
Dawlat Bakhtyall served underMuhammadGirey.’3° This is the only
campaignon which Azika is mentioned;Agysh is namedon onemore,
andDawlatBakhty, on two.’3’ In 1493 BarashBegShirinandsomefol
lowers went to Lithuania to fetch his father-in-law, but it is uncertain
whetheror not this wasa military expedition.’32Neithertheotherbegsof
the Shirin andthe Barin nor the begsof the QipchaqandtheArghin are
mentionedoncampaign.The clanmIrzaswere much moreactive;a large
numbertook part in raidsandmanyventuredout severaltimes,usually
underthe commandof the princesratherthan the begs.

The clans’weaknesswasespeciallyevidentduringtheturbulentperiod
after Muhammad Girey’s death, when they tried to asserttheir will
againstthe khan.Unfortunately,theCrimean-Muscovitecorrespondence
from that time is still unpublished,so only the major eventscan be
sketchedhere. In 1523 Muhammadand Bogatyr Girey were murdered
while on campaignagainstAstrakhan.Muhammad’ssonGhãzi Girey
becamekhan,but he reigned only a few monthsbefore Sa’adatGirey

27 RIO, 95: 649-50.
128 RIO, 95: 668-70.
l29 RIO, 41: 173, 352; RIO, 95: 161, 302, 525, 610, 636.
130 RIO, 95: 70.
‘‘ Stosunki,pp. 362, 437; and RIO, 95: 70.
132 RIO. 41: 182.
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arrived with a troop of Turkish soldiers, deposedhim, and took the

throne.Accordingto Smirnov,the clanshadbeendissatisfiedwith GhOzi

Girey andhadaskedthe OttomanPortefor anotherkhan.’33 The theory

that Sa’adat was the replacementrequestedby the clans is shared by

BennigsenandLemercier-Quelquejay,who havepublisheda letter to a
Crimean prince in the Ottoman empire which complainedabout the

khan,thenstill MuhammadGirey. Theysuggestthat it waswritten about

1523 by oneof the Shirin to Sa’adatGirey, inviting him to thecountry.’34
Thissupposition,however,doesnot tallywith the reportsent from Azov

to Moscow that sameyear. According to this account,when Sultan
Suleimanheard that GhazIGirey hadbecomekhan he sent Sa’ãdatto
take over. The sultanorderedSa’ãdatto decapitateGhäzi, imprison a
numberof begsand princes,andsendsomebegsand mirzästo Istanbul;

resisterswere to be beaten.His orderswere backedup by an Ottoman

force of twenty thousandcavalryandfive hundredartillery.’35 Syroech
kovskii, using Muscovite archival sources,gave a similar account.

Neither accountmentionedany invitation from the clans.’36 If indeed
Sa’Adat Girey had beeninvited by the Crimeanbegs,it wasodd that he
had to imprisonanddeportso manyof them.Moreover,at thebeginning
of his reign,many clan leaders,particularly theShirin,refusedto cometo
him becausehe had in his service one of the peopleresponsiblefor the
murderof MuhammadGirey. Not all theclans wereunited in this boy
cott; DawlatBakhty Barin soonwentoverto thekhan.Sa’ädatrefusedto
give way, and in time the restof theclan begscamearound.3lDuring this
crucialperiodthe Shirinwerestill disunited. In 1525 MemeshBegShirin
supporteda rebellionby oneof Muhammad’ssons,IslamGirey, whereas
Bakhtiar and some other Shirin remainedloyal to Sa’Adat. Still later,
Bakhtiar conspiredagainstthe khan,but he wasbetrayedby two mem
bers of the clanandkilled. The end result of theseactivities wasa large-
scaleexecutionof clanleaders,which weakenedtheShirin, in particular,
very severely.’38

By thereign of Sa’ãdatGirey, then,theclanscouldno longerwithstand

Smirnov,Krymskoekhonstvo,pp. 192-93.
l34 Bennigsenand Lemercier-Quelquejay,"Le Khanatde Crimée," pp. 332-33.
135 V. Dunaev,Pr. MaksimGreki grecheskalaideia naRusiv XVIv. reprintedfrom
Trudy S/avianskoikomm/ssii Imperatorskogo,noskovskogoarkheologicheskogo
obshchestva,vol. 4, no. 2, p. 57.
136 Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"p. 58.
l37 Syroechkovskii,"MukhammedGirai,"pp. 58-59,Dunaev,Maksim Grek,pp.58,
62.
l38 Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"Pp. 58-59.
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the will of the khan,backedas he wasby the Ottomansultan.The evi
dencein the correspondence,fragmentarythough it is, lets us tracethe
courseof their decline. After Eminek’s death, the Shirin lost not only
much of their power over the khan,but also the unified leadershipthat
Eminek had provided. From the time of BarashandDovletektherewas
no clearleadershipamongtheShirin,nor,it seems,amongthe Manghitin
the Crimea.Whenthe laxerrule of MuhammadGireyopenedup greater
possibilitiesfor powerwithin the Khanate,theclansprofitedlessthandid
their rivals for power,the princesand servicebegs.Thesewerethepeople
who led military expeditions,or who receivedand reapportionedthe
moneythatpouredin from MoscowandLithuania.When,afterMuham
mad Girey’s death,theclansagaintried to exercisetheir ancientpreroga
tives, it wasnot the khanswho suffered,but the clans themselves.

V. Conclusions

The evidenceexaminedhereshowsthat duringthe periodin questionthe
Crimeanclans wereneitheras strongnor as unified a force ashas been
supposed.It seemsthat the clanaristocracywasa very smallgroupliving
in settled territory, at considerabledistancefrom the nomadswho pro
vided their troops.In the strongestof theclans,theShirin, afterthedeath
of their leaderEminek in 1484,thebegdid nothaveexclusivecontrolover
his clan; he rarely led the clan into battle,andhe wasnot its sole repre
sentativeeitherto the khan or to outsidepowers.Instead,the clan was
ruled by a kind of oligarchywhosemembersdid notalwaysagreeamong
themselves.Thisdissensionwasa seriouscauseof weaknessand,with the
lossof the office of tudunof Kaffa, is probablylargelyresponsiblefor the
declineof the Shirin.

By the time that MuhammadGireycameto power,theclan begswere
notthe only powerin theCrimeabesidesthekhan,norweretheythemost
importantone.Theyhadrivals in theservicebegs,whoseactivitiesclosely
resembledtheirsandwho headedthe MuscoviteandLithuanianfactions
at court. Moreover,the groupof servicebegsaroundAppak hada unity
of leadershipandpurposewhich contrastedstronglywith thedisorgani
zation of the Shirin. Yet, thegreatestpowerin the Crimeaafterthe khan
wasneitherthe clan begs nor the service begs,but the princes,who led
almostall importantmilitary expeditionsandoften haddecisiveinfluence
over the khan.

The clans did not have the strengthor theindependencenecessaryto
maintain their preeminencein the Crimea.The unstructuredgovernment
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of the Khanate guaranteedthe karachi no specialplace within the ad

ministration, and it was possiblefor the khan to influence the clan’s

choiceof beg,as he did in thecaseof Agysh Beg.The khan,onthe other

hand,was largely independentof the clans.Hecould easilyrecruitother
peoplefor bothhisarmyandhisadministration,hecouldgetbothmoney
and supportfrom outsidepowers,andalthoughtheoreticallythe khan
neededthe confirmationof the karachi in order to take office, we have
seenthat Sa’adatGirey wasable to imposehimself without it.

To understandthe working of theCrimeangovernmentat this period,
or to explain its policies, onecannotlook primarily to the clans. Other
forces in the Crimea - the servicebegsand,particularly,the khanand
othermembersof theGirey dynasty- wereby this timethepreponderant
powers. The study of these groups, their interrelationships,and their
relationswith outsidepowersmight do much to furtherour understand
ing of Crimeanpolitics. Such an undertaking,however,is outsidethe
scopeof this paper.
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Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Oirai,"p. 30.
2 Stosunki,p. 208.

Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"p. 30.
RIO, 41: 26.
Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"p. 34; RIO, 95: 39-40.

6 RIO, 41: 209.
RIO, 95: 197.

8 RIO, 41: 26.
RIO, 41: 26.

tO RIO, 41: 323.
RIO, 95: 39.

l2 RIO, 95: 668.
‘ RIO. 95: 161.
‘ RIO, 95: 610.

5 RIO, 95: 174.
l6 RIO, 95: 372.
‘ RIO, 95: 609.
l8 Syroechkovskii,"Mukhammed-Girai,"p. 48.
" S. Dziadulewicz,Herbarzrodzin zatarskichw PolsceVilnius, 1929, p. 330.
20 RIO, 95: 641.
2l RIO, 95: 636.
22 RIO, 95: 477; Polnoesobranierusskikh/etopisei,vol. 6 St. Petersburg,1853,
p. 259.
23 RIO, 95: 609.
24 Malinovskii, "Istoricheskoei diplomaticheskoesobranie,"p. 415.
25 RIO, 95: 609.
26 Malinovskii, "lstoricheskoei diplomaticheskoesobranie,"p. 412.



THE AUTHOR’S DIGRESSIONS IN EVENKO’S
"HAJDAMAKY": THEIR NATURE AND FUNCTION

DAVID A. SLOANE

No single work by evenko has elicited morecritical discussionthan
"Hajdamaky" 1841, and few commentatorsforgo mentioning the
importanceof the poem’s "lyrical digressions."The digressionsthem
selves, however, have never been the subject of sustainedanalysis
designedto elucidate their role within the work or to determinetheir
interrelationship.By and large, scholarshavefocused on the historical
and sociopoliticalaspectsof the poemanddealtwith the digressionsin
that context, paying relatively little attention to their strictly literary
problematics.P. H. Pryxod’ko, for example,in his book on evenko
and Ukrainianromanticism,doesnotaddressthequestionof thedigres
sions as a phenomenonof romantic poetics. He speaksonly of their
patriotic content and "revolutionary tendency." Jurij Ivakin treats
essentiallythe samequestionin anarticleonsatirein "Hajdamaky":"The
function of the author’sdigressionsis to link the historicalthemeof the
work with the present.Namelytheauthor’sdigressions.. . helpthereader
seebeyond the events of the distant pastto the pressingquestionsof
[contemporary]life."2 Ivakin’s main point is that thedigressionssatirize
Ukrainian political apathy under the regime of Nicholas J3 True as
Ivakin’s remarksare, they revealonly oneaspectof the digressionsand
overlook the fact that severalof the digressionsin the poemcontainno
satireat all.

In criticism moreattentiveto the structuralandstylistic aspectsof the
poem we find, amidstsome astute remarks,eithera lack of clarity in
treatingthe digressionsor, often, misleadingstatementsaboutthem.An

P. H. Pryxod’ko, Stev&nkoj ukrajinskyj romantyzm30-50rokiv XIX sto/ittja
Kiev, 1963, p. 78.
2 Ju. 0. Ivakin, "Rannja satyra evenkaSatyryënyj element u poemi ‘Hajda
maky’," in Zbirnyk prac’ Cetvertoji NaukovojiJev/tenkivs‘koji konferencijiKiev,
1956, p. 82.
3 Ivakin, "Rannjasatyraevenka,"p. 81.
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article by H. A. V’jazovs’kyj, ostensibly devoted to the structureof

"Hajdamaky,"says nothingaboutthe function of the digressionsexcept

that in them "the poetoften mergeswith hispositiveheroes."4V’jazov

s’kyj is substantiallycorrect, but he offers not a singleexamplenor any

clarification of his idea. M. Hnatjuk, in his Poema T. H. evcenka

"Hajdainaky"1963, concurswith S. axovs’kyj that "if from ‘Hajda

maky’ one were to isolate the author’s digressionsinto a separate

grouping,onewould createa cycle of lyrics, significantin content,with

meditationsand emotionstypical of the author."5 This observationis

interestingand might well be defensible,were it not for the fact that

certaindigressionsmakelittle sensewhen severedfrom the surrounding

text -those,for instance,whereinthepoetdiscussestheveryproblemsof

narration.V. Navroc’kyj’s "Hajdamaky" T. Sevenka1928remainsone

of themostperceptiveandinformativestudiesof the poem,but it, too, is

not entirely reliable on the subject of digressions.Navroc’kyj quite

accurately points out that evenko often employsa "syntacticallink"
usually the conjunctiona to smooththetransitionbetweendigressions
andnarrativeaswell asbetweennarrativesegments.6He issomewhatlax,
however,in distinguishingdigressionsproperfrom what hecalls"lyrical-
subjectivemoments"and"subjectivepassages."As a result he mistakes
part of thepoem’ssectionentitled "Konfederaty"foradigression.7"Kon
federaty"doescontainwhat might moreaccuratelybecharacterizedasa
dramaticinterlude,butsinceit is presentedentirelythroughdialogue,one
cannotspeakof it as a digressionat least,not an authorial one. M.
Marenko offers anevenmoreblatantmisidentificationwhenhecharac
terizesboththesection"Lebedyn"andtheepiloguein their entirety! as
"lyrical digressions."8

Whatis needed,it would seem,are somesoundcriteria for delineating
digressionsfrom the restof thetext. N. A. Dobroljubov,in his reviewof
the Kobzar for thejournal Sovremennik in 1860,attempted,unsuccess
fully, to provide such criteria:

In evenkowe find all theelementsof a Ukrainianfolk song."Hajdamaky"...
[is] completelyfaithful to the characterof folklore or at least to thecharacterof

4 H. A. V"jazovs’kyj, "Kompozycija poemyT. H. evenka‘Hajdamaky,"Praci
Odes‘koho derJavnohouniversvtetu/ Ser/afilo/ohiënyxnauk 147, no. 6 1957: 82.
5 Quotedby M. Hnatjuk, PoemaT H. evöenka"Hajdat’naky"Kiev, 1963,p. 55.
6 B. Navroc’kyj, "Hajdamaky"Tarasaev&nka:DJerela, stvl kompozvcjjaXar
kiv, 1928, pp. 215-18.
7 Navroc’kyj, "Hajdamaky" Tarasaevéenka,p. 212.
8 M. 1. Marenko, Istory/’ne mynuleukrajins’kohonarodu v tvoriosti T. H. ev
öenkaKiev, 1957, pp. 113, 116.
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Ukrainianhistorical dumy.The poetis completelypermeatedwith the moodof
the epoch, and only in the lyrical digressionsis the contemporarynarrator
visible. . . . Much poeticstrengthis necessaryto undertakesuch themesandnot
betrayeven in one line. . . his own contemporaryviews. . . . But in the lyrical
digressions. . . thecontemporarypoetappearsbeforeus, cherishingtheglory of
his native land and with melancholicrapture recallingthe heroicdeedsof [his]
courageousancestors.9

Thus,accordingto Dobroljubovthedigressionsaredistinguishablefrom
therestof thetext in that theyrevealthecontemporarypoet’s"self," while
elsewherethe narratoris seeminglyan impersonalresonatorfor thetime
less voice of the folk. 10 Yet sucha distinction is indefensible,evenonthe
basis of the one passagehe cites as a lyrical digression "Homonila
Ukrajina . . . ," lines 1216-51." It is stylized after folk poetryand con
tainsrepetitions"Dovho homonila,/ Dovho,dovho krovstepamy/ .. . /
Tekla, tekla . . .", tautologies"Tjako! vako! . .", verbal doublets
"Tekla-ervonila", folk epithets"sl’ozamy dribnymy" anda refrain.
Oneis at painsto understandhowtheselinescouldseemanyless"faithful
to the characterof folklore" than others. Nor is there any basis for
Dobroljubov’s assertionthat authorial subjectivity is confinedto the
digressions.The author’ssympathiesare,to the contrary,quite manifest
throughoutthe narrative- in theaffectionatediminutiveswithwhich he
refers to Oksana,in his commiserationwith Jarema"serdeha,""siro
maxa", in his abusive epithets for the Poles and Jews,and in his
poignantportrait of Honta.Dobroljubovis correctin pointingoutthat in
"Hajdamaky"evenko projectstwo roles- thatof lyric poetandof epic
bard - but this distinction does not necessarilycoincide with the
boundarybetweendigression and narrative. Indeed, in the digressions
themselvesthe poet often insists on the latter role.

N. A. Dobroljubov, "Kobzar’ Tarasaevéenka,"in his Sobraniesoöinenij v 9-i
tomax,vol. 6 Moscow, 1963, p. 147.
10 K. ukovskijmorerecentlydescribedevenko’spoetryin similar terms,although
he goesfurther than Dobroljubov- he seesvirtually no subjectivepresenceof the
author,whetherin lyrical digressionsor in lyric poetryproper.He writes: "Like noone
elseevenkopossessedthis gift of renouncingall incidentaltraitsof his personal‘self,’
and hencethe characteristicfeatureof this book [Kobzar - D.S.]: howeverclosely
you examineit you can hardly find his personalityin it; you cannotfind anything
peculiarto him alone,andeverythingthat you attributeto him asa poet,asan author,
turns out to be not his own but of thewhole Ukrainianpeople."- quotedby E. P.
Kyryljuk, "Do problemy1irynohoherojav poeziji evenka1837-1846rr.," Zbirnvk
prac’ Cetvertoji NaukovojiJevöenkivskoji konferencijiKiev, 1956,p. 26 Kyryljuk
himself refutesboth Dobroljubovand Cukovskij, on page31.
II All referencesto the text of "Hajdamaky"are basedon T. H. evenko,Povne
zibrannja tvoriv u lestj’ tomax,vol. 1 Kiev, 1963.
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The existing scholarshipon "Hajdamaky,"therefore,has apparently

failed to produceeithera consensusas to what,precisely,the digressions

areor adequateprinciplesfor delineatingthem.In light of this confusion,

let us pauseto considerwhat a digressionis. The problemdoes indeed

appearto be a more delicate one than previous commentatorson

"Hajdamaky"have implied.

The most frequentuse of the term "digression"in literaryscholarship

hasbeenin referenceto narrativeor lyric-narrative forms,as opposedto

lyric poetry per se or drama.The presenceof a story anda narratorwho

tells it would seemto be generallyacceptedpreconditions.The narrator
may be identified, to a greateror lesserdegree,with the author, and
thereforewecanspeakof narrator’sor author’sdigressions,andtheusage
may be synonymous.

The termis essentiallyirrelevantto purelyric poetry,althoughit often
has a "lyric fabula" and the term "lyric hero"has beeninvoked to dis
tinguish the image of the poet as presentedin the poem from the real
author. But in lyric poetry the fabula is usually simpleand minimally
outlined. Moreover,asNorthrop Frye pointsout, the lyric poet doesnot
generallyperceivehimselfasa "narrator."Heas if "turns hisbackon the
audience"andengagesin inner dialogueor apostrophicaddressto some
artificial listener - "a personalfriend, a lover, a god, a personified
abstraction,or a naturalobject."2

In drama,theabsenceof anarratorandthe concealmentof theauthor
makeit difficult to speakof digressions.It is true that in moderntheatre
e.g.,Wilder’s "Our Town" a narratormayappearon stageandthat in
Greektragedythe chorusmayconveyjudgmentsof the author.But even
so the story is essentiallydemonstratedrather than relatedthroughan
intermediary.

I do not wish to discountentirely the possibility that someform of
digressionmay occur in lyric poetry or drama. If we interpretthe term
broadlyenough,of course,a digressionmayappearin any form of dis
course,anywherethere is a speakerand a subject from which he can
deviate. My principal aim here,however,is to definethe parametersof
the digressionas it appearsin narrativetexts.

Inasmuchasthe narratorinducesthe readerto believethat thecharac
ters,events,and settingsin his story do indeedexist on somecommon

12 Northrop Frye, Anatomyof Criticism: Four EssaysPrinceton,N.J., 1973, p.
249. T. S. Eliot is essentiallyin agreementwith Frye,but points out that lyric poetry
cannotbe definedexclusively in terms of thepresumedaudience.Seehis "The Three
Voices of Poetry,"in his On Poetryand PoetsNew York, 1957,pp. 108-109.
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planeof actuality, he createswhat we might call the"narratedreality."
There seemsto be generalagreement,inferable from scholarshipthat
discussesor at least mentionsthe problem,that the narratordigresses
when he divertsthe reader’sattentionaway from the narratedreality to
someotherobjectof interestwhich existsoutsideit, on someotherextra-
narrationalplaneof reality. A digressionoccurs,for instance,whenthe
author or narratorbegins to talk directly abouthimself or to relatehis
own personalexperiences.Such autobiographial digressionsappearfre
quently in Pukin’s Evgen:j Onegin and Byron’s Don Juan. Autobio
graphicalmusingsor talesby a narratorwho is at thesametimeapartici
pant in the storyarenotdigressions,however,becausetheycharacterizea
personawho is part of the narratedreality. Such isthe 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 relatedphe
nomenoninasmuchas it calls attention to the narratorhimself is the
digressionabout the creativeprocess.In EvgenqOnegin, forexample,the
authordiscussesthe difficulty of translatingTat’jana’sletterinto Russian
111.26-30,andthe narratorof Byron’s Beppocomplainsaboutthediffi
culty of keepingto his story stanzas50-52.

A particularset of problemsis presentedby theso-called/yrica/digres

sion. Critics haveused the term rather loosely, as if to imply that all
digressionsfall under this rubric. Yet not all digressionsoughtto be
characterizedaslyrical. At leastonescholar,M. Rybnikova,in anarticle
on Evgenj Onegin, has madethis point quite forcefully:

Whereis the lyric poetry in the novel? I haveno intentionat all of calling every
digressionlyrical. "Tam nekogdaguljal i ja, no vredenseverdlja menja"is of
coursenot lyrical. "My vseuilis’ponemnogu"isnot, either."Byt’mono del’nym
elovekomi dumat’o krasenogtej,"digressionson literarycurrentsin chapterIII
sentimentalism,romanticism,realism,on the languagein which Tatjanawrote
her letter, the jocular ending of chapterIII "Mne dolno posle dolgoj rei i
poguljat’ i otdoxnut’, dokondu posle kak-ni-bud" - I repeat,theseare all
digressions,but not, of course,lyrical digressions.Similar unlyrical digressions
aboundin chapterVI [sic] the addressto the readeraboutalbums,aboutodes,
aboutwine. , , 13

Rybnikova’sobservationsare basicallycorrect.’4Shedoesnot, however,

13 M. Rybnikova, "Avtor v Evgenii Onegine," in her Po voprosamkompozicii
Moscow, 1924, p. 34.
14 Two of the passagesshementions"My vsendilis’ ponemnogu and"Byt’ mono
del’nym elovekom...,"1.5 and 1.251do notconsiderdigressions.Theyareactually
part of the hero’s characterizationand do not direct our attention to an extra
narrationalreality. Rybnikova’s referenceto chapterVI is a misprint; it should read
chapterIV.
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describeher criteria for distinguishinglyrical from non-lyrical digres

sions. Nor doessheoffer any alternativetermsto characterizethe quite

varied digressionsshe enumerates.On examining thosedigressionsshe

calls non-lyrical, however,we see that they fall undereither the two

rubrics I have suggestedaboveautobiographicaland on the creative

processor anewheadingthatwe might calldisquisitional. Disquisitional

digressionsare those in which the narratorseemsto lecture,moreor less

dispassionately,on any variety of subjectsand by doing so turns our

attentionawayfromthestory proper.In Evgenij Onegin,suchdigressions

deal with literary currents111.11-12,30, albumsIV.28-30, wines

IV.45-46, andthe poor qualityof RussianroadsVIII.34. The digres
sion on tragedy,comedy,andepic in Don Juan 111.9-11andthe his

toriographicaldigressionsin War andPeacealsofall into this category.In

disquisitionaldigressions,generallyspeaking,theauthor’sintentseemsto
bethe edificationof his reader.He presentshisviews moreor less objec
tively, or at leastwith the pretenseof objectivity, oftenciting corroborat
ing examples.

The central focus in a lyrical digression,by contrast,is the narrator’s
emotionalexperience.It concentrateson thatundercurrentof sentiment
which may be perceptiblein the narration itself, but comesto the fore
groundonly in the digression.Materialwithin the narratedrealityoften
actsasa stimulusto thelyrical statement,butto thedegreethat it falls into
thebackgroundanddoesnotdirectly occupythenarrator’sattention,the
passageis digressive.A multitudeof variousgradationsarepossiblehere,
and it is often quite difficult to determinewhen to characterizea given
lyrical utteranceas a digression.

The task of delineating digressions is particularly problematic in
romanticpoetry, wherethe very fabric of the narrativeis lyrical. As V.
Zirmunskij pointed out in hisstudyof Byron andPukin, in this context
the digressions seem to "develop imperceptibly from the emotional
mannerof narration."5Zirmunskij characterizesthe lyrical elementsof
this mannerof narrationas follows:

1 Questionsby the poetwhich interruptthestory and revealhis lyrical involve
ment; 2 exclamationsas a directexpressionof [the poet’s]emotionalagitation;
3 apostrophesof thepoetto hishero, often in theform of aquestionorexclama
tion; 4 lyrical repetitions, i.e., various forms of anaphoraand syntactic
parallelism . . . emphasizingthe emotional agitation of the narrator;finally,

‘ V. Zirmunskij, Bajron i Pulkin.’ Iz istorii romanti&skojpoèmyLeningrad,1924,
p. 95.
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5 lyrical digressions, in which the poet speaksout directly, revealing the
emotionaleffect of the story on his inner world.’6

Thus lyrical digressionsare not discerniblefrom the restof the text by
virtue of their subjectivity and emotionality, since these featuresare
presentelsewhere.What makes the lyrical digression distinguishable
from otherlyrical utterances,I would suggest,is that it diverts ouratten
tion away from the concretenarratedreality. This criterionseemsto be
supportedby theexamples2irmunskijcites.Hestates,for instance,thata
highly impassioneddescriptionof settingmay "border on" digression,
and he quotes the following passagefrom Pukin’s "Baxisarajskij

fontan": 7

Kax M14ITh1 TeMubleKpacbl
Hoeii pocouirtoro BocToxa!
KaK cjiaxo JIb}OTc$i øx qacbl
Lm o6oxaTeneiiflpopoxa!
Kaxas,neraB øx oMax,
B oapoaaeimxxcaax,
B TIWH1 rapeo 6e3onacHbix,
Fre flOp BJmamseM31Hb1

Bce nosiuo Taiht 0 TISulH}tbl

H BoxHoBeH0fi cflatocTpacTHWx!

Theselines only "border on" digression,without becomingone,strictly

speaking,becausetheir settingand time is the sameas the story’s.The

readeris not actuallydiverted from the narratedsituation. In another

passagefrom "Kavkazskij plennik", however,the narratorgeneralizes

the situation in the narrativeto such a degreethat we seebeyond its
concretelimits. In this case,accordingto irmunskij, we do indeedhavea
lyrical digression:IS

He ajpyr BSIHT aamaMJ1aocm,
He pyr BOCTOfH 6pocsrrHac,

H HOKWHHY}O paocm
Eueo6msMeM Mb! He pa3:
Ho BbI, IcssBbIe aneqaTneobsi,

Hepaonaqanbnasi.nso6oab,

Heöecnb!ii nJlaMeHb ynoemsI,

He nponeaeeBb BHOBb.

Although theselines are relevantto the hero’s fate, the narrator’sutter

6 irmunskij, Bajron i Pulkin, p. 78.
17 Zirmunskij, Bajron i Pulkin, p. 97.
18 2irmunskij, Bajron i Pulkin, p. 97.
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ancedirectsour attentiontowardthegeneralhumancondition.We tem

porarily losesightof theparticularnarratedsituation,or atleastseeit asif

only peripherally. This type of digression might be called lyrical-

meditativeor lyrical-generalizing.

Lyrical digressionsin generalought to be distinguishedfrom lyrical

utterancesof a particularcharacter,sincethelatterareintrinsic to charac

terizationof a personawithin the narratedreality. Moreover,dramatic

interludes,inasmuchasthey are presentedthroughdialoguewithout the

intermediaryof a narrator,are not strictly speakingdigressionsin the

sensethat I haveproposedhere.

Finally, in order to be perceivedasa digression,a givenpassagemust

developa certain momentumand structural independenceof its own.
Thus a digressionmustpossessacertainminimumlength.Any attemptto
establisha prerequisitesize must,however,be somewhatarbitrary.The
shortestdigressionZirmunskij cites is eight lines long.’9 My analysisof
"Hajdamaky"will adhereessentiallyto this standard.

The abovesurveydoesnotenumerateeverypossibletype of narrator’s
digression.Nor does it intend to imply that the various categoriessug
gestedare mutually exclusive. An autobiographicaldigressionis often
also lyrical, a digressionabout the creativeprocesscanmerge or even
coincidewith a disquisitional discussionof literary currents,a lyrical
digressionmayevolveinto a disquisitionalone,andany numberof com
binationsand gradationscanexist in between.Indeed,the problemof
definingandcategorizingdifferenttypesof digressionsto theextentthat
sucha catalogueis possibleis socomplexthat it would probablyrequire
a book-lengthstudy. Here, I have attemptedonly to outline a general
definition,which, I believe,is adequatetothemorelimited taskat hand.2°

19 Zirmunskij points out that size and relative structuralindependencearecrucial
criteria for distinguishing digressions,as such, from brief lyrical utteranceswhich
blendinto thefabricof the romanticnarrative.The shortestdigressionhe citesis the
onefrom "Ruslani Ljudmila" that I havequotedabove.Thedigressionhe citesfrom
"The Giaour" as lines 432-38 on p. 96 must be a misprint, since the contextof
irmunskij’s remarkmakesit clear that thepassagehe is alludingto beginson line 422.
Similarly, Rybnikova in discussingEvgenij Onegin indicatesthat onemust "distin
guishbetweenlyrical turnsof phrasesometimesonly oneline long, sometimesslightly
longer. . . andwhole fragmentsof thenovel, aseriesof versesof a lyrical character."
SeeRybnikova,"Avtor v Evgenii Onegine,"pp. 34-35.
20 One other type of digressionwhich perhapsalso deservesmention is whatJurij
Tynjanov calls an "image-digression."An image-digressionis simply an epic or
extendedsimile. Inasmuchas it directsourattentionawayfrom thenarratedrealityof
the story, sucha passageconformsto my definition of digression.Tynjanov cites
examplesfrom Pulkin’s "Ruslani Ljudmila,""Graf Nulin," andEvgenqOnegin.See
Ju.Tynjanov,"Pulkin,"in his Pulkin i egosovremennikiMoscow, 1969,pp. 138-39.
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*
* *

In "Hajdamaky"we candiscerneight authorialdigressionsenumerated
herefor future reference:

no. 1 - ". . . 0 bofr mij mylyj! . ." lines 339-45
no. 2 - "Takym i ja kolys’-to buy. . ." lines 370-416
no. 3 - "M obrydlo sluxajuëy. . ." lines 727-70
no. 4 - "Het’many, het’many,jakby-tovy vstaly.. ." lines829-49
no. 5- "Pobaymopotim, a tepernetu, / Netu zaspivaju..." lines

1208-1259
no. 6 - "Otake-to bulo lyxo . . ." lines 1539-62
no. 7 - "Raj, ta j hodi! A dlja koho?. ." lines2145-61
no. 8 - "Davno te mynulo,jak, maladytyna.. ." lines 2438-86.

With theexceptionof thefirst, the digressionsall treatoneor moreof the
following themes:autobiography, creationof the work itself andhistory.
In them theauthoremergesas adramatizedpersonaandprovideshisown

individual perspectiveon himself,the creativeprocess,andthe historical
eventsthat he depicts. From this perspectivecertain charactersin the
poemderivea spiritualdimensionthatwould otherwisebelacking.This is
particularly true of Jaremaandthe kobzar,who, by virtue of the digres
sions,emergeas alter egosof the authorhimself. The historicalevents,
too,gainanaddeddimensionin thatthroughtheauthor’seyeswe cometo
seethe Kolyivéynaas an event emblematicof the humanconditionin
general,ratherthanmerelya brief, gloriousepisodein theUkrainianpast.
Moreover,we seein the digressionsa steadyevolution of the poet’s self-
image - a growingawarenessof his membershipin a national-historical
collective and an increasingconsciousnessof the obligations that this
collective placesupon him. Finally, we find in the digressionsechoesof
thoseleitmotifs which appearfirst in the prologueandare laterrecapitu
lated in the "Peredmova"in particular, the themeof universalevanes
cenceand the literary polemics. Thus, the author’sdigressionscon
tribute, in a variety of ways, to the unity of the poem’s overall design.

With regard to the form of the digressionsit shouldbe noted that
certainof them especiallynos. 3 and5 are interspersedwith lineswhich
are not, properlyspeaking,digressive.In the interestof preservingeach
digression’sbasiccontextualintegrity, however,I havechosento regard
theselines as part of the broaderunit within which they are found.

Digressionno. I developsasa lyrical meditationgeneralizingboth the
author’sandJarema’spersonalmisfortune:
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[SIpeMarHyBcsi, 6o He 3HaB,

He 3HaB, cipoMaxa, tuo aopocnoKpona,
11o He6a ocTaHe,KOnU nOneToTh,

He 3HaB, Harouaacsi..

0 6o,ceMiii MHJI0l4!

Tsnxo KHTI, Ha CBiTi, a XOqeTbcSl KHTb:

XoemcsiHBHTHcb, inc coHe’oKo csie,
Xoemcsi noc.nyxam,hOC Mope 3arpac,
51K nrauncau.e6eqe,6ailpaK roMOHOTh,

A6o opHo6pHBaB ram 3acniBac.
0 6oice Miii MOJIHIl, Inc BeceJloICI4Tb!

This digressionindicatesto what degreethe author identifies with his
hero, since mostof the sentimentsexpressedhere could easily be attri
butedto Jarema,as well. If thesewereJarema’smusings,however,the
passagewould not be a digressionseeabove,p. 317. In any case,the
context clearly indicatesthat Jaremais incapableat this point of ex
periencingthesentimentexpressedin thelastline ". . . jak veseloyt’! ".

Wehaveseenalreadyin theprologuethatjust sucha paradoxicalreversal
from despondencyto rapture is characteristicof the author’s train of
thought.There,too, contemplationof thenaturalelementsandthesound

of a maiden’ssongrejuvenatedhis spirits andreconfirmedhis desireto
live lines 7-26, 174-80.

Digressionsno. 2 andno. 8 are the mostpoignantlyautobiographical
onesin thepoem.Their placementnearthe beginningandneartheendof
thework seemsto haveanaestheticrationale.No. 2 occursastheplot is
still in the stageof expositionjust afterJaremais introduced,andno. 8
the last is in the poem’sepilogue.Thus locatedbeforethe"risingaction"
of the plot andaftertheplot haspassedits climax,theyseemto contribute
to the balanceif not symmetry of the work as a whole - a balance
evidentfrom othercompositionalelements,as well: the imageof eternal
naturewhich assertsitself at the beginningandtheend; thecircularity of
Jarema’sfateheis againan orphanedpilgrim as we leavehim in the epi
logue; andtheimageof heroicwarriorswhoareconjuredtogetherby the
poet in the prologueandarethenseendispersingasthe poemdrawsto a
close. This parallel is supportedby the digressions’toneand content.

Being of nearly identical length 47 and 49 lines, respectively,both
contain plaintive reminiscencesof the poet’s youth and lamentations
about his presentfate, and in both the poet’s attention turns toward
questionsof poeticcreativityand,specifically,towardthecreatingof the

* Versesnot consideredpart of the digressionsare bracketed.
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work at hand.Thetwo digressionsdiffer, however,in emphasis.If in no.2
we seethe authorexclusivelyin his intimate,privateaspect,in no. 8 we
find him contemplatinghis role in his nation’s historical destiny.

Digressionno. 2, like no. 1, pointsto theauthor’sspiritualaffinity with
Jarema.It developsas an afterthought,blendingalmost imperceptibly
with the precedinglines:

[OTaKHii-To Miii SIpeMa,
CopoTa6araroii.]

370 TaKHM i Ii KoJlHcb-To 6yB.
MHHyiio, iB4aTa .
MoHynocs, po3iiiLnnocsl,
I cniy He cTaJlo.
CepieM.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?Tpe6a3aKonaTb:

380 BiH i TaK 6araToii . .
Eararoil Ha .TITH

Ta na pi6Hi cJmo3H - 6oaii He BTHpaTB!
Losie MOIl, none!e Te6eiuyKam?
BepHocao MeHe,o MOCi xaTH,

385 A6o X04 npnc}n4csi. . . He xoqerbcsicnam.

The repetition of "mynulo," "mynulosja"and equivalentverbs "rozij
Ilosja," "ne ostalos" echoesthe leitmotif of the poem’s opening lines
"Vse jde, vse mynaje - i krajunemajeI.. . / yve. . . umyraje. . . odno
zacvilo,/ A druhezav’jalo . . .". In theprologuethethemeof evanescence

waspresentedin cosmicproportions,sothat theresonancehereimpartsa
certain universaldimensionto the poet’s lament. The passagedevelops

into a truly "lyrical" digressionin the senseNorthropFrye defineslyric
i.e.,asaninternalizedutterancewith no implied listener.Whatbeginsas
a seeminglycasualcomparisonaddressedto the narrator’saudiencein
particular,an audienceattunedto the poem’ssentimentalthematics-

the "divata" drifts gradually into a self-enclosedmeditationwith its
characteristicapostropheto "dolja." The shift is signaled,in part,by the
changefrom kolomyjkato koljadkovyjmeterthe latterbeingintrinsicto
philosophicalreflectionas opposedto narration.Then,asif sensingthat
hehasneglectedhis listeners,theauthorturnsbackto them.But now his
audienceis a moregeneralizedone:
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Bo6aqafiTe,nioe o6pi:
Mmice He O iiaty,
Ta npojiwre JThXO-3flHHi

KoMy He 3aBatHTb?
390 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 Tpe6arnymcsi, -

royracaMoBiKH, ycMixamcsi,
111o6 iiioe He 3HaJW,

400 lIjo Ha ceptti 3axoBaHo,
1Ijo6 ne npoBirain.
So ix nacxa. . . Hexaii cHHmcsi
ToMy, B KOFO onsi,
A cssponwo6 He c}nu,acb,
He cHH.nacbHiKojul!

In these lines the author’sspiritual kinship with his hero is still quite
apparent.Like Jaremaheis an orphan,"limping throughthe world" in
searchof his evasive"dolja." Both seemto be victims of inimical man
kind, andboth seemto acquiesceto their misfortune.Paradoxically,the
author’sappealis addressed,in part, to hisverymalefactors- while there
are "ljude dobri," thereare also those from whom his grief is bestkept
secretlines399-401.Hefinally realizesthat thisoutpouringof emotion,
seeminglyirrelevantto his role as narrator"ne do ladu", hasin factno
audience.The meditationbecomesself-enclosedonceagain.The author
turns away,as in the prologuelines 105-109,to the mute walls which
aloneare sympatheticto his grief:

Tsncxo, nyno po3lca3yBaTb,
A MOBTh He BM1IO.
Bonoaaiicsi ic, cjloBo-cjmo3H:
Cone’ncoHe rpic,

410 He Bocyurnm. flotiJnocsi
MoiMo cJmo3aMH...
Ta e 3 6paroM, He 3 cecrpom-

3 H1MHMH cTiHaMH
Ha yIcnHi...

The pathosof the poet’sseparationfrom hishomeland,evidentabove

at the end of digressionno. 2, is the author’sstarting point in the other
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autobiographicaldigression,no. 8. The keynote"mynulo" is sounded
anew, and again the poet contemplateshis personalfate. But herethe
emphasisis moreon his spiritualkinship with HontaandZaliznjak than
on that with Jarema:

aano Te MHHyJI0, IlK, ana nTHHa,
CHpoTa B p$8ttHHHi, II KO.JIHCh 6.riytcaa,

2440 5e3cairns, 6e3x,i6a, no Till YKpaiHi,
,Le 3a.ru3nslK,fonTa 3 CR$PIeHHM rynsia.
,Laanore MHnyno, IlK THMH lunsixaMil,
te I1UIJIH raitrtaMaKn, - MJ1HMH HOraMH
XOHB SI Ta nJIaicas,Ta nsoeii uJyKaB,

2445 IUo6 o6py HaBqHJIH. 51 renep3raaa,
3raaa,Ta II ‘ajm cTano,wo nnxo MHHyno.
Monoec .rinxo! six6is TM BepHy.noca,
ilpoMinsiB 6u oiim, Ito Malo Teflep.

Certainly the narratorcontinuesto identify with Jarema,at leastimpli
citly, by picturing himself asa wanderingorphanin searchof fortune:

indeed,line 2446 reproducesverbatima sentimentearlier attributed to
Jarema.2’And thereis still muchin theemotional dispositionof the poet
to remind us of the intimatepathosof his first two digressions.Yet here,
by contrast,the narratoris acutelyawarethathisown fortunesarebound
to thoseof his nation.Whereasearlierhehad affirmedhis prerogativeto

muse about his personal misfortune without an audience, here he
expressessatisfactionin havingconveyedanepictaledespitethescoffing
"pys’menni" to an unlimited audience- successivegenerationsof his
countrymen:

CnacH6i, iycio, uto TM 3axOBaB
2465 B roioai CTOJI1TH1i Ty c.rIaBy KO3aqy:

5111 onyKaM eneppo3Ka3aB.

BH6aqaiiTe,uoe o6pi,
lIjo KO3LbK ctaay
TaK HaBMaHHSI poalca3y}o,

2470 5e3 KHHKHOI cripasin

2! In "Hupaliviêyna," with the thought of Oksana’sabductionfresh in his mind,
Jaremapassesthe tavernwherehe oncetoiled underservitudeand recallsthe past:

1600 Usmixnuvsjamij Jarema,
Tjako usmixnuvsja.
Otut, otut pozavora
Peredydom hnuvsja,
A sjohodni. . . ta j Jal’ stab,

605 o lyxo mynulo.
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Tax KOJIHCb po3lca3yBaB,
Hexall 3I00B 6ye!
A ii 3a 81MM. He 3HB cTapHil,
lIjo mscaMeHniiiioe

2475 TIi pe4i npoisTaIom.
Bn6aqaii,iiycio, -

Hexail .riaioT

The different emphasesI havealluded to in the two autobiographical
digressionspoint to an evolutionthat hastakenplacein the poet’s self-
image.In digressionsno. 1 andno. 2, hisaestheticinterestsareconfinedto
the intimate, private sphereof experience.In no. 8, hisconcernis more
with his national-historicalties. While in the first two digressionsthe
authorpictureshimselfprimarily as a lyric poet,in the last digressionwe
seehim in an additional role - that of epic bard. In order to tracethe
stagesof this evolution, let us examinethosedigressionswhich dealmost
directly with the creativeprocess.

This is thecentralfocusof no. 3, andthesubjectappearsagainin no. 5.
In eachdigressionwe discerna similar pattern:the narratordiverts his
attention from the poem’s sentimental-romanticthematicsrepresented

by the courtshipof Jaremaand Oksanaand turns toward its heroic-
historical thematicsi.e.,eventsof the1768 rebellion.Thispatternrepre
sentsin miniaturethebroaderevolutionin theauthor’saestheticconcerns
that I mentionedabove. In digressionno. 3, for instance,the narrator
interrupts the sceneof the lovers’ rendezvous,as if objectingto its effu
siveness,and refusesto recounttheir 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.

Thereis anelementof romanticirony andevenself-parodyhere,sinceby
preteritionthe narratordoesindeedrecounttheir partingin an idiom no
less sentimentalthan the oneheridicules.Thepassagerecapitulatesthe
recurrent polemic with thosecritics who importunedhim to compose
only entertainingditties aboutsuitorsandsweetheartslines88-91.The
author’saim, however, is not to entertainand titillate his sentimental
"divata," but to relateevents of national import. He makesthis aim
conspicuousby calling attentionto theshift from thelove intrigueto the
gruesomeaccountof the sexton’smurder. The shift is accentuatedby an
abrupt changein the narrator’stone:

[A THM acoM CBiTMTb
3 ycix BIKOH y THTapsl.]

765 lIjo-To TM TBopssTbcsl?
Tpe6a r.nsinym, ia poaxa3am.

He .TwBisTbcsi!

5otai4 He HBHTHCb, 6otaii He IcaaaTH!
So a .iimitell copoM, 6o cepue6oirnm.

770 fJlsmbTe,flotHBiTbcsi: [To KoH4!eepaTH. .
The exclamations"hljan’te, podyvit’sja" cast the poet in the role of eye
witness - a deviceemployed frequentlyin romantic narrativepoetry to
dramatizenot only thenarrator, but also thescenehe presents.22Here,

however, the device hasa more specific motivation. The narratorcon
sciouslymodelshis presentationafterthe talesof hisgrandfather,whose
"stolitniji oi" line 2457 werethefaithful recordersof theKolijiv1yna.23

In digressionno. 5 thenarratoragainturns his attentiondramatically
from the sentimentalto the historical:

[CBiTMm 6inojuiwdl a scm Yicpainy,
CBiTHTB. . . a q 6aHm Mom cHpOTlsHy,

1205 O,ccaHy3 BiJIbtuaHH, Mom cHpoTy?

22 See, for instance,Byron’s "The Siegeof Corinth" lines 831 and following, or
Slowacki’s appealto the readerto behold the action in his "Jan Bielecki" especially
section 2.
23 I. pytkovs’kyj evengoes so far as to characterize"Hajdamaky"as a primary
historical source on the Kolijiv1yna, inasmuchas it is basedlargely on eyewitness
accounts.SeeI. pytkovs’kyj, "Hajdamaky’evenkajak pam"jatkaKolijivlyny,"
in Zbirnykpam"jati Tarasa evéenka,1814-1914Kiev, 1915,pp. 48-57.
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,Le 11 Mopymm, te BoHasopKye?
411 iliac SipeMa?qii iliac, ‘us yc?]
flo6aHMo noriM, a renepHC Ty,

He y 3acniBaiO, iHuJOi 3arpaio;
1210 Jlisxo - He isqaTa- 6yte TaHatosam.

Heojno cnisa}o Ko3aqhxOro Kpaio;
CnyxallTe 1c, u.o6JiTgM 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, theauthorprovidesthecentralraisond’êtreof hiswork:
to fix the memoryof the KolijivIyna in the mindsof posterity.The pas
sageprefiguresno. 8, too, in thattheverbs"zaspivaty"and"zahraty"line
1209suggestan imageof the narratorasa kind of folk bard.Heassumes
this role with conflicting emotions- a painful awarenessthat he sings
moreof his nation’s "nedolja"than its glory anda simultaneoussenseof
moralobligation. Later, in the"Peredmova,"heexplains:"Sercebolyt’, a
rozkazuvat’treba: nexaj baat’ syny i vnuky. . . ." Again andagainhe
subordinateshis privatesympathiesto this historical imperative. In the
digression’sclosinglinesthe narratorprojectsuponthe moon- hismuse
andsympatheticconfidantin theprologue- thefeelingof trepidationhe
himself experiencesin facing this task:

Micsiato Mdl sicHidi! 3 BHcoKOFo He6a
Cxosallcsi 3a ropy, 6o csiTy He rpe6a;
CTpamHoTo6i 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
Hacrapicm aanJiaicam.

Thus the patternestablishedin digressionno. 3 is repeatedin no. 5: the
narratormoves from the poem’s romantic interest to the subject of
nationalstrife. And in eachcasehecalls uponthataudiencemost familiar
with his intimate,sentimentalaspect- first "divata," thenthe moon-

to turn away from the bloodshedhe mustdepict.
History, alongwith autobiographyandthe creativeprocess,is oneof

the major themesin evenko’s digressions.Ivakin is correct in saying
that the author employsthe historical themeto commenton contem
porary times andto satirizeUkrainians’neglectof nationalheritageand
their political passivity. This is the main thrust of the historical com
mentaryin digressionno. 5:
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,LutM JIeIcam,a HHMH

MorssnH cMHIIOm.

Ta uto 3 TOrO, rito BHcoKi?
1225 HixTo ix He 3Hac,

HixTo I1tHPO HC 3afljlaqe,

HixTo MC 3raae.
TiJTIbKO BiTep THxece}ibKo
floBic Ha HHMH,

1230 Tijmxo pocispanecexo
C.mo3aMRItpi6HHMH
Ix ymom. 3iiite coisite,
OcyulHm, npHrpic;
A yHyicH? iM 6aiinyice,

1235 11aHaM KHTO cnoTb.

SaraToix, a x’ro cxaHce,
,Te fOHTH Morlula, -

MyeHmca npaBeLHoro
LJe noxopoHarrn?

1240 ,Te 3aJIi3HsiK, yma iwipa,
4e QnoqHBae?
Tinicxo! saicico! KaT naHyc,
A ix e 3raamTb.

Thereis, of course,much moreherethanpolitical satire.The evocative
image of the natural elementsmourning and comforting the dead is
typical of the worldview evenko presentsin theextra-narrationalpor
tions of "Hajdamaky." In the poet’s lyrical musing,beginningwith the
prologue,naturecontinually manifestsitself as an immutable,regenera
tive force - alwayscompassionate,alwayssensitiveto human misfor
tune.Contemporarymankind,by contrast,is generallydepictedas fickle
andunsympathetic- the principalsourceof the"lyxo-zlydni" thathaunts
theauthor.Thefact thathiscountrymendo nothonortheir heroesis only
one manifestationof the evil he finds everywherearoundhim: "Lyxo,
ljude, vsjudy lyxo. . ." no. 2.

Thereis little for thepoetto cherishin thepresent,soin digressionno.4
heturnsto the past.Here,as in the prologuelines 106ff., heinvokesan
idealizedimageof theCossackhetmansandtheir vast armies"jak more
ervone" andlamentsthat only ruins remainof their glory "Kozac’koji
slavy ubohyxrujin". Thecontemplationof the Cossacksseemstodispel
his grief momentarily"Lyxo mlije perednymy. . .", but misfortune
rematerializesas his thoughtsreturnto the presentandhe addresseshis
countrymen:
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Ta ijto ii ,caaam?MHHyJlocsi;
A Te, uo MHHyJIO,

He 3raIyiiTe, naHIs-6paTH,
84S So uto6 MC no’lyJiH.

Ta ii iro 3 TOrO, tL0 3raaCm?
3ratacui- 3arulaqem.

The suggestion"ne zhadujte"is not ironic, despitethe narrator’sstated
aim of reminding posterityof its past.This is just oneof themany para
doxical modulationsof thepoet’ssentiments,similarto thecontradictory
exhortationsin no. 3 "Bodajnedyvytys’. . . ,"Hljan’te, podyvit’sja..
or the antitheticalbeginningand endingof no. 1 "0 bofr mij mylyj /
Tjako yt’ na sviti /. . . / 0 boe mij mylyj, jak veseloyt’! ". Thenarra
torcannotrecall thepastwithout conflicting emotions.The inspirationof
pastglory is always a painful reminderof the ignominious present.

History is treatedagainin digressionno. 6. Hereevenko placesthe
eventsof 1768in thecontextof a moredistant,primevalpast,anidealera
of unity amongSlavic peoples.The Kolijivyna, accordingto the poet,
was provokedby the Slays’ violation of their original brotherhoodand
equality:

3a ato nmte rMHyTa?
Toro ic 6aTb,ca,Taxi WC 11TM, -

KMTH 6 a 6paramcsi.
l545 Hi, He sMuui, He X0TIJIH,

Tpe6apoa’cwamcsi!
Tpe6aIcpoBi, 6paraKpoBi,
So 3a3po,Ito B 6para
C 5 KOMOp1 i Ha IBOPi,

1550 I secenos xaTi!
<Y6’cM öpara! cna.RHM xaTy! -

CKa3anH, i cTa.rlocb.

Bce 6, 3aemcsi;us, Ha xapy
CMpOTH ocTajrncb.

1555 B CJ1b03X pocui, Ta ii sMpocJm;
3aMyeHi KH

P03B’si3anHcb- i xpos3a KpoB,

I Myxø 3a MyicH!

EonMm cepte,IlK 3raacm:
1560 CTapHxcJIOB’SIH iTH

Bnsuiisci, icpos’m. A xTO BHHeH?

KcboHru4, e3yiTH.

The mission of the hajdamakyis, therefore,oneof holy retribution,and
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their bloodshedhasa certainbiblical justice.The phrases"krov za krov"
and "muky za muky" and the word "kara" suggestthe Old Testament

formula of punishmentin kind. The expressions"toho bat’ka,""taki

dity," and "brat" have a quality of scriptural metonymyin that they

reduceconceptsof religious morality to terms of domesticrelationships.
Digression no. 7 presentsthe Kolijivléyna in relation to the classical

mythologicalpast:

He cmsHsula BecHa lcposi,

Hi 3JlocTi J1mchxo!.
Tiuxico rnsiy a 3raacM -

2160 Tax 6yno B Tpoi.
Tax i 6ye.

The last line broadensthe temporalcontextstill further. It suggeststhat
for evenko, the rebellion of 1768 was emblematicnot only of the

Ukraine’s and the Slays’ historical fate, but also of the generalhuman
condition.

The historicaldigressionsshowthat evenko viewedthe Kolijivyna
in a much broadertemporalandethicalcontextthan Ivakin suggests,and
thathisattitudetowardit wasambivalent.On theonehand,hesawit asa
momentof national glory, morally justified in light of the wrongshis
peoplehad suffered.On theotherhand,hesawit asa monstrousfraternal
conflict symbolic of man’s seeminglyeternal inhumanity to his fellow
man.

So far our discussionhas focusedon the themesandthematicinter
relationshipsof the author’sdigressions,but has not dealt with their
structuralfunctions.Commentatorsof "Hajdamaky,"as I havepointed
out, havedonelittle in this regard.Someenlighteninginsights,however,
havebeenprovidedby scholarsexaminingtheroleof digressionsin other
works.

It hasbeensuggested,for instance,thatdigressionsserveas "retarding
elements"- that is, they slow the pace of the narratedaction. Erich
Auerbachmakesthis point in his discussionof the flashbackabouthow
Odysseusreceivedthe scaron his foot Odyssey,XIX. 395-46624 Viktor

24 ThoughAuerbachcharacterizesthis passageas a digression,it should be noted
that certainlynot everyflashbackwill be perceivedassuch.It would seemthat in order
to be perceived as a digression, the flashback requirescertain other contextual
emphases.In the casethat Auerbachcites,theseemphasesseempresentin thelengthof
the passageandin the fact that it occursat a crucial point in the plot - just as the
housekeeperdistinguishesOdysseus from his impostors. See Erich Auerbach,
Mimesis:The Representationof Reabityin WesternLiterature, trans.by W. R. Trask
Princeton,N.J., 1971, p. 4.
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klovskij, in a discussionof Tristram Shandv,calls the effect "tormo
enie."25Curiously, they attribute to the retarding effect diametrically
oppositecompositionalfunctions.Auerbachexplainsthat the Homeric
flashback-digressionkeepsthe audienceawareof all factsrelevantto the
plot and thusdiminishessuspense.klovskij indicatesthat Sterneuses
digressionsprecisely to heightensuspense:"Playing with the reader’s
impatience,theauthorcontinuallyremindshim of theherowhom hehas
abandoned,butdoesnot returnto him afterthe digression,andthevery
action of remindingservesonly to renewthereader’santicipation."26The
discrepancyis due to the fact that Auerbachand klovskij are con
sideringquitedifferent works andquite different digressions.Depending
on the work andthe type of digression,of course,the retardingelement
may servevariousfunctions.In "Hajdamaky"the retardingeffectof the
digressionsis notparticularly conspicuoussincethemannerof narration

itself is expansive,andcertain extra-narrationalinterludes,such as the
merrymakingin "Svjato v Cyhyryni" and"Benketu Lysjanci,"domuch
moreto retardthedevelopmentof theplot thanthe author’sdigressions.
On occasionevenko doesusethe digressionsto heightensuspense.In
no. 3, for instance,heleavesJaremaandOksanato speculateaboutwhat
fateholdsfor them ". . . Mote, Ie raz / Vony nasim sviti / Zostrinut’sja

pobaymo . . ." lines 760-62.Similarly, the narratorleadsinto

digressionno. 5 by posingquestionsabouthisheroandheroinewhich he

deliberatelyleavesunanswered".. . ay bayt’ mojusyrotynu,/ Oksanu

z Vil’lany / Cy znaje Jarema? Cy znaje, y &ije? / Pobaymo
potim . . ." lines 1204-1208.The closinglines of the samedigression
wherethe narratorwarnsthe moonto obscureherview from theapoca
lyptic scenewhich is to ensuealso createa mood of heightenedantici
pation.27

Anotherfunction of digressionsis alludedto by Jurij Tynjanovin his
discussionof "Ruslani Ljudmila":

In this poemwere revealedas if two centersof "interest,"dynamics:1 fabular,
2 extra-fabular.The powerof thedigressionslay in the alternationfrom one
planeto theother. The significanceqf these"digressions"- not by themselves,
nota static,buta kinetic significance- cameto thefore: alternation,transporta
tion from one planeto the other, in itself was a driving force.28

Tynjanov’s remarksareequallyapplicableto"Hajdamaky."Ifthedigres

25 Viktor Sklovskij, 0 teoriiprozt’ Moscow, 1929, p. 230.
26 klovskij, 0 teoriiprozv,p. 231.
27 The samepoint is madeby Navroc’kyj, "Hajdamaki" Tarasa ,evienka,p. 281.
28 Tynjanov,"Puikin," p. 138.
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sions help retard the movementof the story, they neverthelesscreatea
different kind of dynamismin their interplay with the story. This inter
play caninvolve not onlya shift of topic as,for instance,from Jaretnato
the authorin no. 2, but, often, a dramaticshift in the poet’s toneand
attitude.Digressionno. 3, for example,interruptsthetearful rendezvous
scenewith a playful self-parody.In digressionno. 7 the narratorbreaks
off an idyllic descriptionof spring to fulminateagainst inappreciative
"ljude":

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

2140 EapBiHxoM yxpiula;
I a noni xaiiBopoHox,
Co.rloBeiixo B rai
3eMnm, y6paHy secHom
BpaHlti 3ocTpiMamm. . .1

2145 Pall ra ii roti! A ansi xoro?
Ljisi nio,reii. A .iuwte?
He XOTRTI, Ha floro ii riisiHyTa,

A r.nhlHym - oryslm.

Tpe6aKpoB’m oMambosaTb,
2150 OcBiTHm ntHlcapoM;

COHW1 MaJIO, psicy M0.J10
I 6araToxMapu.
flexaa Mailo! . . Jlsoe,nme!

The poet’s plaintive, confessionaltone in digression no. 2 is replaced
immediatelyby scathinginvective as he returnsto the narrative:

410 .. . 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
420 Ko.no .ni*cica, x.JIS1THll. J

Such abrupt changesin moodare characteristicof evenko’s protean
temperamentandoccurthroughoutthe poem - notonly at thejuncture
betweendigressionandnarrative.But frequentlythejunctureitself, asin
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the examplesquoted above, accentuatesthe tonal modulation. Thus,
while slowing the movementof the plot, the author’sdigressionsnever
thelesscontributeto the internaldynamicsof "Hajdamaky."

But perhapsthemost importantfunctionof the digressionsin "Hajda
maky" is that theycreateanimageof thepoetas adramatizedpersona,in
particular,anextra-fabularpersonanotdependenton his roleasnarrator
for the illusion of hisexistence.While in narrationthe poet’ssubjectivity
remainsquite apparentandwedo notseehim asseparatefrom hisnarra
tive function, in the digressionshe emergesas a discreteentity. Details
from his biographyandglimpsesinto hisinnerworld lendsubstanceto his
image. One result of this is that the authorcan not only portray his
characters,but standin appositionwith them.Thus,as we haveseen,he
canidentify with Jarema.In the mirror of theauthor’sown fate,Jarema’s
plight acquiresa dimensionwhich would otherwisebe absent.He is not
merely an archetypalCossackinvolved in heroicexploitsandromantic
intrigue, butalso becomesthe incarnationof theauthor’sown frustrated
searchfor "dolja."

If the narrator identifies with Jaremaand, to a certainextent,with
Honta andZaliznjak, in digressionno. 8, he engagesin an interesting
counterpointwith the kobzar.Aside from the author,the kobzaris the
only importantfigure in the poemwho is "extra-fabular,"or outsidethe
narratedaction. He doesnot really participatein the plot, but rather
appearsin dramaticinterludes- that is, duringa briefepisodein"Svjato
v Cyhyryni" before the consecrationof the knives, andat the merry
making in "Benket u Lysjanci." Sincehe appearsalmostexclusively in
portionsof thetext wheretheexpositionisdramatic,or narration-free,he
emergesmoreas adramatispersonathanacharacterin a narrativepoem.
Thus both theauthorandthe kobzardo not rely on the narrativefabric
for the illusion of their reality. Theyare not wovenas if from narration,
but exist apartfrom it.

Thisin itself would not besignificantif the authordid notcultivatethe
image of himself asfolk bard. He doesso in the digressions,as wehave
seen, with growing emphasis.Throughout the poem he refers to his
mannerof deliveryas oral, especiallyas "song,"withclearallusionsto the
art of the kobzar. In digressionno. 5 we read "Ne tu zaspivaju,inoji
zahraju.. . ." Both the narratorand the kobzarsing of history in the
making - the kobzarincorporateseventsinto his songas they occur,29

29 In "Svjatov Cyhyryni," for instance,the kobzarsings: "Nouvalyhajdamaky/ V
zelenij dibrovi, / Napryponipaslykoni, / Sidlani, hotovi" lines 1023-26.
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and the author narrates,for the most part, in the presenttense,often
enjoininghis listenersto witnessthe eventswith him asthey unfold. It is
clear, therefore,that the kobzar emergesas a kind of alter ego to the
authorhimself. It would seemalsothat in thedramaticepisodes,whereno
narratoris present,he performs the function of a narrator-surrogate.

Thereare,however,severaldifferencesin the way the kobzarandthe
author presenttheir materialand relate to their audience.Thesedif
ferencestend to enhancecertainemphasesthat the authormakesin his
digressions.The kobzar, for instance,sings with exhilarationsincehis
subjectis Cossackglory. The author, by contrast,narratesin a solemn
vein becausehis emphasisis on his nation’s "nedolja" "Lyxo - ne
divata - budetancjuvat’. / Nedolju spivajukozac’kohokraju" digres
sion no. 5 and becauseall that was glorious has passedno. 4. The
kobzarsingsto entertain,andhe readilycatersto requestsfrom an im
mediateandreceptiveaudience.The hajdamakyelicit encoreafterencore
from him, often suggestinghis theme e.g., "Utny le 1o-nebud’ pro
hajdamakiv";"Veseloji utny,stare!"; andthekobzarwillingly obliges.
Thenarrator’saim, by contrast,is notto entertain,butto edify,andin the
digressionshe repeatedlymakesa point of not cateringto the desiresof
hisanticipatedaudience- as if determinedto tell them whattheydo not
want to hear. He has, moreover,several "audiences"with different
implied or explicit "requests."Thus the poet refusesto heedthejournal
critics who ridiculed his themeandnativetongue". . . duren’ rozkazuje/
Mertvymy slovamy"lines 73-74andin digressionno. 8 heaffirms his
indifferenceto their disapproval"Nexaj lajut’.. .". The"divata," who
aredisposedtowardthetale of romanticlove,arealsomildly rebuffed,for
the authorstressesthe primacyof theepic taledigressionsno. 3 andno.
5. The poet’sprincipal audience,hiscountrymen,are alsohe suspects
less than eagerlisteners"A unuky?jim bajdufr, / Panamyto sijut"
no. 5. Perhapstheonly truly receptiveaudiencestheauthorforeseesare
posterity "Sluxajte , lob ditjam rozkazat’,/ ob i dity znaly,vnukam
rozkazaly,"no. 5 andthose who are old enoughto rememberthe glory
that was ". . . mofr najdut’/ Kozaka staroho,/o pryvita mojix
ditok. . ." lines 191-93.Thus while the kobzaris in somerespectsthe
author’salterego, their different situationsunderlinea themewhich is
recurrentin thedigressions:thepoet’sseparation- notonly in distance,
but also in time andspirit - from his intendedaudience.

Finally, the digressionscontain an implicit rationalefor the rather
peculiardevelopmentof the poem’stwo plot lines.Navroc’kyj hasfaulted
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evenko for not carrying the love intrigue to a conclusion.30He points

out that this line of the plot becomesincreasinglytenuousandfinally
vanishesin theepilogue,wherewe learnnothingof theheroine’sultimate
fate. Yet the absenceof a denouementin the romantic intrigue canbe
interpretedas thepoet’sway of tacitly demonstratingtheevolutionof his
own aestheticand moral concernsas outlined in the digressions.In the
first two digressions,as we have seen,the authorpictureshimself pri
marily as a lyric poetandfinds it naturalto museabouthis personalfate
in its intimate private aspect.In subsequentdigressions,however,he
castshimselfmoreas an epic bardwhoseprimaryduty is to preservethe
memoryof his nation’s past in song. While in the digressionsSevenko
neverrelinquishesthe role of lyric poet, hegraduallycomesto view his
epic role as the moreimportantone. In the digressionswe seehim con
stantly subordinatingthe strictly intimate sphere of experienceto the
more pressinghistorical imperative. Thus the phasing-outof the love
intrigue, with its narrowly sentimentalthematics, is not a flaw, as
Navroc’kyj suggests,but the fabularcorollary to the transition of the
author’s own aestheticconcerns.

Harvard University

3° Navroc’kyj, "Hajdamaky" Tarasa Sew’enka.pp. 282-83.
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LEPOQUE DE DANYLO ROMANOVY

MILIEU DU XIIIe SIÈCLE
D’APRES UNE SOURCE KARATTE

JAROSLAV STEPANIV

Dans la Bibliothèque Scientifique de l’Académie des Sciencesde la
Republiquesocialiste soviétiqued’Ukraine a Lviv, dans la sectiondes
manuscrits,aufonds Ossoliñskisousle numéro11252feuilles 14-15, se
trouve le texted’un colofon provenantd’un livre parcheminéde priêres
karaitesqui, jusqu’en 1830, étaiten dépôta la kenesasynagoguede la
ville de Haly actuellementville départementalede la regiond’Ivano
Frankivs’kenUkraine.Le texteduditcolofonn’estpasenancienhébreu,
langue d’origine, mais est une traduction polonaise.La bibliothèque
possèdeun texte de cettesortedatantde 1838.

Le textedu colofon, divisé parconventionen septparties,donnececi
avecIa traductionfrancaise:

[I] [f. 14] Napisanoto bçdziepó
nieyszympokoleniom, by wyznawali
lask Bogapredwiecznego,ktorych nam

wyswiadczyl.

[II] W roku 5003 od stworzenia
swiata, podlug liczbç Israelitow, zas

od chrescianskiey1243, a hegiery655
roku podczas gdy pokoy zawarty zos
tat miçdzy krolem Tatarow Bahthi
Chanem,y krolemChrobacyi,w Hali
czu rezyduicym Danijelem, naow
czaskiedy TatarowieplodrowaliRus
kiey y Polskiey ziemi, ci dway kroli
zawarlimiçdzy sobpokoy,a podczas
ukiadu pokoiu, ze strony krola ha
lickiegobyijego synweliki kniazLew,
y bratjegokniazWalko, y ci umieicili
do kondycyi pokoju,aebykrol tatar
ski pozwolii stu domom familiom
Karajtów w Krymie zamieszkalym,

[I] Ii est Ccrit pour les générations
futures, qu’elles se souviennentdes
gracesquel’Eternel nousa accordées.

[II] En i’an 5003 depuisIa creation
du mondescionles Hébreux,eten l’an
1243 d’aprês l’ère chrétienne,ou en
l’an 655 de l’hégire, une paix a été
signéeentre le roi desTatars Batou
Khan et le roi de Croatie Daniel
Danyio qui résidaita Halyé. A cette
date,alors queles Tatarsdévastaient
les terres ruthèneset polonaises,ces
deuxrois conclurentunealliance;lors
decctraité depaix, il y avaitauxcôtés
du roi de Galicie son fils le grand
prince Leon Lev ainsi quesonfrCre
Vas’ko. Ils firent inscrire dans les
clausesdu traité quele roi tatardon
nait Ia permissiona uncertainnombre
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sprowadzicsic do Halicza, rezyden
cionalnegomiastakrolewskiego,kto
rych ma od granicy na swoj expens
przyic wybuduie jm domy y dopo
mozejm handelprowadzicpoiczony
miçdzy Wschodem,y Ziemi Russyi
czyli Chrobacyi.

[III] Y na tym [f. 14b] fundamencie
kazal krol tatarskiogiosic w Krymie,
ze chtobçdziez Karaitówmiecochotç
przeiscdo ziemi halickiey, bçdzie mu
nadanoz skarbukrolewskiegotrans
port y expensa,azdo granicyruskiey,
zasztamtid ruskieludzi jch przyimi,
y ich przyprowadzdo mieyszca,gdzie
sobie upodobajisiedzic.

[IV] Zatym pobudziloserce80 do
mow nacyi KaraitOw, miçdzy ktoremi
bylo 4ch domowkaptanskiegopoko
lenia, 6 LewitOw, a 70 IsraelitOw,
wiçkszaczçsc byla z miasta Soichat,
resztaz Manguf, Kaffe y t. d.

[V] Y w r-u 5006 od stworzenia
wiatapodiugIsraelitOw,zasdoliczbç
chrzescian1246, a hegiery658° roku,
zebrali sic razem,y i Tatarowieodpro
wadzili do granicy swoiey, furami i
expenskrola tatarskiego,a ztamtd
przyieli ich ludzi krola halickiego,y na
jego expensiey iegopodwodami,przy
wiezli ich do Halicza.

[VI] Przyiot ich krol y jego [f. 15]
urzçdnicy, y pobudowali jm domy
przeciwkozamkukrolewskiegoktoren
stoj na gorze,na brzego [sic] rzeczk
Luków, od polnocneystrony zamku,
w ulicy Ruskieygdzie stoi murowana
boznicatychze, gdziedawnieyodpra
wialy sluzbç Pek Ossynç,na cmentarz
dali jm mieyscenawysogim[sic] brze
gu nad rzeczkCzew,przeciwkobox
nicy dawniey zwanc Lelom polelom,
kademudarowal krol p0 100 grzy

defamilieskaraltesrésidantenCrimCe
d’ëmigrer a Haly,capitaleroyale.[Le
roi Danylo] était tenudelesprendrea
sachargeunefois la frontière passee,
devait leur faire construiredes mai
sonset ieur prêterassistancedansle
commercequi lierait l’Orient avec la
terredeRuthenie,c’est-à-direlaCroa
tie.

[III] A cc titre Ic roi tatarfit annon
cer enCriméequelesKaraitesvoulant
émigrer en terre de Galicie obtien
draient de la trésorerie royale des
moyensde transport et de l’argent
pour faire Ic voyagejusqu’à Ia fron
tiéreruthène.Là, ils seraientaccueillis
par des Ruthénesqui les amèneraient
a l’endroit désiré.

[IV] Le coeur s’eveilia chez 80
familles de la nation karaite,dont 4
étaientde generationssacerdotales,6
étaient lévites et 70 israelites. Ces
famillesvenaientpourla plupartde ia
ville deSolxat, le restede Mangup,de
Caffa etc.

[V] Et, en l’an 5006depuisla crea
tion du monde scion les Hébreux,en
l’an 1246 del’ère chrétienneet en l’an
658 de l’hégire, ils se réunirentet les
Tatarslesconduisirentencharretteset
auxfraisdu roi tatarjusqu’àleurfron
tiére. Là, us furent accueillispar des
gensdu roi de Galicieet amenCsa son
compteet sur sescharrettesa Haly.

[VI] Le roi et sesfonctionnairesles
recurent et leur firent construiredes
maisons en face du châteauroyal,
dressésur une colline au bord de la
Lukva, au nordduchâteaudanslarue
Rus’ka. On y trouve leur temple de
pierre, danslequelon celebraitjadis la
messePek-Osyna.Ii leut fut donné
une place pour Ic cimetiCre sur une
hautenycde Ia Ccv enfacedu temple
nomméjadis Lelom-polelom. Le roi
fit don de 100 grivnas d’argent a
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wicn srebra,nadatim przywilcy, pro- chacund’cux. Ii leur accordaIc privi
wadzcnia handlu wolnego w catey lègc du librc commercedanstoute la
ziemic ruskicy,y zcwolnojmtrzymac terre deRuthCniect le droit d’avoir et
y synkowacw jch domachwszelkiemi de vendre n’importc queuesboissons
trunkami, tudzic nadaljm grta na dansleurs dcmcurcs.Ii lcur distribua
gorzc,y polamidzy rzeczkcLukow y aussi des terres sur la colline et les
rzek Dnicstrcm. champs situés entre la Lukva ct le

Dniestr.

[VII] Na tym przywilcju podpisal [VII] Le privilege fut signé par le
sic krol Danijel, y jego brat Wasko roi Danylo, par son frére Ic prince
kniazy biskup Petro. Vas’ko, ct parl’evêquePierrePetro.

La découvertede ce colofon ne nousrevicnt pas. Le texte en a été
maintesfois recopiC’ et mêmeimprimé trois fois, ii a etC commentéet

critiquC, mais,malgrétout, n’a jamaisétéanalyseenprofondeur.Ce n’cst

pastout: si, aumilieu du siècledernier,il étaitencorel’objet dediscussions
scicntifiques,plus tard on ena toutsimplementoubliC l’cxistenceou bien
on ne s’cn estservi que pour faire mention de quelquesdonnéespar
exemple,pour citer les dates1243 et 1246,lesquellesont suscitéunscep

ticisme presqueunanimeet cela sansque l’on ait daignévoir les sources
d’ofz cesdatesavaientététirCeset comprendrecommentunetelledatation
avait pu naitre.

Voila ce que l’on sait sur les origines du colofon. Suitea Ia demandc
formulée en 1838 par l’historien ukrainien Denys Zubryc’kyj 1777-
1862, membre-correspondantde l’AcadémieImpérialedesSciencesde
Saint-PCtersbourg,sur l’origine des Karaitesd’Ukrainc, le hazzande
HalyC AbrahamLeonoviéLeonowicz,morten1851,Crudit karaitebien
connudesontemps,lui a répondupar la lettresuivantela pièceoriginale
de la lettre écrite en polonaisse trouvedansle manuscritdéjàcite No. I
1252, feuille 13:

Monsieur Ic juge,2
Ii m’cst toujoursagréabicet danschaquccas,scionmes moyens,d’accomplir

des devoirsquevotregracem’a confCrés.Je m’appliqued’autantplus maintenant
a satisfairevotredemande.Enchcrchantparmi lespapiersj’aitrouvéunextraitdu
livre, autremcntdit le brouillon d’une information, que j’avais Ccrit pour une
dcmandcsemblablefaiteen 1813 parfeusonExcellenceIc métropoliteAnhellovyC.

I Unc autrecopie manuscritedu colofonse trouvedansIa sectiondesmanuscritsde
la BibliothCquescientifiquede l’AcadèmicdesSciencesa Lviv, fondsOssoliiiski,sous
le nuineroill 2442,f. 86. Loriginede cettecopie,donti’écrituredatedu milieu du XIXC
siCcle, estinconnue.
2 D. Zubryc’kyj Ctai* de 1809 a 1820juge aux tribunauxde Iaregionde Peremyil’; ii
assumaitaussi cesfonctionsauTribunal de provinceLandesrechta 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 bréviairede grandformat Ccrit sur
parcheminavantl’cxode des Karaltesde Criméc,a l’époqueoO ii n’y avaitpas
encored’imprimeries en Europe. Ii y était question du tempsdu depart des
KaraItesdc IaCrimeepour Halyó; il y avaitaussidiverscsnotessur lesagrCments
et lescontrariétésqu’ont eusdepuisprésde600 anslescoloniessurIcs nouveaux
lieux d’habitation.

Cependant,ccIivrea malheureusementCté détruitavecnotretemplecommeIc
sait votre Graceen 1830 lors d’un incendie impitoyable.Jc me suis nCanmoins
souvenuavoir fait un extrait de cc livre pour feu son ExcellenceAnhcllovyC,
Icquel a confirmC quecelaCtait enconformitCavecun livre quefeu [Ic mCtropo
litejavait lu, quelesKaraItesCtaient venusen RuthCnieRougeencoreau XIIIC
siCcle, lors du régnedesgrands-princesruthènes.J’ai recherchécet [extrait} dans
mespapierset je joins ici Ia copie,traduite en polonais,sous[Ic signe]X.

QuoMonsieurdaigneprendreacte[de cetextrait] ct Ic fasseconnaitrea qui ii
faut. Dc mCme, quc votre gracedaigneme pardonnerde nc pasl’avoir informCe
avant,car, en plus desdevoirs rituelscomplexesquenous avonspour Ics fetes
actuclles,je me sens êpuisC.Ce n’est qu’aprèsavoir constatémon retarddansla
réponsequej’ai fait demon micuxpour lapreparerconformémenta [mcs]efforts
et pour la presenterhumblcmcnta Monsieur.J’ai l’honneur d’avoucrhonnCte
ment queje restetoujours Ic plus profondCmentoblige a Monsieurnotrebien
faiteur.

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 KaraItesen terre ruthènede
Galicie, extraite d’une de leurs ancienneschroniques,parcheminéeet
exécutéepar LeonoviC, rabbinactueldes Karaitesa HalyC."

Parmiles renseignementscontenusdansla lettre, ii y enasurtoutdeux
qui attirent notre attention: ils sontvCrifiCs pard’autres donnCes.

Primo, Il s’agit d’unementionsurcc qu’unetraductiondu colofon ou
peut-êtiememoune copied’un texteoriginal écrit en hébreua etC faite
pourIa premierefois en 1813pourAntin AnhellovyC1756-1814,metro-
polite catholiqueukrainiende Lviv depuis 1808,ancien professeuret
recteurdeI’Université do Lviv. Celui-ci avait eneffet toutesIes raisonsde

s’intéresseraux Karaltes de HalyC: il avait achetCen 1811 HalyC et le
village voisin Zalukva,ainsiquele droit de ventedel’eau-de-viea HalyC,
Ic droit detransportparbacpourIa traversCedu Dniestretc. II estevident
quec’est pour ces raisonsqu’il voulait avoir des renseignementssur les
habitants"exotiques"de Halyé. Nos recherchesdans les archivesdes
mCtropolitescatholiquesukrainiensdo Cviv qui se trouvent,ii est vrai,

avecde grandeslacunes,aux Archives Historiquesd’ttat de la RCpu

Lextrait do cettelettre a CtC publiC dans:S. Kunasjewicz, Przecbadzkiarcheo
Iogicznepa Lwowie, fasc. 2-3, Lviv, 1876, p. 122.
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blique socialistesoviétiqued’Ukrainea Lviv, fonds 201, 408, 491 n’ont
abouti pour le momenta non - Ia lottro d’AbrahamLeonoviCn’a pasété
rotrouvCo. Pourtant,le fait mémeque Ia copieot la traductionducolofon
ont ete exécutéesjustemonta cetteepoquone laisso aucundouto.

Secundo:la nouvellodel’incendiode HalyC. En 1830eneffet, ungrand
incendiedétruisit presquetoute la ville; c’est alorsquo fut bruleeladite
kenesado bois avec,comme on doit le supposer,tous ses documents
écrits.

En réalitC Leonovi est non seulementlo premierpublicateurdo cob
fon bien qu’il no l’ait pas fait sousforme imprimCe, mais aussi son
premier interprète.Sosinterpretationssontnaiveset souventno résistont

pasa Ia critiquescientifique;mais,pourrCpondreauxaccusationsportCes
plus tard controLeonovi, il est nécessairedo les citer: dIesmontrent Ic
niveaudes connaissanceshistoriquespropresau hazzana cetteepoque.

Voici cc qu’il Ccrit a proposdo l’arrivée des KaraItesa HalyC:

Quandlos KaraItesémigrèrcnta Halyé, il n’y avait pasencoredansces lioux do
Juifs talmudistos.Los indications donnéespar le voyageurjuif Benjamin do
Tudelaque Ic comteTadeuszCzackimentionneaussidansson ouvragescionti
fique intitulé Rozprawao ±ydach i karaitach 1807enfont preuvo,car, parlant
dessynagoguesjuives,[il] no fait pasmentiondo [leur]existencea cottoCpoquoen
Ruthénielocale.En outre,unautreindicepormetdo direquclosJuifssontvenusa
Haly aprèslos KaraItes:un cimotièrokaraitosc trouvosur Ianycmemodo laCoy,
tandisquo celui desJuifs no lui a étéaccoléquo plus tard. Ledit voyageurBen
jamin estmort on 1172.

En commentantdansla suitela date5006 1246,LeonoviC expliquait:

Depuiscettoépoque,on calculechaqueannéedanslos calendriersquo los savants
Karaites composaicntpour cux-mCmesaussi l’annéo do l’arrivéedes KaraItesa
Halyé; par exemple,l’année israelite 5599 depuis la creation du monde c’est
[l’annéo] 592 dopuis quo nous sommesa Haly, [l’année] 361 quandon s’est
installC a Luc’k Loutsk ot ainsi do suite. Et le fait quodansledit ouvrageedition
do Vilnius, p. 266Ic comtosavantsusmentionnéditquo"los actestémoignentquo
durant quatresiéclesaucunKaraite dansnotro pays n’a été traduit devantIa
justice pour crime," [il] a dU l’apprendredes Karaltes do Luc’k, parco quo c’ost
d’eux qu’il avait obtenu cortainsrensoignoments.

Leonovi ajoint coscommontairosa titro do supplementa Ia traduction
du cobofon dans le manuscritNo. 11252.

Zubryc’kyj, quo l’on a cite plus haut,a pour la premierefois publié le
colofon karaitesousforme imprimeoon traductionrussodanssonétude
"Kritiko-istoniCeskajapovest’ vremennyxlet Cervonnojiii Galickoj Rusi
- ot vodvorenijaxristianstva pri knjazjax pokolonijaVladimira Veli
kogo do konca XV stobotija" Moscou, 1845, pp. 154-55. Dans cot
ouvrago,l’excursionen questiona été intituléepar l’auteur"Renseigno
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montssur l’arnivée en 1246desKaraltesenRuthCnierouge."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, maisje laissoa l’oxamen
futur Ic soin de deciderdansqueuemesureccrenseignementcorrespond

a Ia réalitéhistorique."JamaisZubryc’kyj n’a effectuécet"examenfutur,"
mais cc qu’il y a do particulier, c’est quo cot historienhypercnitiqueCtait

enclin a admettreen so fondant évidemmentsun be colofon quo los
KaraItosétaiontarrivessunlos terresoccidentalesdo la Ruthénieau XIII
siècle. En parlant dans ses Ccrit des colons étrangensdans l’tat do
Galicie- Volynie, il affirmait op. cite, p. 143: "Los artisansot lespointros
allemandsfurent installCspour la premiCrefois a Lviv et sosenvironsnon
pas sous Casimin lo Grand, comme on l’affirmait jusqu’alors, mais a
l’époquo do Lov et do sossuccesseursruthènesqui les avaientfait venir

danscos lieux avecdesArmCniens,dos Karalteset d’autres."Presqueen

mêmetomps que Zubryc’kyj, un autresavantukrainien, ethnographe,
histonien ot linguisto, Ivan VahylovyC 1811-1866, s’intéressaitau
colofon. II connaissaitLoonoviCenporsonne4et,aprèsavoirobtenudelui
le textedu colofon, ii prCparaon 1839 uneétude intitulCe "La ville do

HalyC" danslaquelloil insCrabe mëmetexteentraductionpolonaise.Ivan

VahybevyC était d’avis que les pnincipalesdonnCesdu colofon comes
pondaienta la véritéhistorique.II citait los KaraitoscommeCtant"los plus
ancienshabitants" do HaIy que "be noi Danylo avait fait venir de Ia

CnimCo au milieu du XIIIe siècle a la suited’un traitCsignèavecBatou
Khan afin d’entrotonir dos rapportscommerciauxavec l’Est [. . .}. Ils
Ctaient en possessiond’un privilege du roi Danylo qui a brUlC avocle

temple on 1830."

Larticle deIvan VahylovyCn’ajamaisPuêtrepubliCdesonvivant.Peu

do tempsaprèssaparution,l’auteunle fit passerenRussiepour le publier,5

mais il n’a pas été imprimC et est conserveactuellementsous sa fonme

manuscritea la BibliothèqueLéninea Moscousectiondesmanuscnits,
fonds"autounsCtrangers,"serviette 1, dossier16, feuilbes 1-2.

Au debut des années1850, l’histonien amateurukrainien Omeijan
Levyc’kyj 1821-1891 vint a prendreconnaissancedo LeonoviC et du
colofon. 11 conservades renseignementssur le cobofon,sunl’incondie qui

l’avait dCtruit en 1830,sun Ia copie Ccnitepour le métropoliteAnhellovyC

4 IvanVahylevypanedanssonautobiographicdesarencontreavecLeonovié.Voir:
IvanFranko,"Do biografiji IvanaVahylevyCa,"ZapyskyNaukovohotovarvstvaim.
.evi’enka,t. 79, Lviv, 1907, p. 116.
5 Voir les leuresd’Ivan Vahylevy de 1843 a 1845dans:Pis’makM. P. Pogodinuiz
slavjanskixzemel’1835-1861,t. 3, Moscou, 1880, p. 641-648.
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etc.,dansdes notesfaites a cetteepoquemaispubliCesseulement40 ans
après.6

En 1850encore,un autnesavantukrainienavaitfait a HalyC la connais
sancedo LeonoviC.Il s’agit d’Antin PetruevyC1821-1913,historienot
philologue, membredo quatreacademiesdes sciencesen particulier
membne hononaine de l’AcadCmie ImpCniabe des Sciencesa Saint
PCtonsboung.LeonoviC lui foumnit le texte du colofon en hébreuquo
PetnuevyCconnaissaitetsatraductionpolonaise.CesmatCriaux- dont
le textehCbrou possèdede touteevidenceunevalourpanticulière- sont
pour be momentintrouvablesdansIc nichefonds d’archivesdu savanta
iviv dansla BibliothèqueScientifiquedo b’AcadCmiedes Scienceset aux
Archives CentnalosHistoniquesd’Etat do la RCpubbiquesocialistesovié
tiqued’Ukraine, ainsiqu’à LeningradalaBibbiothèquedeb’Académiodos
Sciencesde b’URSS. Cet inconvenientest compensCtoutefois pan Ia
publicationdu colofon quo PetruevyCa offectuCeen 1854on insCnantsa
traductionrussoot soncommontairotrèscritiquedanssonarticle"Penes
motngramotknjazju Evupnipisyvaemyx"inseredansle recuoil Galickj

is:oriëeskysbornik, t. 2, Eviv, 1854, p. 173-176.
Dans son interpretation du colofon kanaite, Antin PetnuevyCa

commisuneenreunmalheureuse.Ii a identifié Ic colofonavecIa charte,cc
qui est inadmissibledu point de vuo méthodologique,et a envisagele
cobofona partir desmêmespositionscritiquesquepourI’analysed’autres
chartesdu princeLev quo l’on dataitde Ia premieremoitiC du XIII0 siècle
au debutdu XIVC siCcle, chartosqu’il a d’ailleuns reconnuescommeétant
des faux et cela avec raison vu sousl’angle dela dipbomatique.Envisa
geant be cobofoncommeun documentjunidiquede type charteroyale,
PetnuevyCa totalementniC Ia valeun du colofon on tant que source
histonique;ib a déclarCque c’Ctait un faux fait dansIa premieremoitiC du
XIXe siècleet a tnaitC do "fable karaite" tousles renseignomentsqui s’y
tmouvaient.

Etant donnCquo l’opinion de PetruevyCajouC de sonternpsun role
dCcisif dans I’interprCtation du colofon comme source historique, il
devient nCcessairedo bui attnibuenquelquevalour, en particulier aussi
pour mieux se rendrecomptedu mauvaisfondementdeIa plupartdeses
nepnoches.En commentantIc colofon PetruevyCaportesonattention,a
justetitre d’aibleurs, sur be fait que be comptedesannCesscIonb’hCgire ne

6 E. [Omeljanj L[evyc’kyj], "Neskol’ko narodnyxpredanijo Galie," Slovo, Lviv,
1879, no, 6, p. 1; du memo auteur,"EIe o GaliCe i ego okresnostjaxIz zapisok,"
Slovo. 1885, no. 5, p. 2.
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coincidepasavecle compto desannéosa partir de la creationdu monde
ainsi qu’avecla naissancedu Christ; quo Danylo ost faussementnommC
noi do Cnoatio;quo lo fils do Danylo no possedaitpas le titro do grand-
prince;quo losTatarsn’avaiontpasdo roi; quo Danylone fut couronnCroi
qu’on 1253. Il a bien roctiflé le nomdu templeLel-Polelparlequel"il faut
entendre- solon lui - l’ancionneCglise Saint-PantClémonot l’actuelle
egliseSaint-Stanislasprés do HalyC." Ii a précisCquo le Templekenesa
dans la rue Rus’ka [Ruthèno] est "l’actuelle Cgliso de la Nativité du
Christ." PotrulevyC a bien découvortl’anachnonismecontonu dans la
mentionqu’on aunaitfait construiropourlos KaraItesunemaisonenface
du palaisroyal, dansla rue Rus’ka.Si l’on interprètoa la lettro lo passage
connospondantdu colofon, il advienton effet quo "los Karaltessontvenus
a HalyC a l’Cpoquo oü los Ruthènesn’occupaiontplus qu’une seulerue
nommCo[en leun nom] Rus’ka et quo los autrespartiesdo la ville Ctaiont
déjàoccupeespar la nation dominanto,los Polonais."

En soumottanta la critique d’autrespassagesdu colofon,PetruovyCso
fondaitsun la sciencehistoniquedo sontompsot suncentainesidées,pen
sonnellesot subjectives.Ainsi, abordantla questiondu traité do 1243
ontre be prince Danylo et Batou, il signalaitquo "Danyboavait menelos
pourpanlensavocBatoupasavant1246, et encoreen qualité do princeet
non do roi, bors do sonsCjoura l’Honda." Nous savonsaujourd’huivoin
plus loin pour los detailsquo lo princeDanylo étaitnéollemententrC en
pounparlensen 1243 aveclosTatars,on PetnuevyCnepouvait pasencore
connaitrocesdonnéesen 1854.

Ii Ctait d’avis quo los KanaItesn’avaient Pu prendrolos tomesentro la
Lukvaet le Dniestretquo l’appanitiondo la mentioncorrespondantedans
be colofonvonait do cequo "le falsificateunignonaitquo cestonrosfaisaient
pantio do la ville de HalyC au-delàdo la Lukva, actuellomontle village do
Zalukva,ccdonttémoignentlosdécombresquis’y trouvontencoredenos
jours." Nous savonsaujourd’hui quo PctruevyCavait absolumentmal
localisél’emplacementdo l’anciennecapitalo.Cola a CtéprouvCdo facon
definitive pan los rechenchesarchCologiqueseffectueespresqueun siècle
plus tard.7

Commenousallonsle voin plus bas,on no poutnon plusdonnonraison
auxaffirmationstranchantosdePetruevyC,qui avancaitquo la mention
do l’evêquePotroétait liée acequo "Leonowiczavaittire le nomdocehaut

Voir: JaroslavPasternak,Starvj Hal}’: Arxeolohi&ii doslidy u 1850-1943rr.,
Cracovie-Lviv,1944, notammontp. 50. Los comptesrendusdesrocherchesrécentos
dans:ArxeolohjjaUkraj ins‘koji RSR,t. 3, Kiev, 1975,p. 222-229;Ic plansotrouveala
p. 223 le toxte est do V. K. Honarov.
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ecclCsiastiquedo la prefaceau cataloguedu clengedol’archidiocèsogrCco
catholiquedo Lviv, [on] il s’agissaitdo l’anchovêquePetno."PetnuovyC,
sansraisonssuffisantespour cola,expliquait le nomdu princeVas’ko pan
l’analogio avec "monsieurVas’ko, témoin dans los chamtesfalsifiCes do
Lev."

La conclusiondefinitive tireo pan PetnuevyCfut trèssevere.Ne tenant
pascomptode ccqu’il avaitaffaire a un colofon manuscnitc’est-a-direa
unesourcedo genrenarnatif ot non a unechantec’ost-à-dinea un docu
ment possedantuno valourjunidique, ib citait le colofon commoCtant
"encoreune nouvellechantefalsifieo, écnitoa ce qu’il paraitsur l’exompbe
deschartcsdo Lev. . . un nCcitgratuit sunla premiereamnivéedosKanaItesa
HalyC." Ii lui semblaitmemo avoin dCcouvertle falsificateur.Solonlui, il
s’agissaitdo LeonoviC,et "la raison memode la compositiondo cenécit
invontéd’aprèsuno pretenduechartedo Danylo Ctait quo Leonovi avait
vouluprouvonquo les KaraItesCtaientd’ancienshabitantsdo HalyC,qu’ils
avaient obtenu des princes nuthèncs le droit do vendredes boissons
alcooliséesot qu’ils possedaiontdopuislongtempsdes biens a HalyC."

Lattitude negativedo PetruevyConvers le colofon s’est manifestCe
dansd’autrosouvrages.Etudiantl’histoire do HalyC, il montionnaittrento
ansplus tard "l’inconsistantelégendekanaitesur leur [pretendue]anrivCe
dansces lioux déjàa l’epoquedu prince Danylo RomanovyC."t

Uno troisièmopublication du colofon a vu le jour, ot cola graceau
jounnalisteot histonienamateurpolonaisStanislawKunasiewicz1842-
1879 qui avait insCnC dans b’etude Przechadzkiarcheologicznep0
Lwowie, fasc.2-3, ILviv, 1876 p. 122-124be colofonenquestionavecles
remarquesde LeonoviC. Le toxte polonaisavait été tine du manuscnit
No. 1 1252 déjà mentionnC plus haut. Stanislaw Kunasiowicz avait
imprimC le colofonsansendonnerdo commentairo;il ignorait l’cxistence
des deuxpublicationspnécédontes.

La triple publicationdu colofonpourraittCmoignerenfavourdu grand
intCrêt quo son texte avait suscitC. En néalitC, il n’en fut pas ainsi. Los
donnéosdu colofon no furent utilisCes tant au senspositifquo negatif
quo pan un nombnetnès rostneint d’histoniens.La plupartdes investiga
tours do l’histoine othnologiquedes KanaItesles ignonait.

Lopinion quo l’arriveedosKaraltesdanslos ternesdo l’Etat de Galicie
Volynie datede b’Cpoque du roi Danylo a la basedes publicationsdo
Denys Zubnyc’kyj a étè pantagéo pan l’onientaliste ot ethnognaphe

S A. S. PetruIeviPetrulevyC,"Arxeologieskicnaxodkibliz gorodaGalia," Vest
nik Narodnogodoma, Lviv, 1883, no. 4, p. 36.
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ukrainionFrancDombnovs’kyj mort en b866,°et pan la suiteelle a Cté
soutonuepan le savantautrichienJohann-VinzenzGoehlert.’°

A la fin du XIXe siècle,aprésquo N. M. Litowski cut publié on 1893
dans la revue"Ha-Maggid" a Lyck uno lettred’Eli LeonoviC de HalyC
adrossCeau savantkaraite connuAbrahamFirkoviC 1785-1874conte
nantdesdonnéesdu colofon," certainsouvnagesdevulganisationscienti
fique et depublicistesnopninentle themedo l’emigration des KaraItosdo
Cnimeea l’Cpoque du règnedo Danylo.

Eaffinmationd’une tello emigration en Ruthénieau milieu du XIIIe

sièclea ètépopulariséc,ontreautres,par l’homme do lottresjuif Reuben
Fahn 1878-1939danstoute une senie d’articles, d’essaiset do livres
consacrCsaux Karaltosdo HalyC, panmi lesquelsil avait vCcu pendant
quolquotomps.’2 Los idéos do Fahn funont accueilliesau debutdu XXe

siècle commequelquochosedo nouveautellemont les publicationsdu
colofon faitosparZubryc’kyi, PotrulevyCet Kunasiewiczavaientétédeja
oubliéos.

En rapport avec les publicationsdo Litewski et do Fahn, l’idée do
l’arnivée des Karaitesen Galicieautompsdu roi Danylofut soutonuedans
los premiersouvragesdo l’histonion et othnographeukrainion Bohdan
Janu Janusz,1889-1930.Ce derniendatait l’arrivée dos Karaitesa
HalyC aux environsde 1240,estimantqu’ils "auraientpu êtno les otages
desTatansou bien, entretenantdes napportscommonciauxavecHalyC,
avaiont profité du tnaité do paix pour so procurer des privileges et
s’installen a Haly&"3 Januavait pour adeptel’cthnognaphcuknainien
Volodymyr Hrebonjak1893-1915 14

Aprèspnosquoun domi-siècledo silence,la datationdel’émignationdes
KaraItcsdo Cniméedu milieu du XIIIe sièclefut repriseanouveausur los

F. Dombrovs’kyj, Karaimy v Krymu, Simferopol’, 1848.
10 J v Goehlert,"Die Karaitenund Mennonitenin Galizion,"Sitzungsberichteder
Philosophisch-historischenKiasse der Kais. Akademieder Wissenschaften,t. 38,
Vionne, 1862, p. 598.
" Ii no nous a pas eté donnéde retrouverIa revue "Ha-Maggid" do l’annCe 1893.
Nouscitons d’apresBohdanJanuszJanut,"Gmina karaickaw Haliczu," Naziemi
naszej,Lviv, 1911, no. 5, p. 5, et R. Fahn,"Aus dem LebonderKaraiten,"Ostund
West, Berlin, 1912, no. 1, p. 67.
12 Voir du moms los ouvragessuivants: R. Fahn,Miaje ha-Karaim:Skizzenund
Typenaus dem Lebender Karaiten, Haly-Drohoby, 1908; la rCimpressionultC
rioure sansindication do date a Berlin; Legendender Karaiten, Vienne, 1921 ot
autres,ainsiquoquelquesarticlesdontl’histoire desKaraitesonGaliciein Ha-Kedem,
Saint-PCtersbourg,1910 nondisponible;voir aussil’ouvrage cite a Ia note 11.
13 Janusz,"Gmina karaicka,"p.6;voir aussisos"Ostatniz MohikanOwgalicyjskich,"
wiat, Varsovie, 1912, no. 16, p. 9.
14 Volodymyr Hrebenjak,"Karajims’kaoseljav Halyëi," IlustrovanaUkrajina, Lviy,
1913, no. 21-22,p. 16.
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pagesdes editions scientifiques.Le savantkaraIto Simeon Szyszman
yman, se basantsun la publicationdo Kunasiewicz,a remanquCquo
los Karaitosdo HalyC datentla fondationdo buncommunautéon l246.’
Lorientalisteot historionuknainion,pnofossouràl’UnivorsitCdoHarvard,
Omebjan Pritsak a avancCl’hypothèseselon laquolbe Ic debut do l’èro

karaIto a HalyC qu’il date do 1254 "pout conrespondroa l’Cpoque do
l’adoption do la religion quelquepart dans les steppesukrainionnes."t

II ost possibled’ajouterquelquesautresnomsala listedesautoursotdo
bunsoeuvnosqui adoptaientl’idéo, appuyCepan le colofon, do I’annivée
des Kanaitos on Ruthénie au milieu du XIID siècle. Pourtantcola no
modifierait pasl’impressiongenCralequo le colofon n’a attirel’attention
quo do quelqueschercheurs.La plupart des historienspassaienttout
simplementlos donnCesdu cobofon soussilence,sansmemodaigneron
faire l’analysoou bienen ignorantbol et biensonoxistonce;ils nCpCtaiont
on stéréotypedes donnéespnetondueselaboreesuno fois pour toutos
encoreau debutdu XIXe sièclesuncc quo los Karaltessosoraientétablis
enLituanio, en Pobogneot en Ukrainedo Ia fin du XIV siècloaudebutdu
XV, et quo bun apparitiondanscos lioux seraitliee a l’activité du Grand
Princedo LituanieVytautasVitovt, d. 1430.Si étonnantquo colapuisso
paraItro,lo colofonn’a jamaisfait l’objet do rechenchespourlos historiens
do l’Etat do Galicie-Volynie, bien quo los renseignomontsqu’il renfenmo
mCritentd’être étudiCs.

C’est l’essai intitule "Des Juifs et des Karaltes"do b’historienot Ccono
miste polonaisTadeuszCzacki 1765-1813,édité a Vilnius en 1807 ot
neéditépar Ia suite, qui a oxercCune influence reellementfataleet pour
ainsi dire galvanisantesun los opinionsdos savants.Ecrit a pantir d’une
documentationlimitéo,dansunospritd’apologiedoIa politiquedu Grand
PrinceVytautaset do legereteenverslos sourceset los traditionskaraites,
b’essaide Czacki laisseneanmoinsune empreintosensiblesur los etudes
karaites.Los hypothesesavancéospar l’auteunso tnansmettaientcommo
des faits prouves ot CtaientrCpéteespresquesanschangementspan des
dizainesd’auteurspolonais, russos,ukrainiens,juifs et memo karaltes.
Cos hypothesestrouvontun soutienconsiderableencoredo nosjours.On
pout citer comme un fait cunioux l’associationdu nom do Vytautasa
l’appanition des colonieskaraitesa HalyC et a Eviv, bien quo ces villes
n’aientjamaisCté sousba dominationd’un Grand-princelituanien,cc qui

‘ S. Szyszman,‘Die Karaer in Ost-Mittebeuropa,"Zeitschrflfür Ostforschung,
Marburg, 1957, no. 1, p. 29.
16 Omeljan Pritsak, "Das KaraImische,"Philologiae Turcicaefundamenta,t. 1,
Wiesbaden,1959, p. 328.
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d’ailleurs Ctait notepar desauteursplus critiques,tel quo Maximilien
Ernest Gumpbowicz1864_189717ou bien JanuI18et Szyszman’9quo
nous avonsdeja montionnés.Nous nousproposonsdo consacrorun
article specialsunle problèmedo l’authenticitCdo la pretenduelCgendedo
Vytautas.

En outre, il faut prendroenconsiderationquo l’histoniognaphiepolo
naisedu XIXe siècle ot do la premieremoitiC du XXe siècle propagoait
l’ideo qu’avantl’annexiondo la Galiciepar la Polognepour la premiere
fois on 1349ot définitivementen1387,costomesCtaiontquasidésontiques

ot n’auraientetC peupleesquo graceauxmesuresentroprisosparlosrois ot
les magnatspolonais.Ii devientclam qu’uno tolle approche"aprioriquo"
du problèmedo l’immigration dosKaraItosno laissaitaucuneplace aux
etudessun la questiondo l’arrivCo dosKaraitesen Galiciea l’epoquoprC
polonaise.D’ailleurs, aprèsl’ouvrago do Czacki, l’histoniographiepolo
naisen’a jamaiseteon etatde presenteruneétudeoriginaledu problèmo.

LautonitéscientifiquedoPetnuovyC,lequeldataitl’annivèe dosKaraites
a Halyéd’abord "probablomentdéjàau 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’histoniographieukrainiennoet russo. Janul fut lo soul a
tontor uno revision des vues deja établios,ot cola seulementdans sos
premiersouvnagos.

Pour l’historiographio juivo, qui vens la fin du XIX siècle et dans la
premieremoitiC du XXe, formait sosvuestotalemontsousl’impressiondo
la polemique andenteengageesun los debuts des colonies karaites en
Crimée,l’idée do l’émigration dos Kanaitosdo Cniméeon Ruthénievors le
milieu du XIIIe siècle s’avéna inacceptable.Un role somblabloa celui
qu’avait joué Harkavy en Russie revint a l’histonien et profcsseurdo
l’Univorsité do Varsoviequi fut d’ailbours un invostigatourdo renomde
l’histoine ethniquo des Juifs d’Ukraino et do Pologno Mayer-Samuel
Balaban1877-1942,on cc qui concornoi’Uknaine occidentalo.Ii datait
dèfinitivoment l’annivée dos Karaitosen Galicie au XVe siècle.2’ Reuben

17 M. Gumplowicz, Poczqtkireligii zydowskiejw Poisce, Varsovie, 1903, p. 5-6.
‘ B. Janusa,"Z dziojOw KaraitOw galicyjskich," GazetaKo.icielna, Lviv, 1911,
no. 31, p. 383; du memoauteur,"Nieznanylud w Galicji," GazetaLudowa,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,"Zameknajeziornyw Trokachijegoobroñcy,"Pamitnik Wileñski,
Londres,1972, p. 384-385.
20 A. PetruIevi,"0 galickix episkopaxso vromeniuredonijagalickoj Cparxii dafr
do koncaXIII veka," Galickzj istoriceskij sbornik, t. 2, Lviv, 1854,p. 125; du memo
auteur, "Arxeologieskienaxodki,"p. 36.
21 M. Balaban,"Do dziejOw karaickichOkruchyhistoryczne,"Na zieminaszej,
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Fahn, qui d’ailleurs n’Ctait pas historien, n’out pas d’adoptos pour le
problèmeen question.

Si étonnant quo cola puisse paraitne, los savants karaites memos
tnaitaiont a Ia legére ba questiondos debuts des colonies karaites en
Ruthénio. Los tentativosdo LoonoviC pour lover lo voile sur be passé
n’eunont pas d’Ccho justoment dans les milieux karaitos. Dans l’étudo
monographiquela plus réconto,réaliséepar le membredo l’AcadCmio dos
SciencesPolonaiseAnaniaszZajczkowski l903_l970,22 Ia question
sur les debutsdoscolonieskaraItoson Galicie ost passCesoussilence.Co
n’ost quo Szyszmanqui tâche do ravivor danssosarticles la discussion
autoundes dates1243 et 1246.

Un tel étatdo chosesdansl’histoire othniquodos KaraItesparaltêtrcla
consequencedo touto uno suited’affirmations émanantd’ouvrageshis
toriques,ethnographiqueset linguistiquesukrainienset nusses;los plus
nCconts avancont, par exomple,quo "sun le ternitoiro do Lituanie et
d’Ukraine, los Kanaitesvinront s’instalbervers la fin du XIVC siècleet au
debut du XV," ou bien quo "vors la fin du XIVe siècle un groupodo
Karaiteson qualitC do prisonniersdes princeslituanionsarniva [. .

dans los regions ouest d’Ukraine occupéespar la Lituanio,"24 ou bion
memo quo "des Karaites s’installèrenta HalyC ot a Kukyziv au XVIe

siècle,"25 etc.
Plus do 120 ansso sontecoulesdepuisquo PetrulovyCa procedea uno

analysescientifique- la seulo, bien qu’imparfaite- du colofon karaite
de HalyC. SosconclusionsétaientdansunegnandemesuredictCespardos
opinionssubjectivessur l’histoire do HalyC, lesquollesfurentnéfutéesplus
tard par des témoignagosarchCologiquesot histoniquesconvaincants.II
ost grandomenttempsdo nefaireuneanalysedu cobofon.Le butd’unetello
analyseest do repondrea Ia questions’ib n’y a pason effet do donnéos
authentiquespossédantunevalourtantpour l’Ctudedo l’histoireethnique
des Kanaitesquc pour cello do l’histoire do l’Etat do Galicie-Volynie.

Lviv, 1910, no. 10, p. 76; du mCme auteur,"Karaici w Polsce,"danssonlivre Studia
historvczne,Varsovie, 1927, p. 56.
22 A. Zajczkowski, Karaims in Poland: History, Language, Folklore, Science,
Varsovie-LaHaye-Paris,1961.
23 K. M. Musaev,"Karaimskij jazyk," dans to livre JazykinarodovSSSR,t. 2,
Moscou, 1966, p. 260.
24 V. I. Naul’ko, Razvitie meJètniéeskixsvjazej na Ukraine: Istoriko-etnografi
iesk,j oëerk, Kiev, 1975, p. 60.
25 5. I. Kopak, Naselennjaukrajins‘koho Prykarpattja lstoryko-demohrafMnyj
narys: Dokapitalistyényjperiod, Lyiv, 1974, p. 68.
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Notre analysea etC effoctuCe solon le plan suivant:
1. La datationdu cobofon;
2. Lauteundu colofon cheminfaisant ii seraquestionde savoims’iI

no s’agit pasen effot d’un texto fabsifié do la premieremoitiédu
XIXe siècle;

3. Stratificationdu texte du colofon ainsi quo son origino;
4. Los donnCesdu cobofon â Ia Iumière d’autros sources;
5. AutrestémoignageskanaItessun I’émignationau XIIF siècle;
6. Importancedu colofon on tant quo sourcehistonique.

1. La datationdu colofon

Le toxto original du colofon no contenait pas do date indiquant son
apparition.PotruevyCaccusaitLeonoviC d’avoin lui-même composelo
toxto autromontdit, lors dosannCes30 du XIX0 siècle.D’autno pant,lo
mCnito qu’iI faut reconnaitrea PetmuevyCest d’avoir été Ic premiera
relevemla non-correspondanceentrele systèmechronobogiquedo l’hégime
et bes deuxautres,mais, hélas, ib n’a pu cii tirer aucuneconclusion.

Le colofon contientles datesdo deuxCvénements.La premiererelate
lospourparlersentroDanylo et Batou,qui anteulieu en5003a partirdo la
creation du mondo solon be calendrierjudaIque luno-solaire, cc qui
comrospondraita 1243 aprèsJesusChrist d’aprèslo calendniersolaineLa
soi-disantèro do Dionisius Exiguus, ot a 655 do l’hégino du calendnion
lunaire musulman.La secondodateconconnole departdes Karaltesdo
Cnimée,qui aunaiteu lieu en5006 d’aprêslo calendniorjudaique,on 1246

apnèsJesusChrist et on 658 d’après l’hCgire.

La confrontationdesdatesprouvequo l’auteur anonymedu colofona
bion garde la correlationdos annéesentro le calendnierjudaiqueet lo
calendnienchrètien10 comptesofaisaitCvidommenta partindo Ia creation
du monde, mais n’a Pu le faire d’après l’hCgire. En offet, l’annCe 1243
corresponda 640/1 do l’hégino, ot 1246a 643/4du calondriormusulman;
d’autre part, l’an 655 do l’hCgine c’est l’an 1257 après JesusChrist, ot
rospoctivemont658 1259/60.La raisondo coserreursostsimple:l’auteun
du cobofoncnoyait quo le comptodosannéosdol’hégire sefaisaitd’apnèsle
systèmesolaine.Unsimplecalculprouvoquo l’autourdu cobofonliait 1700
apnèsJesusChrist a 1112 do l’hCgire on, l’annCe 1112 do l’hCgire a corn
mencédefait le 18 juin 1700. C’est a partirdo ccmomentchronologique
qu’il a arnoncésoncompteomronC.

11 s’ensuitquo la seuleconclusionpossiblecst quo le colofon a CtéCcrit
l’annCo memo oü commencelo calcul enronC de l’héginc, c’est-a-dineen
1700 aprèsJesusChrist. Puisqu’unetollo combinaisondo datespoutdIe
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seube Clucider be cornpto erronCdes annéesdo l’hégirc, l’affirmation do
PotruevyCquo bo cobofonauraitetC Ccnit auxXIXe sièclea pordusonsons.

La bocalisationa HalyC do ba compositiondu cobofon ne laisseaucun
douto.

2. Lautourdu cobofon

Lo cobofon no fait non seubomentaucunemention do la date do son
apparition quo b’on pout, commeon b’a vu, roconstituonavecassozdo
precision, rnais il no dit non sunsonautoun.Tenantcomptedu lieu do Ia
compositiondu cobofon, ib faut chorchonl’autounparrni los roprésontants
unstruitsdo ba coboniekaraitevivant a HabyC a la fin du XVIIe siècbo.

Los recherchesfaitessun bo passédo cettocoboniearnènenta pensonquo
l’auteur du cobofon pournait etro be savant karaito connu Yosef ben
Samuelhazzanben Isaak,quo l’on connaltencoresousbe nom do Yosef
ha-Malbin "cebui quo fournit le pain"; Genèse42:6 et qui en 1700
finissait sosjouns a HabyC.

Yosef ha-Mabin ost une figure si connuoqu’on ne sauraits’attandon
davantage;il suffira de souligner quo, d’aprèssos connaissanceset sa
situation dans la colonie kanaito, ib Ctait bo soul a pouvoin faire des
inscriptionsdansl’ancien livne do pnièrosparcheminCapportédo CnimCo.

Yosefost nédanslo vibbago uknainiondo Deranja.SosjeunesannCesso
sont Ccoubèesdans la farnibbo du hakhamNisan, instablée a Kukyziv
Knasnyj Ostniv, autro ville oft il y avait une colonio karaito. Nisan
b’élovait avoc son fils cadotdo Yosof qui devint lui aussiun savanten
vuo - Mordokhay ben Nisan ha-Saken,plus connu sous be nom do
MordokhayKukizov. Aux environsde 1670,Yosof partit vivne avecson
frène a HalyC oft il néformala coloniekanaiteot oft il Ccnivit des ouvrages
sundes themesthéobogiques,roligioux, phibosophiqueset philobogiques.
C’Ctait aussi un poèto. Yosof Ccrivait non soulementen ancienhCbnou,
mais aussi on karaiteil a traduit des psaurnos.Cot hornrne mouruta
HalyC le 26 tevetJanvien1700;26 sontomboau,ainsiquo sapierretumu
lairo, so trouvaiont dans cetto villo encore avant la premiere guonne
mondiale.27/28

Los euvnesdo Yosof ha-Mabin, publiéespartioblementsousformo
impriméo, font pneuvequ’il s’agissaitd’unepersonnotrèsinstruiteot dont

26 La dateesttirCe do J. FUrst, Geschichtedes Karaert hums[t. 3] Leipzig,1869,
p. 86, ou dIe estmentionnéed’aprèsl’ceuvre do MordekhayKukizov, connuesousIc
nom do "Dod Mordekhay."
27/2S B. Janusz,Karaici w Polsce,Cracovie, 1927, p. 85-86; ii y a a la page41 une
reproductionphotographiquedo ba pierre tumubaire.
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los intCrêtsCtaientdivers. Il no quitta la plume quo pour mourin, et c’ost
pourcetteraisonquesonbivne intitulé "Nor ha-Uokhmah"- ‘La lurnière
do la sagosso’commontairoauxpnièrosn’a pasetC torminC. II n’y aaucun
doute que Yosefconnaissaitmieux que tous bes savantskanaltosde Ia
secondernoitié du XV1IC sièclel’histoiro doscolonieskaraIteson Galicie.
Lépisodesuivanton servira do témoignage.

En 1638 le savanthollandaisJacobTnigland 1583-1654,professeur
do l’UnivensitC do Leydo, s’Ctait adressèpan lettreauhakhamon Lituanie,
le pniant de lui founnin dosrensoignemontssun los Karaitos,enparticulier
sun lour passC.Cette Iettroannivaa Luc’k ot Mondekhayen out connais
sance.Passantaucounsd’unvoyagepanleslieux oft nésidaientlescolonies
karaltesen Ukraine, il entreprit do répondroa la lettre do Trigland et
tormunasa Iottro-neponseIc 18 juillet 1639.

N’ayant pasobtonutout do suitedo nCponsea sa lettre,JacobTnigland
en ecnivit uneautnoen 1639,et l’envoyaaovkva actuellomontNosterov
dans la region do Eviv en Ukraine. En 1640, il obtint une réponse,
pnobablementécrite par Mordokhay. C’est ainsi qu’apparut I’ouvrage
Dad Mordekhaypublié pour la premierefois ft Hambourgen 1714
contenantdes rensoignemontshistoriquessun lcs Karaites. Il y a plus
d’une raison de considérerYosefha-Malbincommeetant réellementIc
coauteurdeslettnes-réponsesdo Mordekhay.La premierenéponse,colle
de 1639,a étéécnitepanMordekhayapnèssa noncontroavocYosefa HalyC
oft il l’avait rojoint expnèsdo Loutsk.

Lintérêt qu’ont montré les savantsdo l’Eunope occidentaledans la
deuxièmemoitiC du XVHe sièclepourles Karaltes,et les tentativesdebier
descontactsdirectsaveceux,ont sansaucundoutecontribuéa ranimor
I’intCrêt pour bun passéchezlos savantskanaltesd’Uknaino, do Pologne
et de Lituanie.C’est ainsiqu’apparutle Dod Mordekhay,c’estcettemême
atmosphèroqui incita Ia creationdu colofon a HalyC on 1700.

A notnc avis, toutes ces cinconstancosparlent en favour do Yosef
ha-Mathincommeauteurdu colofon.

II a etC dit plus haut quo PetruevyCconsidCraitque LoonoviC avait
falsifiC le colofon. MCrne une analysesupenficielledu cobofonprouve le
mauvaisfondomontd’une tello accusation:LoonoviC no pouvaitpasêtre
b’auteurd’unefalsificationcar,enécnivantlecolofondanslos annees1830
il auraitbien calculélos annéesdo l’hégire il y avaitpour colaunelittéra
tune ncquiso;ou bien, au contrairo,il auraitfait le comptedesannéesdo
l’hégire en partant d’une annéequi lui Ctait contomporainoscIon lo
systèmechnonobogiquosolaire. D’autre pant,I’autour du colofon avait ft
sa disposition des donnCesque LeonoviC n’aurait Pu trouver dans la
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littératurehistoniquedesontempssur los pourpanlersde 1243.Lauteur
du cobofon savaitqu’à la placedu village de Zalukvail y avait autrefois
deschampsot non los numbsdo HalyC commo le ponsaitPetruovyC;ib
avait mentionnéle nom do l’evêquePetro et non pas celui d’un arche
vequedo memo nom, commel’aunait sansdoutofait LeonoviC s’iI avait
utilisé les cataloguesdo l’archidiocêseukraino-catholiquede Lviv ii n’y
était questionquo do l’archevêquePetro,et encored’uneautrodate.Il est
encoretrèsdoutouxquo LeonoviC aunaitpaniCdo l’eglise Saint-Pantébemon
la conjecturedo PetnuevyCest bien justeici commed’un fantastique
"Lelom-polelom."II est evidentqueLeonoviCavaitdesdifficultCs d’ondno
paleographiquodans lo déchiffrementdu nom do l’église dansbe textoen
ancienhCbneu,nomqui Ctait déjàoubliédansLa premieremoitiédu XIXe

sièclo commeon lo sait incontestablomontpan la litténaturo.29

3. Stratification du toxte du colofon ot ses sources

En Ccnivant le colofon sur los pagesd’un ancien livne de pnières,Yosef
ha-Mathir quo nous considéronscommel’auteun du colofon a ras
somblC los ronseignomentsossentielssur los Karaltosdo HalyCqu’il a néussi
a trouveren 1700danslesdocuments,dartsles noticeset dansla tradition
onale.Yosof Ctait, no l’oublions pas,un hommedo sontompsqui formulait
los nenseignementsqu’il avait recueillisnon pasd’aprèslos pnuncipesdo Ia
critique histoniquequ’il ne pouvait connaitre,mais solon des opinions
quelquepeudéfonmCesot embelliessun be passédo Ia coloniedo HalyC. Lo
fait qu’il n’était pasun pedantrigido, mais unepersonnedegrandoimagi
nation possCdantdes opinions bion fondées, pout être par exemple
démontré,du moms danssostnaductionsdespsaumesen banguokaraite
oft il no s’en tonaitpaslittCnabemontautextedo l’onigunal enancienhCbrcu,
mais changeaitbe sons des psaumosdansl’espnit de sos opinionsgnos
ticistcs 30

Voilft pourquoi lo texte do son cobofon n’est aucunomontun textedo
chante du XIIIe siècle comme Ie voulait entendrePetruevyC,ni une
étude historiquo critique, mais ost uno compilation do renseignements
datantde différentesCpoquesot provonantdo différentessourcesot dont

29 Voir, par exemple,A. Petrulevié,!stork’eskoeizvestieo cerkvisv. Pantalejmona
bliz goroda Galüa, teper’ kostelesv. Stanislava00. Froncijkanov.jako drevnejlem
pamfatnikeromanskogozodöestvana Galickoj Rusis pervojpolovinyXIII stoletija.
Lviv, 1881.
30 Jan Grzegorzewski, "Caraimica.Jçzyk Lach-KaraitOw: Narzecze poludniowe
Lucko-halickio,"RocznikOrientalistyczny,t. 1, pt. 2, Cracovie,1916-1918,p. 270-
272, 280.
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le butprincipalCtaitdo transmottroauxgénérationsfuturesdesfragments

du passédo la coboniokaraite, d’un passéqui toucho non seulomentlos
Kanaitesmemos,maisqum a suscitél’intCnêt dessavantsoccidentauxpour
un petitpeuplo,poursareligion et poursonpassé.Los motifspatniotiques
do la creationdu colofon sont hors do doute.Sont egalemonthors do
doutediffCnontes superstructuresrelativesa l’Cpoquo ot qui donnontlieu
do parlord’une stratification singuliènodu colofon.

En publiantaudebut la traductiondu colofon, nousl’avonsdivisCe par
conventionen septparties:

I. Introduction contonantunedefinition du but du colofon "pour
los generationsft vonir";

II.a. Le traite do paix signeentroDanyloet Batouen5003 1243 on
pnésoncodu fibs do Danylo Lev et do son frère Vas’ko;

b. Batou donno l’autonisationft uno containodo Karaitesd’aban
donnerla Cnimée et do s’installera HalyC;

c. Danylo s’ongagoa pnendneles KaraItesft sa chargedes l’instant
oft il aunontfranchi la fnontiènetatane-nuthène,ib bun fait construirodes
maisonsft HalyC ot bun préto assistancedans l’entnetien des lienscorn
morciauxavec l’Onient;

III. Batou annonceen CnmmCela permissionpour les KaraItesd’Cmi
gren en terre do Galicie, l’Cmigration devant s’effoctuor aux frais dos
Tatarsot des Ruthènes;

IV. Quatne-vungtsfamilleskaraitosenprovenancodo Solxat, Mangup
Caffa ot d’autres villes do CnimCodCcident do quitter la CnimCe.

V. Le departdos Kanaitesdo CnimCeen 5006 1246; bo transport
realiseau comptodes Tatarsot des Ruthènos;

VI.a. Eaccueildes Kanaitespan Danylo;
b. La constructiondes maisonsa bum intentiondansla rueRus’ka

prèsdu château;
c. Lattnibutiond’une placepour buncimetière au bond do la ev

en facedo l’Cglise Saint-PantClémon;
d. Le don do 100 gnivnasa chaqueKaraite;
o. Eaccondd’un privilegeauxKaraitespourun libre commerceen

RuthCnie ot la permissiondo vendrediffénentosboissons;
f. Eattributiondes temnosaux Kanaitessuruno colline qui separola

Lukva du Dniestr.
VII. Danybo, son frène Vas’ko et l’evêque Petnosignentun privilege

aux Kanaites.
Une telle analysedo la teneurdu colofon prouveune fois do plus los

tendancespatniotiquesdo son auteun.Sous cot eclairage,los KanaItos
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passentpourl’un desobjectifspnuncipauxdespounparlonsdo 1243;ibs sont
solbicitéspan les Tatarset pan los Ruthènesot ont obtenudes privileges
ainsiqu’uno position rcspectéedansla sociétCmédiCvaboencoreau milieu
du XIIIe sièclegracea la protectiondu roi Danybo.Le passédesKanaItes
ost couvort d’une aureolenomantiquoabonsquo la réalité du milieu du
XIIIe siècle- pCniodedosdevastationstatanos- fut, do toutoevidence,
tnês éloignéodu tableauideal point pan b’auteurdu cobofon.

Au nombredesanachronismosqui no pouvaientneflétenba situationdu
XIIIe siècle, mais qui, au contraino,dCcoulaientdesconditionscontom
porainesft l’autour deuxièmomoitiC du XVIIe siècle,il faut comptorlos
nonsoignomentssun ba residencedes Kanaitesa HalyC dansIa rue Rus’ka
VI.b, sun l’emplacomentducimotiènoVI.c, sunIa permissiondo vondre
dosboissonsVI.e, sun los bopinsdo terre kanaItesVI.f et sunla frontière
tataro-ruthèneII.c, III, V. C’ost la réalitédu XVIP sièclequi constitue
ba sourcedo ces ronseignemonts.

Par suite d’une idéalisationromantiquedo Ia situationau milieu du
XIIIe siècbo,los renseignemontssunl’émignationonGalicio desKaraitesdo
CniméeeffectuéeauxfraisdesTatarsot dosRuthènesII.c, III, V et sunla
constructiondes maisonsau comptedo Danybo VI.a passènontpour
reels. Do tols ronseignementsaunaiont pu êtnele nésultatdos raisonno
mentsbogistiquosdo l’auteun, fondésprobabbementsunla tradition onabo
des Kanaites,vivanto jusqu’abors.

En rCsultatdesrepresentationstnaditionnelleskaraltesdo HabyC,nous
sommesonclinsft considérorl’Cmigration do Cniméecommeuneemigra
tion ayantpour destinationexceptionnelbementla yule do HalyC et non
pas Ia contree qui tient son nom de soncentre principal - la vilbe do
HalyC, autromontdit, la GalicieHalyCyna. Si b’interprétationdu butdo
l’Cmignation est basCesundes notos écnites, la confusionontre los noms
ivnites do HalyC ot de HalyCynaGaliciedansbe premiertoxtoestplusquo
probable,d’autantplus quo ce denier no compontaitpas de signesdo
ponctuation.

Le cobofonlaissoégalementapparaItnoquo sonauteunetaitunCrudit de
la litténaturehistonique.Lo fait d’avoindomea Danybobetitre do roi ft une
époqueoft il no b’était pasencoreot enparticuliendo roi do CroatieII.a,
cc qui conrespondaitft Ia conceptiondes autounsdu XVII siècle sun be
passédo ba Galicio pendantIa pCniodopré-pobonaise,poutentémoignen.

Nous sommesd’avis quo le noyaube plus ancion - et on memotemps
authentiquedanslos gnandeslignes - des nenseignomentsCmanantdu
cobofon sont: les donnécssun les pourpanlersdo 5003 1243 bI.a, sun
b’absencod’obstacbesde la pant desTatarsen ce qui concerneleun Cmi-
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gnation do la Cniméeen RuthCnieIJ.b, III, sur le departdes families
karaitesdo Soixat, do Mangupot do Caffa en 5006 1246IV, V, sun
l’aide maténielleoctroyéeauxCmignésVJ.d, sur Ia permissiond’exercer
Ic commerceavecl’Orient II.c, VI.e ainsiquo surbesporsonnagesqui ont
joué un rObe ou un autredans l’emignation dos KanaItos los princes
Danybo,Vasyl’ko, Lev, l’evêque Petro, le Khan Batou; II.a, VII.

Ii est clam quo tousces renseignementsno sontpasnon plus exempts
d’idéalisationnornantiquepanex.,celui dos 100 gnivnasd’angentdomes
soi-disanta chacundes emigres.La causeprobableen est la tradition
oraledo la communautékanaiteot do quolquosfamillesmisesft pant,dans
deschroniquesécnitosoft sontmarqueeslos dates5003 ot 5006.Directo
mont ou indinectement,touscesronsoignementspeuventêtrecontrôlésa
l’aido do sourcesnon-kanaites,ccquo nousallonsontreprendnoplus loin.

Los donneeschiffrCos figunant dansbes sourcesonientabesmCdiCvalos
prêtont,non sansraison, a méuiance.Et cola suntouta causede bun
hyperbolisation.Dansnotnecas,los chiffnes100 ou 80 familIes,II.b, IV
peuventconvaincre par leun insignifiance. us pourraient cacherdes
donnéesauthentiquesconservéesdanslos traditionsarabsdo la commu
nautéot desfamilies. II n’existecependantaucunesourcepermettantd’en
contrôler la veracite.

Lo nonsoignemontsunb’attnibutionaux Kanaitosdo la chantedo Danybo
pnêto ft discussionVII.

4. Los donnéesdu colofon ft Ia lumièred’autros sources

DansIc problèmedo Ia datationet du caractèredol’émigrationkaraItedo
CnimCeau milieu du XIIIe siècle,ii importe par principedo démontrer
l’authenticitédu plus anciennoyaudo basodo l’information du colofon.
La confrontationdo divonsosinfonmationsaveclos donnCesdo différentes
sourcesappartonantft uno autre catégoielinguistiquo ot ft un autne
genre - memo darts cellos oft il n’ost pas questionde KaraItes- peut
scnvin a confinmer l’authenticitédu noyauprincipal do l’infonmation.

Les pourparbersdo 5003 1243. C’est endécombrevoineennovembre
de 1240quo les Mongolo-Tatanss’empanèrentsousbo commandementdo
Batou do ba plus grandecite do la Ruthénie,do son principal centre
économiquoot cultunel,Ia capitabepnincière- Kiev, et qu’ils Ia détruisi
rent. Lons do Ia campagnemilitaine do i’hiven do 1240-41,maintesgrandos
villes ruthènessuccombèrent;plusieunsd’entre ellos furent entiènement
dCtruites,do sortequo Ia vie citadunones’y renouvelaplus. Ala suited’un
siegequi avaitdurétroisjours,apparemmentaudebutdel’année1241,les
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Tatanspnirentd’assautla capitaleprincièredo HalyC. Apresayoirtraverse
los Carpates,ils définentle 11 avril 1241 los anméosabbiCesdo Hongniootdo
Croatie.Au pnuntempsde 1242,bestroupesarméesdo Batounegagnènent
los steppesdu bardde ba Mer Noire ou mêmecobbesde Ia Volga apres
avoin traverseles tomesdu Danube,do la Galicie ot do la Kiévie.

La chroniquedo Galicie-Volynie,qui constituola seubesourcenuthène
traitantdo b’époqueot du torritoine enquestionet cc faisantencorenon
sansconfusiondo dateset nonsanspassersoussilencelos évCnomentsdes
annCes1240,dit qu’en67511243"ft Danylo qui sotrouvaita Xolmvunt
son Coman nommC Aktaj Aktay qui dit quo Batou Ctait nontré do
Hongnie ot avait envoyC ft toi deux preux, Manmanot Baal, pour to
trouvor. Danyboa fenmé[los pontesdo] Xolm ot ost panti voin sonfrère
Vasyb’ko aprèsavoir emmCnéaveclui be métropolito Kurybo. Los Tatans
bataillaient ft Vobodavaot danslos environsdes bacs;ils faisaientbeau-
coupdo mal."3’

La chnoniquono dit passi Danybo,le pluspuissantdesprincesruthènes
de b’époquo,avaiteuuneontnovueavecBatouon 1243,lequebavaitenvoyé
deuxdo soschefspour le tnouyor;ce n’ost quo deuxarts plus tand qu’elbe
fait mentiondu voyagedu prince,qui estallévoir Batoudartssonquartior
génénalsun la Volga en hiver 1245. Ce voyagedu princeDanylo trouvo
sonechodans ies sourcesoccidentabos:darts los mémoinesdo Giovanni
Pianodel Carpuni,qui avaitalorscu un ontnetionavecDanylo et Batou.
La chroniqueno dit pas si c’etait ba premiereroncontredu prince avec
Batou.

D’autre part, los sourceshongroisesdo 1244 témoignentqu’en 1243
pourtant,il y a eu un autnopremier?voyagedu prince Danylo darts be
but do voir "be princedesTatars,"parcequo cettenoncontrea étérelatée
par Danylo ft i’ambassadeurdu roi hongrois Bela IV 1235-1270Nico
lausfilius Obichkdo Zyud.Dansunecharteduroi datantdu 22 avnil 1244,
il est questiondes ménitesdo cc gentilhomme:"Ad partosRuscie,et ad
pantos Bulgarie in nostra begatione profectus ab illustnissimo duce
Danela,qui Tartarorumpruncipvisitato ad propniarediens,univorsum
statum Tartaronumprout viderat ot cognoverat,edisserendumnobis
promiserat,stili officio conditum nopnotavit."32

Ce passagedo ba chartede Bela IV fut pour Ia premierefois signaléa

31 Polnoesobranierusskixletopisej,t. 2, 2e Cd., ed.parAleksej A. Saxmatov,Saint
Pétersbourg,1908 reprintMoscou, 1962, col. 795.
32 Codexdiplomaticuspatrius HungaricusHazai okmdnytdr.t. 4, Györ, 1867,
p. 29; CodexdiplomaticusArpadianuscontinuatusArpddkoriáj okmdnytdr,ed.G.
Wenzel,t. 7 MonumentaHungariaehistonica,ser. 1, t. 12, Pest, 1869, p. 164.
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l’attention par l’historion ukraunienet profosseurdo b’U niversitCdo Lviv
M. Hruovs’kyj. Notant ft juste titro qu’il nc s’agissaitpas ici do la ron

contredu princeDanyloavecBatoupendantl’hiver do 1245/46,ii n’a pas
porte son attention cependantsur be renseignementdo la chronique
concernantb’annCe 1243 oft Batou cherchaitdéjà a cc moment-làune
entrevue avec le prince. M. Hruevs’kyj avancait l’idCo d’aibleurs
hypothétiquequo DanyboauraitPurencontrer"b’un deschefsdo troupes,
commec’était be casavecMoguCyj."33 EhistonienrussocontemporainV.
Pautoest d’avis d’après la memosourcehongroisequo be pCniple du
princeDanylo pourl’Honde d’Or noconstituaitpassapremiererencontre
dipbomatiqueavecles Tatano-Mongols,34mais il no dCveboppepas son
idée.

Il estft noterquo Ia sourcehongroisen’estpassi irneprochabboqu’on le

croinait au premierabond.Dans l’histoniographiehongroise,b’authenti
cite do la chartedo 1244a étémaintesfois miseen doute.M. Wertnena
rebevédescontradictionsdartsla datationdo la chartoetaproposela date
1254dartscccasil y soraitquestiondu voyagedo DanybochezBatoudans
les années1245-1246.35J. Karácsonyitenait cettechartetout simple-
mont pour fausse,a causedo Ia confusiondarts los dates,de la fausse

titulanisationdu roi et pour d’autres raisonsencore.36

Cettememoopinion étaitpartagéepar I. Szentpéteryqui notaitceport
dantquo,déjàen 1281,on approuvaitl’authenticitédela charte.ILexper

tiso do 1296 approuvait,ebb aussi,cetteauthenticité.37Gy. Paulerétait
pour b’authenticitédo la charte,mais en admettantun écart de deux
annCesdansla date.38

Commeon saitot c’cst be pointdo vuedo la sciencemodernedesetudes
do sources,le doutesunl’authenticitéd’unecharte,pour cequi estd’urte
approchedipbomatiqueplus restreinte,n’exclut pas l’ClCment vénidique
du mainsd’une partiedo sosrenseignemonts.Solonnous,encc qui con
come la chantodo 1244,peuventresistera la critique histoniquedu point

" M. Hrubevs’kyj, Istorja Ukrajinv-Rusy.t. 3, 2c Cd., Lviv, 1905, p. 66.
Vladimir Paluto,Oerkipoistorii Galicko-VolvnskojRusi, Moscou,1950,p. 236.

35 M. Wertner, "Die RegierungBela’s des Vierten. Nach urkundlichen Quellen
bearbeitet,"UngarischeRevue,t. 13, Budapest,1893, p. 380. Cet auteurcut pour
adepteWiadyslawAbrahamdansl’Ctude Powstanieorganizacyikokiola taciñskiego
na Rusi, t. I, ILviv, 1904, p. 125.
36 J Karácsonyi, A hamis. hibdskeltaes keltezetlenokievelekjegyzéke1400-1g.
Budapest,1902, p. 16.
37 I. SzentpCtery,Az.4rpddhdzikirdlyok okieveleinekkrit ikaijegyzéke,t. 1, Buda
pest, 1923, p. 228.

Gy. Pauler,A magyarnemzettörténeteazArpddhdzikirdlyokkordban.t. 2, Buda
pest, 1899, p. 520.
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do vue do Ia sciencedes etudesdo sourcesnon seulementbe moment
principal do la charte,c’est-à-direl’attnibutiort du droit do possessionft
Nicolaus Koamzeg,fibs d’Obichk do Zyud cc fait a etC pmouvC bors do
l’expertisedo 1296, mais aussiIa mentionsun la rencontmede Dartylo
avecbe chefd ‘arméetatarqui a eulieu avant1244.Memo s’il y avaiteuun
voyage ultémieur do Nicolaus chez be prince Danylo, lie peut-êtreau
managedo Lev, fibs do Danybo, avec Constance,filbe do Bela IV solon
touto probabilité, leum manageaurait eulieu danslos artnées1247-1248
toutde suiteaprésbe retoundo Danylo dosort voyageenOrient, befalsifi
cateumaumaitautrementhonomCbe nomdo Danybo- c’est-ft-dinoavecplus
do chabeur- nonpasillustmissimusdux commodartsla chantedo 1244,
maisdu moms commedartsba chantede Bela IV do 1251 N 955 chezI.
Szentpétemyoft Dartyboost mentionnCcommedibectuscognatusnoston
Daniel illustmusdux Ruthenorum.

11 fautcroinequo le premiertexteauthentiquedo lachartedo 1244,qui
contertaitdesrenseignomontsvémidiquespanexemple,sumla mencontrodo
Dartybo avec be chef d’armCetatar, a Cté pan ba suitemodiflC par l’ad
jonction do details fauxliesauxconditionsdola propriétéfoncième;coci so
produisaitd ‘une manièrenaturelleloms do l’interpolatiort deschamtesdo ce
type.Autmementdit, l’ébémontsuspectou faux do Ia charte1244 ce n’est
pas,sebonnous,la datemême1244 ot le rertseigrtementsumla roncontro
do Danylo avecle chef tataravant1244.

Los dortnéesdu colofon complètertt, sebonnous, los ronseignements
pmovertartt do sourcesruthéneset hongroisos.Il s’onsuit quo sous Ia
pousséed’urte nouvelbecampagnetatarodirigCe on 1243 parManmanet
Baal sur los tomesdo Galicie-Volynie StopanTomaivs’kyj avartçait
subjectivementune autme datedans ba chronique: 1244; Evgenij Golu
binskij ot Myxajlo Hruevs’kyj argumerttaientplus séniousomontl’année
1242, Ic prince Danybo so serait vu force a urte entrovueproposéepar
Batou. La rencontroout lieu en 1243.A la suitedespourparlensbe prince
Dartybo signa avec los Tatamsun traitC do paix qui lui était fontement
nécessairenon seulementpour assurersos torros contrelos incursions
dévastatmicesdes Tatamsot roconstruimoles villes ot les villages détruits,
mais aussipour avoir los mainslibres afin do faire définitivementjustice
au prCtendantau tnône do Galicie, le prince RostyslavMyxajbovyC be
futur bandeMaczwa.En offet, los événementsdesdouxannéessuivantes
1244-1245témoignentdo cequo be PrinceDartylo so trouvantenguemne
avecRostyslavc’estDanyboqui avait remportCla victoiro sum Rostysbav
le 17 aoftt 1245 près do Jamoslavbequel s’était appuyC sum l’aide des
troupeshongroises,comptait s’assurersosanriCrosft l’Est pour éviterurte
attaqueinattenduedos Tatars.
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On poutcroirequo ionsdespounpanlersdo 1243,to princeDanyloavait
obtenudo Batoub’assunancequo celui-ci n’empêcheraitpasba reconstruc
tion desvilbes ruinCespar los Tatansot c’estabomsqu’émergoala question
desémigrésdevantquitter los terresenvahiespan los Tatans,ontmo autnos
cellos de Cnimée qui so tnouvaientalomssousla dépendancodirectodes
Tatars.Le princepouvait comptorsunccqu’il y auraitdes inanchandset
dosartisansactifs telsquo los KaraItespammi los émigréspour los vilies do
La Galicie dévastée.

II seraitdo misodomerttiortrtenici quo Ia traditionlocalejuive deGalicie
malgré los aggravationspCniodiques des relationsjudéo-karaItosno
contredisaitpasenpnincipela tradition sunl’émignationdes KamaItesa la
suitedes pourparbemsDanylo-Batou,maisaccordaitft cettetraditionune
coloration railleuseet mCprisante.RubenFahn, quo nousavonsdéjà
mentionnC, avait urtscrit au debut du XXe siècle une lCgertdo juive
macontantquo Ic princedo Galicie aurait fait cadoauau Khantatan d ‘Un
coupledo chiertsdo raceenéchangedo Kanaites.39Voilà poumquoibesjuifs
do HabyCon parlantdesKaraitesdisaientqu’ilsvalaient"be pnix dochiens"
"suchimkabew".lbs sopoutquo los racunesdo cottetraditiontouchentun
passébointain. Pour établir une anabogieon pounrait nappeberquo los
rabbanitessurnommaiontencoreau XIIe sièclelos Karaitosdo chions.40

Pour clone l’excursion sur les pourpanlersDanylo-Batou, il faut
soulignenqu’en critiquant l’authenticitC desdortnéesdu colofon, Anton
PetruevyCavaittort en affirmantquo los pourpamborsenquestioneurent
lieu pourla premiCrefois on 1246. Il avaittort aussiendisantqu’en1243 le
princeLev était encoretropjeunepourprendrepartado tebspoumparbens.
Le princeDanybos’étaitmaneen 1219,sonfils Lev naquit entousbescas
avant122841et somariaavecConstance,la fille du roi do HongrioBela IV,
danslos années1247-1248.En outne,le princeDanyboavait une raison
valabtepour emmeneraveclui aux pourpanlersavecun ennomipemfide
deuxmeprCsentantsde sa famille: sonfrène ot sonfibs.

La politique cobonisatnicedu princeDanybo. Los vaguesdévastatrices
tataresdes annCes1240-1243avaiorttbaisséen Ruthértiedesbocalitésen
feu et en ruines.Los exigencosdo ba reconstructiondo l’Etat do Galicie
Vobynie mettaientau premierplan la tâchedo rétablirla vie économique
et culturello dosvilles et d’en faire des centresd’activitC commercialeet

Janusz,Z dziejdwKaraitdw,p.383;dumemoauteur,Nieznanylud, no. 10,p.8;du
mCme auteur, Ostasniz Mohikanów,p. 4; du memo auteur, Karaici w Poisce,p. 17.
40 S. Szyszman,"Oil Iaconversiondu roi khazarBulana-t-eIleeulieu?,"Hommages
a AndréDupont-Sommer,Paris, 1971, p. 525.
41 Nicholasde Baumgarten,Genealogieset managesoccidentauxdes Rurikides
russesdu Xeau XIIP siècles, Rome, 1927 reprint 1962,p. 47, 49.



358 JAROSLAV STEPANIV

artisartabeainsi quo desplacesfortescontrodes incursionstatarosmais
non soulement tatanos possibbes. La politique consciontedu prince

Danybo étaitdansco sonsconnue:il avait fondéquelquosvibbes nouvolbes
ot en avait roconstruit et fontifié d’autrosdéjàexistantes.Ii soutonaitla
cobonisationunbaineexercCopar do nouvoauxvenus- desroprésentants
d’autnes nations, voiro cellos qui so tmouvaient dinectoment sous la
dCpondancodes Tatans.La chroniquedonnosum cc point l’appnéciation
suivantedo l’activite du prince Danybo,en panlantdo la constructionen
1259 do b’église Saint-Jeana Xolm:

Coci a vu be princeDanylo qui so mit a appeber[los gens]danscelieu agréablea
Dieu. DesAllemandsot desRuthénesy vinrent;vinrent[aussi]dejourenjourdes
gensparlantd’autreslanguesot desLakhs.Desapprentiset leurmaitresarrivèrent
descontrCesenvahiespar los Tatarsdo memoquodesselbiers,desfaiseursd’arcsot
do carquois,desforgeronssur for, sur cuivre et surargent. Et Ia vie revint, los
foyers so peuplèrent,los faubourgs,los labours et los viblages.2

Le passagocite sopassedo commontairo.Lo chroniqueurcontemporain
du prince noto quo l’Etat do Galicio-Volynio accuoiblaitau milieu du
XIIIe siècle dos colons do diffCrentos nationalitéset religions, parmi
bosquolson comptaitdesnessontissantsdostomesoccupéespan los Tatans.
Furont los bionvenussurtout coux qui exerçaientune professionutile.
En consequence,l’atmosphènequi régnaitdartsbe paysautompsdu prince
Danybo no pouvait quo contribuera b’Cmignation des Kanaitesdo la
Cnimeequi so vit tombensousuno dominationtatarepCnibloet tnoubbée.
On poutadmettnequo losTatarseux-mémes,a Ia suitedo mappontsdo ban
voisinago bion quo pamfois aggravés,suntout aprés quo Danybo out
cherchèun appuiaupmèsdu papedo Romeafin do sodefamedo la "tutelbo"
tatane, no dressaiontpasd’obstaclesparticuliensft uno telle emigration.
Et memo, ft vain do prèsbe passagedeIa chnoniquoquo l’on viont do citor,
on no poutnier quo parmi los gonsqui parlaientlos languesètrangèneset
allaient quotidiennomenten ville, panmi los maitros artisansot buns
approntis qui fuyaient los terre occupCospan los Tatans,il y avait des
Karaltes.Le colofon est Ia preuvoqu’en offet ii y on avait.

Le dCpart des émignèsde Cniméeon 1246. A la suite d’une pobitique
oxténieureheuneusedu prince Danybovictoire en 1245sunbe prétendant
au trônobe prince Rostyslav,liquidationdo Ia monacod’uno intervention
hongroiso et polonaise,confirmation du pouvoir pnincier on hivem
1245-1246pan le Khan Batouot d’uno politique inteniouronon moms
rCussie ecrasomentdo l’opposition des boyards, l’Etat do Galicie

42 Polnoe sobranierusskix letopisej, t. 2, ed. 2, cob. 843.
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Volynie connutunepéniodedo neposot do stabilisation.A partindo 1246,
l’Etat do Danybo pouvait en rèalité constitueruno forco attractivequi
stimulait l’affluence do colonstant do l’Occident quo do l’Onient. Eannée
1246 qui figuredansbe colofon commela datedo l’émigration karaItedo
Cnimée est en parfait accordavecbe deveboppementgénCnaldos évCno
monts: c’ost ft partir do cotto annCequo be princeaumait pu accordersa
tutelbe aux émigrCs y compnis los Karaites,cc qu’il a fait do toute
evidence.

Los Tatarsfiront pour la premierefois bunapparitionenCmimCobarsdo
la pnise do SabdalaSudak. En 1239, ibs envahinontdCfinitivement la
stoppoKiptchakodu littoral do la MomNoireenétondantbumdomination
sun la CnimCe,oft ibs onganisaiontpéniodiquementdospillagesdo vilbos en
1238, 1239, 1242 ot aussiauxenvironsdo 1249auxquelbosibs imposèront

dos contributions.Ii faut cnoiro qu’a cotto époqueil y out enCnimCoun
gouvomneurgénCraltatar,bienquo la promièrementionsunbui no datequo
do l’annee 1263. Los premieresdécenniosdo la domination tataroen
Cnimée ont apportC la decadencedo la vie citadine ot une emigration
intonsodo la péninsuboversdescontréesmieux organiséessociabomentot
écortomiquoment.

La presenceauXIII siècledocommunautCskaraltesenCnimCe no pout
donnerlieu ft suspicionmémechez los histonionsanti-karaiteslos plus
zCbés Albert Harkavy et sos partisans.Lo voyageurjuif Petachiado
Rogensburgroncontra en 1180 des adeptesdu KaraIsme pammi des

nomadoskiptchaks qui ft cette Cpoquecommo on be sait d’apmèsdos

Ctudos mécontosavaiontdéjàattoint un nivoaudo dCveboppementpabCo
fCodab, avaient bums propresvilbes ot contrOlaientdo grandescentres
artisanauxot Cconomiqueson Cnimee.43

Le cobofon cite trois vibbos d’oft somaientpantis los Karaites: Solxat,

Mangupot Caffa. Bienquo los histoniensno soientpasen possessiondo
donnCesqui pmouvenaientla presencedes Karaitesdanscesvilbesprécisé
mont en 1246, l’existencedo communauteskaraitosdanscelbes-ciprêteft
peino ft suspicion.

C’est ft Solxaten particuliembe futun Krym, ot l’actuol Staryj Knym

qu’ib y avait un anciencimotièro Karaito oft AbrahamFinkoviCauraitvu

despiennos tombabesportant dos inscriptionsdo dates:910, 944, 1059,

S. A. Pletneva, Poloveckiekamennveizvajanqa Arxoobogija SSSR:Svod
arxeologieskixistonikov, no. E4-2, Moscou,1974;du memo auteur,"Poloveckaja
zomlja," dansbe recueibDrevnerusskjeknjaestvaX-XIII vv., Moscou, 1975,p. 260-
300.
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1089 et 1 l04. Actuellernentib est impossibledo verifier ces renseigne
monts ft causedo ba destructionbarbamedu cimetière ft la fin du XIX

siècle.45A Solxat,aux environsdo 1250,46estnél’iblustme reprCsentantdu
KamaIsmoAnon benYosefsunnommé"be premier"mart peuavant1320,
autourdo b’euvrepolCmiqueintitulCe "MibIar" qui lui a donnébe nomdo
Ba’al ha-Mibhar‘l’autoum d’ccuvreschoisios’ ot be hachamdes KaraItos
on 1279 nésidantft Solxat.

Mangup alias Theodoro;actuolbemontbocabité inhabitée était au
XIIIe siècle la capitabod’uno petitepmincipautCgréco-gothiqueindépen
dante. La vilbe-capitabomemo constituait un centreartisanalet Ccono
mique considerableoft l’existonced’une communautekanaitoost indubi
table.47Los fouilbes du cimotiènekaraitoa Mangupdurentjusqu’ft nos
jours. La plus ancionneplaquetombabedatedo 1274.48

Caffa la Foodosijaactuelbeétait au milieu du XIIIe siècle unepetite
bocabitégréco-abanequi no dovint factoreriegênoisequ’auxenvironsdo
1266etqui attoignitbientôtun grandCpanouissement.Los traditionsdo ba
communautCkanalte do Caffa, qui y avait subsistCpbusieurssiècles
jusqu’auxtempslos plus mécents,dataientencoredo b’époquopré-génoise.

Quola CnimCefut be point do departpour b’emignationenRuthénieon
génCnalno pout Ctre mis en douto. Lo passédos trois vibles do la Cnimée
mCdiévabe,Solxat, Mangupet Caffa, no contreditpasl’opinion quo cette
emigration du milieu du XIIIe siècle ait pu pantir exclusivementdo ces
villes ot peut-êtnomemo d’autresbocabites.

Cos maisonnementsno sont pas los souls ft soutenirb’authenticitédos

A. I. Markevi, "0 staro-krymskojsinagogekakpredmetsporamCzduevrojamii
karaimami,"Izves:UaTavrMeskojuéenojarxivnojkomissii,no. 34, Simferopob’,1902,
p. 45. Pour cc qui est de l’importancedo l’Cpigraphiquekaralteen tant quesource
historiquevoir: S. Szyszman,"Les inscriptionsfunérairesdCcouvertespar Abraham
Firkowicz," JournalAsiatique, Paris, 1975, p. 231-264.

Sur be reste du cimetiCre voir: Vasibij Smirnov, "ArxeologiCeskajaèkskursijav
Krym betom 1886 goda," Zapiski vostoCnogootdelenija imperaiorskogoRusskogo
arxeologk’eskogoobHestva, 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.JüdischesLexikon,t. 1, Berlin, 1927, col. 168-169,situe badate
do naissanced’Aron danslos environsdo 1260.Ordanscc cas,ibestdifficibe d’admettre
sonpostede hachamen 1279. C’estpourquoinousacceptonsIadateapproximativedo
1250 comme Ic fait J. Ftlrst dans GeschichtedesKaräerthums,[t. 2] Leipzig, 1867,
p. 238-239.

A. L. Jakobson,SrednevekovyjKrym: Oéerkiistonii iistoriimaterial’nojkul’tury,
Moscou-Leningrad,1964, p. 127.
48 P. Keppen, Krymskjsbornik:0 drevnostjaxjuJnogoberegaKryma i gor tavri
&skix, Saint-Petersbourg,1837, p. 29; ArxeolohzjaUkrajinslcoji RSR,t. 3, Kiev,
1975, p. 460 l’auteur du paragrapherespectifost Jo. V. Vejmarn.
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donnéesdu cobofon. Bion quo la méthodepan anabogieno soit pas ba
moibbounedarts los etudeshistoniqueset ethnognaphiques,ib fautsouligner
toutefois qu’uno tradition anabogiquoft l’émigration do Cnimée on
Ruthénie danyliennes’ost consenvéeet a Cté notécnon pas ft Ia fin du
XVII0 siècle, comme c’est be cas du cobofort, mais plus tot, darts la
deuxièmemoitié du XVIe siècledans un autro groupe ethrtiquedo
b’Ukmaino médiCvale- chezlos Anmértiens.On a déjàconsacréquebques
etudesdétailbéesft b’analysodo cotte tradition;49 c’ost poumquoi jo me
bomneraift enexposerlos donnéespnincipaboscomplCtCespanlos résubtats
desnechercheslos plus récentes.

Darts b’histoniognaphiodo l’Cpoque initiabe do l’oxistencedes colonies
amméniennesen RuthCnie,il n’existe pasd’autreproblèmeplus litigieux
quo celui do l’authonticité do ba prCtondue charte du prince Fedon
DmytmovyC do 1062. C’est enso fondantsum cc documentqu’ft partir do
1578 du momscommenousb’avonsCtabli - la datedoba momisedoladite
chante au noi polonais Etienne Bathory los ArmCrtiens des vibbes
d’Ukmaine prouvaiontbum annivCe on Ruthénio,en particulienft Eviv, ft
l’Cpoque prepobonaise,c’ost-ft-dine avant 1349. Cette charte,écnito en
bangueukmainienne,etait considéméepar la chancebbeniemoyalepolonaise
commeauthentique;malgrecola, nousavonsaffairo ft un documentfalsi
flC du XVI siècle,fabniquCen rapportaveclospersecutionsmeligieuseset
économiquesdesAnméniensdo Eviv. Los opprossionsétaiontfondéossun
la thesedu magistratdo ba vilbe suivantlaquolbelos AmmCrtiensso sonaiont
installésft Eviv aprèsb’instaurationdupouvoir pobonaisdartsba vibbo; c’est
pourquoi ibs no pouvaiontjouim du statutd’autochtonos.A l’aide do la
chartefalsifiCe cociest étabbid’une manièmeprobanteparb’inexistertceau
XIe siècleet plus tard d’urt princemégnantdu nom do FedomDrnytrovyC
qui aumaitinvite los AmmeniensenRuthénie,la communautCarmCnionne
a réussi ft pnouvendevantb’administnationnoyalo cc qui au fond s’était
avénC tout ft faire vCnidique: son annivCe en RuthCnie avant l’irtvasion
mongobo.

Commeon be sait, la dipbomatiquemodemneen tant quo sciencehis
tonique spCcialo no so bornepas danssos etudesa etabbin seubementla
falsificationd’urtecharteet a découvnirles causesd’unetelbefalsification;

Ja. R. DaIkevy, "Hramota FedoraDmytrovya: Narys z ukrajins’koji dypbo
matyky," Naukovo-informacjnybjuleten’ Arxivnoho upravlinnja URSR, Kiev,
1962, no. 4, p. 9-20;du memo autour, "Kamjanec’-Podibs’kyju virmens’kyxderebax
XIV-XV St.," Arxivy Ukrajinv, Kiev, 1970, no. 5, p. 61-62; du memo auteur,"Les
ArmCniensa Kiev jusqu’à 1240: PremiCrepartie,"RevuedesEtudesArméniennes,
n.s., t. 10, Paris,1973-1974,p. 341-356.
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ebb chercheaussia décobomlos élémerttsdovémitC histoniquecachesdansla
falsification et dartssos interpretations.

Unetebbeappnochedo la prCtenduechantedu princeFedorDmytnovyC
appontoquelquessurprises.Ii a étéCtabbi quo be futur archevéquecatho
bique do Eviv J. D. Solikowski en 1578 ib étaitregentdo la chancolbonio
moyabo,presentbonsquelos ArmCnienslvoviensont nemisla charteaunoi
pobonaisen 1578, considCmaitcetto demnièrecommeétantun document
provonantdosmains. . . du princeDanybo.Solonunmemorialdo l’arche
véque écnit on 1597 bors d’un nouveauconflit ontro ArmCniens ot
Pobortais,los premiersont do nouveau"montrC uno vioiblo petitemissive
do DanyboFedomovyC,5°la memo [qu’ils avaiorttpresenteda samajostébe
moi Etionno."5’

A cetto occasion,il sonait utile do mentionnenencoreun tnès etrange
concoursdo cinconstances.En 1578be roi do Pobogneavaitnonseubement
accorde do grandesbibertCs aux ArmCniens do Eviv comme nous be
savonsdéjà, ib l’avait fait partantdo la pnétenduechartemuthènetonue
pour cello du princeDanybo,52maisil avaitaussiconféréun autnepnivi
lège pour los KaraItespro JudaeisCanaimisdo HalyC.53 Ii on rossort
qu’aucounsdo la memoanrtéela chancelbenioroyabeauraitoudoubbement
affaire ft la tradition do l’annivCeen RuthCniedo deuxgroupesethniques
Kanaitoset ArmCniens ft peu pnèsft la memoépoquecello du prince
Danybo.

Solikowski n’était pasbe soul ft avoir associel’arnivCe desArmertiensft
Eviv au nom du prince Dartybo. Le premierhistomiendo ILviv, be savant
albemandJ. Abnpek, Ccnivait danslos années1603-1605dartssa "Topo
graphiacivitatis Leopolitanae"quo los Anméniensavaiontété invites on
Ruthénie par be prince Dartybo afin do besengagerentre autnedarts ses
armCes.54Abrtpek memo était un chencheursCnieuxqui Ctudiait scrupu
beusemontlos sourcessosoxtraits desdiversdocumentsen tCmoignont
ot, sosfortctionsdartsla magistraturedo Ia vibbe aidant,ib avaitplus d’une
occasiondo faire connaissanceavec ba communauteammeniCnneet sos
traditions. A cotteCpoqueI’étude do Abnpok avait Ctépubbieepartielbo

5° En réalitC be princedo Galicie,plustardroi, portait benom de Danybo Romanovy.
SI Archives historiquos centralesd’Etat do la RSSd’Ukraine a Lviv, f. 52, mv. 1,
dossier 136, feuille 248-249.
52 Pour Ic texte voir: F. Bischoff, Urkundenzur GeschichtederArmenierin Lem
berg, Vienne, 1865, p. 79-81.
3 Pour Ic texte voir: J. V. Goehbert,"Die Karaiten und Mennonitenin Galizien,"
p. 599.

La publicationde l’ouvragede J. Alnpok so trouvedansbe livre do S. Rachwal,Jan
Ainpekijego "Opis miasta Lwowa"z poczqtkuXV!! w., Lviv, 1930.



L’POQUE DE DANYLO ROMANOVYC 363

montil y Ctait quandmémementiondo l’invitation desArmCnienspan be
princeDanybodansun mecuoil tnès populaine,sorted’album contonant

dos descriptionsdosvibbes du monde,do G. BraunBruin55 ot depuiscc

temps-lft, la datationdo la cobonisationarménienneft l’époquedu prince

Danybo ost entréefermementdans la littératuno histomiquoet geogna

phiquedu XVIIe siècle56et dossiècbossuivants,sanssuscitond’aibbeurs
d’objetions sCnieusosdarts l’histoniographiodes XIXC ot XXe siècbos.

La prCtenduechantodu princeFedorDmytrovyC n’ost pasquo be reflet
d’une tradition bionvivanto au XVIe sièclesun l’arnivéo desArméniensft
Eviv au tempsdu princeDanybo;c’ost aussila repercussiondes informa
tions sunl’annivée desAnmCniensdo Cnimée.Le fait est quo ba chanteCtait
admessCeauxAnmCniensdo Sobxat.Dansune traductionlatinemalhabile
do 1641,ba chartos’admessaitaux"KosohacensibusArmenis."Commeb’a

encoreCtabbi D. Myxal’s’kyj au XIXe siècle ot plus tard PotruovyC, I.
LynnyCenkoet Hnulevs’kyj, il y avaitdartsbe toxtooriginal ukrairtien"ko
sobxackim anmonom," c’ost-ft-dire "SolhaconsibusArmenis," ce qui
correspond pbeinemontaux particubanitCs pabCographiquesdes textes
ukmainiortsdu XVI siècleet aux realiteshistoniques.SolxatCtaitaborsun
centrearmCnienconsiderableon Cniméeet ib so pout memo quo sonnom
vienne do l’appellation d’un monastèneanménien- Sumb XaC ‘Sainte
Croix’, situédans los paragos.

Ainsi, il faut acceptorb’affirmation quo ba tradition arménionnenoted
dans Ia socondemoitié du XVIe siècle indiquo aussi ba memo source
Solxat et la mémeCpoquerègnodu prince Danybopour l’émigration
quo be cobofon. Ii devient evidentquo l’année 1246 doit étro pniso non
seubementcommob’annéedo l’Cmigration karaItedo Cniméeen Galicio
Volynie, mais egabementcommecello des Arméniensen provenance,
eux aussi,do Cnimee.

Afin d’appuyer notre thesequi poumrait panaitreaffectée,nousyou
dnionsattirer b’attention sunquelquostCmoignagosd’ondre binguistique.
Los analogiesontre b’emigrationkaraite ot arménienneno so situont pas
seubementdansbe planchronobogiqueet gCognaphique.Il existobeaucoup
do preuvesdoba tuncophoniedos Arméniensdo CnimCebienquolosdocu
mentslos plus anciensdo bum langueparlCo, notes déjàen Ukraine,no

55 G. Braun, Theatripraecipuarumtotius mundi urbium liber sextus, Coloniae
Agrmppinae, 1617, N 49.
56 M. Zeiller, NeweBeschreibungdessKOnigreichsPolenundGrosshertzogthumbs
Lithauen. . . , Ubm, 1647, p. 138; A. Cellarius, RegniPoloniae, Magniqueducatus
Lithuaniae.omniumqueregionumiuri Polonicosubiectorumnovissimadescriptio.
Amstebodami,1659, p. 317.
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datentquo do ba premieremoitiC du XVIe siècle. Jusqu’ft presentuno
étudecomparativedCtailbéedo la languedesdocumentsCcnitsenanmCno
kiptchak ot on kamaiteaussidu XVIe sièclefait defaut,surtoutpour ce
qui ost do la bangue du Codex Cumanicus XIV° siècle d’onigine
cnimCenne.Malgré cela, do nombrousespublicationslinguistiquesdes
dennières dCcenniesconcenrtantsurtout la kiptchako-anmCnistiquoot
aussila karaimistiqueoft, il ostvrai, losetudeshistoniquoset binguistiques
sont loin d’étre abondantespanbenten favour do b’appanontCdes deux
langues kiptchakes, do cello qui Ctait en usagechoz los Anmértiens

tuncophonesd’Ukrainedo la fin du XVIIe siècleot do celloquo parlaientet
panbentlos soi-disantsKaraItesoccidentauxdo nosjouns.EappanentCdos
deuxbanguesaattiredartssontempsb’attentiondu tuncoboguepobonais,be
professoumondinainedo l’Univemsitédu Cracovieot membredo b’Académio
Polonaisedes Sciences,TadeuszKowalski.57Los etudesubtémieuresont
bmiblammentcortfirmé sos theses.E hypothèseba plus attrayantesonait
d’admettrequo los Anmértienset los Kanaltosdo Cniméeant apporteavec

eux une seulebanguopamléo: le kiptchak,qui constituaitpout-étneuno
étapo plus avancCedarts le déveboppementdo la languevoire desdia
boctosdu CodexCumanicus.Dartsdo nouvelbesconditionson Ruthénie,
be dCveboppomentd’une soubolanguoancienneavaitbifunqueon donnant
be kamaite occidental,d’une pant, et b’anméno-kiptchak,d’autro part,
cortrtus touslos deuxd’après los documentsdu XVI siècle. Ce schema
thConiqueideal oxige encoreba miseen valour d’un materiellirtguistiquo
concret.D’autre pant, los dortnéesquo nousavonsft notredispositionno
controdisentpasla thesesolonbaquelbelosancétresqui panlaientbe kanalte
occidentalet l’anmérto-kiptchakdu XVIe siècle ont quittéft pou prèsft la
mCme époquebe temnitoiro oft Ctait en usagebe kiptchak parlé.

En faisantbe point sun l’Cmignation do ba Cniméeon 1246, il ostft noter
quo cebbe-cia pris do l’ampbeur pmesqueen memo tempsvems la Gabicie
Vobynie ot a touchéau mainsdeuxgrouposethniquos:los KamaIteset los
Arméniens.

La chartedu princeDanylopour besKaraIteset SOStémoins:l’evêque
Petro. La chroniquedo ba pnincipautedo Gabicie-Vobynienousa fait
panvertindesdonnéessun be chef do la chancelbeniedu princeDanylo, le
chancobbier-peCatnyksolon ba nomenclaturedo b’epoque.C’était un con
tain Kurybo Cyribbe qui, outro sort pastede chanceblior,assumaitaussi
desfonctions militaires voire memo dipbomatiques.Il est connu quo be
prince Danybo mortait uno comnespondanceCtenduenon seubementavec

" T. Kowalski, KaraimischeTexteim Dialekt von Troki, Cracovie,1929, p. LXVII.
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des Etatsvoisins, maiségabementavecceuxqui étaientplus Cboignés:des
documentsrespectifs ressortantdo Ia chancebboniodu prince en font
prouvo.58

Eactivité"intCrieuno" do la chancelberieost boaucoupmainsconnue;ib
n’est pas claim par exempbosilos octrois pnincionsoxigeaiontun témoi
gnageCcnit sous forme do chantoou si unedeclarationomabedu princeen
presencedo témoins suffisait. Au fond, be ronsoignementdu cobofon
concornantla chartedo Danybo sun ba concessionoctroyeoau KanaItes
constituobe soul temoignagesum un documentdo co typedatantdu milieu
du XIII siècle.

Eélucidationdu problèmodo ba chartedu princeDanybodependdarts
unecortainomesuredo cot éclaircissement,ft savoirs’ib existaitdeschartes
authentiquesavecoctnoi enprovenancedo la chancebbeniepminciènodo son
fils Lev datesdo nègne:1264 ft 1301.Nous avonsdesrensoignementssun
unecontainodo chartosdu mémetype,écnitos"parba main" do ceprince.
A notmoavis,il sonaitdifficibo do considenertoutesceschantescommeétant
falsifiCes commebe faisait ft son CpoqueHruovs’kyj,59 d’autantplus
qu’un grand nombredo ces donnièresont été neconfirméespan los rois
pobonaispbusieunsdizainesd’annéesaprèsba mont du prince Ley. Si la
questiondo b’authenticitédes chartesdu princeLev trouve urte réponse
positivedecisive,cola pormottrado vain l’affaine do la charteattnibuéeaux
KaraItesparsonpèneet pnCdécesseunbe princeDanybosousun aspectplus
sobido.

Uno choseest claire:en 1700 l’auteur du cobofon n’Ctait plus enpos
sessiondo ba chartodu princeDanybo,autromentib n’aumaitpasmis darts
be cobofondes anachnonismesCvidentssunba residencedo KamaItosdans
la rue Rus’ka, sun ba ventedes boissons,etc.on faisantallusionftcequo
ces octrois figunaiont dartsIa charte.

D’autre part, be nombredos témoinsqui aunaiortt signé ba chartobe
princeVasyl’ko et l’CvCquePetro donneft pertserquo desrenseignemonts
authentiquoscortcennantlos evenementsdo 50061246constitueraierttba
basedo la charte.Ii est possiblequo cesnomssosoiontconservCsdartsdes
ancionsécnit kanaites,car bum associationestnCebbementexcoptionnebbe
par bun authentiëitC.Vasyl’ko Basibe, 1203-1269be frène do Danybo,
était prince do Vobynie de 1230 ft 1269. ECvêquel’archevèquo Petro

58 Voir Pauto,Oéerki0 istorii Galicko-VolynskojRusi, p. 73.
Pourla discussionautourdeschartesduprinceLev, voir Ja.R. DakevyC,"Stanta

zavdannjaukrajins’koji dyplomatyky"dansIc recueilTretja respublikans‘ka naukova
konferencijaz arxivoznavstvata inlyx specialnyxistoryCnyxdyscyplin,sect.2, Kiev,
1968, p. 118-119.
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avaitjouCun rob manifestoau milieu du XIII siècledansb’Ctablissoment
des rappontsdipbomatiquesot eccbCsiastiquosentro b’Etat do Gabicie
Volynio et l’Europe occidontale, bien quo la Chronique do Gabicie
Vobynio n’on out fait aucunemention. En d’autres tenmos, il no pout y
avoir d’objoctions sCniousescontre be fait qu’on 1246, au moment do
l’attnibution pan le princeDanybodo containsdnoitsaux Karaitos,Ctaiont
presentsbe prince Vasyl’ko ot b’CvéquePetno, le mystenieuxévéquoPetmo
"dont be nom a suscitC des discussionsinterminabbesdepuisplus d’un
siècle et dont dos tracesmènentsubitementau cobofon kamaito."

Los sourcesoccidentabesant conservesum Petro dosronseignomonts
assezdétailbéspourresistorft n’impontequelbecritique histonique.Earche
véquePotroétait bereprCsentantdo la RuthCnieon Italic et en Francedans
los annees1244 et 1245 ot c’estlui qui avaitprCvonu b’Eunopeoccidontabe
du danger tatar. Los renseignementssun b’archevéquePetro, sun sos
contactsavecbe papeInnocentIV 1243-1254ot sun sa participationau
Concibe do Lyon on 1245-1246ont CtC conservesdansdoux chroniques
anglaisesdo b’époque: ba "Chronica maiona"ou "Histonia maiom" do
Matthieu do Paris ot la chroniquemonastiqueanonymointitulCe "An
nabesBumtonienses."6°Le pnobbèmode l’identification do ba pensonnedo
l’archovéque Petro a été tnaitC darts un grand ouvragedo l’histonien
ukrainienS. Tomaivs’kyj,6’ dont bien des conclusionsno peuvont êtne
soutenues.A la bumiènedesdocumentsdu XIIIe siècle,I’identification do
l’archovequo Petro avec b’igoumène du monastèroKiévion du Saint
RédompteumSpassft BemestovéparaIt pou probanto.Ii on ost do memo
pour b’identification do b’igoumèneavecbe boyardPotroAkerovyC.°2 Los

60 RerumBritannicarum medii aevi scriptores, or Chronicles and Memorials of
Great Britain and !relandduring theMiddle Ages,t. I, Londres,1864, pp. 271-275;
t. 4, 1877, pp. 386-389; aussm MonumentaGermaniaeHistorica: Scniptores.t. 27,
Berlin, 1885, p. 474-475.
61 S. Tomalivs’kyj, "PredteaIzydora:PetroAkerovy,neznanyjmytropolyt rus’kyj
1241-1245,"Zapyskycynasv. Vasvhja Veh’koho,t. 2, fasc. 3-4, Zovkva, 1927,
p. 221-313, 441-442;du mêmeauteur,Petno perJyjuniats ‘kyj mytropolytUkrajiny
Rusi: !storynyjnarys. 2e ed., Eviv, 1928.
62 C’est cc qu’a noteencoreM. A. Taube,Rim i Rus‘v domongol’skijperiodX-X!!!
vv., dansbe recueil Ex Oriente: ReligioseundphilosophischeProblemedesOstens
und des Westens,Mayence-Wiosbadon,1927, p. 193. Réponsedo S. Tomaivs’kyj,
"Bojaryn y ihumen?Pryynky do pytannjapro osobumytropobytaPetraAkero
vya," ZapyskvCynasv. Vasylija Velykoho,t. 3, ovkva, 1928-1930,p. 171-178.
Lidentification igoumCne = archovCqueestmisc sousun point d’intorrogationdans
l’article do V. Zajikyn, "Quebques notes sur ba questionde b’évangebisationdo Ia
Ruthénie Kiévienne Russie Méridionabe,"ibidem, t. 3, p. 746. La bittérature sur
b’archevCquePetroet los tentativesdo sonidentification comptequelquesdizainesdo
positions.
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tontativosd’identification faitesparTomaivs’kyj reflètentla tendancedo
lien on un tout dos renscignomontssun différentespersonnesdo memo
nom, Cparpibléosdans los sourcesdes XIIe_XIVe siècbos;ccci en réalité
mèno ft un appauvnissomontdo b’idée sun be nombnedes hommesdo ba
pobitique, do la cultureot do l’Eglise vivant ft cetteépoquo.lb existe un
argumentanthroponymiqueoriginal parbantcontro b’identification do
b’archevéque Petno avec be boyard igoumene?Petmo AkorovyC. Le
patnonymeAkerovyCn’est manifostementpasd’omigino slave,maispbutôt
proche-oniontabesynienne?.°3Ii ost difficibe do faire concondercola avec
los monseignementsd’une source occidentabequi dit quo l’archevéquo
Petnono possCdaitquo sa languo matennebbeot no connaissaitaucuno
bangueoccidontabeou onientabo.

La petite mention faite dans be cobofonsum b’évéque Petroconsolide
fondamentalemontl’authenticitédo son noyau informatif principal et
ancion;il ost tout bonnementdifficibo d’admettrebo caractèrefortuit do
b’appanitiondu nomdo Petno,autromont ib no faudmaitvoim dartsle cola-
fan qu’un entromébomentdo contingonceset do hasardsqui pourtant
cadmentadmirabbementavec los cinconstancosréebbes. Mais aussi, eble
apportodosdetailsfondamentauxdansb’éclaircissementdu probbèmequo
posela personnedo Petmo.

A son époque,Tomaivs’kyj estimaitavectoute raison quo "pour la
discussiondeux alternativessont possibbes:ib y a derriere be nom do
b’anchevêquePetrobe princeDanyboou bien sonadversaineMyxajbo."64
Quelquoschercheursanténiouns Tomalivs’kyj, Vladimir T. Pauto ot

aussiTeofil Kostruba,pan oxempbe65ostimaiontquo b’archevéquePetro
etaitmétmopobitedo Ruthénie,be partisandu princementionnCRostysbav
MyxajbovyC ot son pèro be pninco. Après avoim accompli sa mission ft
b’Occident, Petrono somaitpas rentrC, disent-ils, on Ruthenie,maissorait
restC quolquepant en Occident,on Franceou bien on Croatieoft régnait
Rostysbav.Ces raisonnemontsne so fondaientsum aucunesourcevalabbo
ot albaiont memo ft l’encontmedo containsfaits. En effet, ba chronique
connait on 1243 un autro métropolito nuthène- Cynile; be partisan du

63 Viont invobontairementa b’esprit l’analogieAkerovy/ / Akir do 1’ "Ecrit surbesage
Akir ot sonfibs Anadan"traductionen slaveoriental datantdu Xbe siècle.Le slave
oriental akir// arm. xikar ‘sage, savant’< arabe1aiqãr. Voir: F. MUller, "Pahbawi,
neupersischeund armenischeEtymologien," Wiener Zeitschrift für die Kundedes
Morgenlandes, t. 8, 1894, p. 281; H. HUbschmann,ArmenischeGrammatik, t. I,
Hibdesheim-NewYork, 1972, p. 268.
64 S. Tomabivs’kyj, "OdpowiodJ panu Karobowi Mabeczynskiemu,"Kwartalnik
Historyczny,t. 42, Lviv, 1928, p. 149.
65 T. Kostruba, Narysyz cerkovnojiistorUi Ukrajiny X-X!!! st., Lviv, 1939,p. 56.
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prince Rostyslav était en réalité l’evêque do HalyC Artomij qui s’etait
sauvedevantDanyboen Hongnie.Los donnéesdu cobofontCmoignentdo
ce qu’on effet Petmo,sa missiontorminCe - il avait établi des contacts
entno Danyboot be papedo Rome,66ce qui avait trouvésonapogeedans
b’attnibutationpar be paped’une counonnemoyalo ft Danylo on 1253 -

étaitmentréen RuthCnieet on 1246so trouvaitauprèsduprinceDanybo.Il
no faut vain ft notro avis aucurtecontradictiondans be fait quo Petmo
jouissaitft b’Occidentdu titro d’archevêqueetnondo mCtnopolito,nousbe
soubignonset quo be cobofon le nommait évêque.

Si, d’une part, ii ost hors do doute quo los premiersmetropobitesdo
Ruthénie,ot panfois ceux qui l’ont été plus tard, so faisaientappebom
archevequesc’est ainsi quo Tomaivs’kyj a construit l’identité do
l’anchevêquePetrocommeétantmétropobitodo Ruthénie,d’autnepart,
on sait, par exemple,quo los citoyens do Novgomod ant néussi ft faire
nommerbum Cvequodu memotitre encoredartsba peniodepnemongobe.

Containsévéquosgabiciertsauraiontpu sofaire nommeneux aussianche

véques.Los évêquosdo HalyC, ot Petropouvait bion b’êtmo avocl’appui du
prince Danybo,assumaientbunjurisdiction sunun si grandtomnitoine que
bars do son séjour en Occident, Petro pouvait y être désignC comme
anchevêque.Ii auraitpu so donnercetitro pour soulignemla vabeundo sa
mission d’ambassadeun.Apnès sonrotoumon Galicie-Volynie, ib n’y out
plus bosom d’un tel titro hypertnophiè.

Finabement,ib est tout ft fait possibledo netrouvorba mentionsum cot
évêquearchevequede Gabicie Petno dans be messageconnu du roi
pobonaisKazimienzIII; dartscemessagequi datedo 1370ot qui estadressé
au patmiarchodo ConstantinopleFibotheos,ib est questiondo restituerbe
siege métnopolitain en Galicie.67 Ii nous sembbequo ce "mCtropobite
gabicienPotmo" le seconddarts la bistedesanciensmétnopolites- non
datesdarts buns fonctiorts est identifie sansnaisons vabablos avoc be
metropolite ruthèneSt. Petro,mart on 1326.68

66 Cette idCe a Cté cansequemmentdiscuteeencorepar Mykola Cubatyj dansson
article "Zaxidna Ukrajina i Rym u XIII vici u svojix zmahannjaxdocerkovnoji uniji,"
ZapyskyNaukovohotovarystvaim. evenka,t. 123-124,Lviv, 1917, p. 37-38.
67 Acta patriarchatus Contantinopolitani 1315-1402 e codicibus manuscriptis
Bibliothecaepalatinae Vindobonesis,ed.F. MikbosichetJ. MUller, t. 1, Vindobonae,
1860, p. 577.
68 Heinrich Gelzervoir sonarticle"Boitrago zur russischenKirchengoschichteaus
griechischenQueblen,"Zei:schrft für Kirchengeschichte.t. 13, Gotha, 1892, p. 257,
260 était d’avis quo be métropobitegalicien Petroet be métropobitekiévienSt. Petro
étaientdoux personnesdiffCrentes.A. S. Pavlovno partageaitpascetteopinionvoir
sonarticle "0 naabogalickoj i Iitovskoj mitropolij i o pervyxtamonixmitropobitax
0 vizantijskim dokumentab’nymistonikam XIV v.," Russkoeobozrenie, t. 27,
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La questionqui so pose ft propos do ba chanteétabbie pan be prince

Danybo pour los Karaitesrestoouvorte: los droits nospoctifsauraientpu

bun êtno octroyestantsousforme do chartequ’oralement.Ii ost toutefois

horsdo doutequ’ib avait ou danscot acteCcnit ou analdes tCmoinsenba

pemsonnedu prince Vasyl’ko ot do l’evêquedo HabyC?Petno.

5. Autros tCmoignageskanaitessunb’Cmignation du XIIIe siècle

La méfianceenvers l’idCe memo do l’émigmatiandes Karaitesdo CrimCeft
destinationdo la Rutheniedo Galicie aumilieu du XIIIe sièclefut la cause
do cequo l’on passaitsoussilencenon seulomentlos donnCesdu cobofon
mais tous los autros tCmoignagesqui so situaiont darts l’onbite do sos
pnincipauxnonsoignoments.Ii est vrai quo los autmesauteunskaraitesno
disposaientpasdes sourcesqu’avait Yosefha-Mabin,l’auteunhypothC
tique ducobofon,ot dotoutoevidenceno b’egabaientpason Crudition. Dans
bun imagination,los tomesqui jadis bum avaiont senvi d’asibe aprèsla
CnimCe avaienttoujounsappantenuaux nois pabonaisou aux grands
princesbituanienscf. b’influence do la lCgendedo Vytautas!, et là oft,
conformémentft ba nCabitC,on dovnait s’attendrea vain dans los ouvnages
histoniquesot pamahistoniquosbe nomdu princenuthèneou gabicienmen
tionné memodansunebCgendorailbeusejuive,apparait"be roi pobonais"
ou Vytautas.EappanitiondCpbacéedo tels personnagosdansbe contexte
devientcomprehensiblesi l’on abordebe témoignageenquestiondansun
ensembleplus barge. Los renseignemontscontradictoiresdes auteuns
kanaites qui pout-être agissaiont ici dans b’ospnit du servilisme pro
pobonaisant abouti ft des conclusionssignifiant bum totabo inaptitude
aux etudeshistoniques.

Analysonsen consequencequebquestCmoignageskanaitesdo cc genre.
Darts be chapitresept de l’ouvmage susmentionnCDod Mordekhaydo
MondokhayKukizov, terminC en 1700, il est dit quo los KaraItesfument
demandésdo Turquie darts b’oniginab Ismaob pan un nai pobonais.69

Danyloa etemetamorphoseici enroi pobonais,losTatansenTuncsouen
Ismaéliteset il n’est restC quo l’idée initiabe sunccquo les Karaltesonteté
"demandCsft vonir." Los Karaitosdo HalyC antsoubignedansunepetition

Moscou, mai 1894, p. 218-220. Louvrage plus recentdo M. Stasiw, Metropolia
Haliciensis,Eius histoniaet iunidicaforma,Rome,1960 AnabectaOrdinis s. Basilii
Magni, sect. 1, t. 12 nous a Cte inaccessiblepour sonétude.
69 lb no nousapasétédonnédo voir be texteoriginaldo Mordokhayqui Cvidemment
vaut Ia peined’étre étudiC. Nous citonsd’aprCs Ftlrst, GeschichtedesKarderthums,
p. 91.
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adrossCeft l’empereur autmichien Joseph111780-1790qu’ils etaiont
venusen Galicie au XIbIe siècle.70

En décnivantsa pCnégninationft Jerusalemdarts los annéos1785-1786,
be hazzanBenjamin Yonuabmido GOzbeveon Cnimeedit qu’ "il y a plus
do 500 ansqu’ibs les Karaitossontpartisdo Cniméodo Ia vilbe do Sobxat
nommCe encore CnimCe Ancienne. Lo noi polonais a désinC quo los
Karaitesviennont darts sonEtat, c’est pourquoi ib a priC be souvonairtdo
Cnimeedo los lui ortvoyon."7’ Lo calculindiquounedateprecedant1285et
Sobxatost do nouveaumentionnécommebe paint do departdo b’émigra
tion. Quantau princeDanybo, ib ostmétamorphoséon roi do Pobogne.La
tradition kamaltecontiont la notationomnortee"200 arts" au lieu do "500

arts." Cetteemneura eté memarquéedartssort tompsparZajczkowskiqui
no soutenaitpas l’opiniort do l’amnivéo des KamaItosau XIIP siècbe.72

Le voyageumautnichienJ. Rohmena notebarsdo sonsCjoum ft HalyC en

1802 quo "los Kanaltosdo Gabicie affirmont qu’ibs sontvenusdartscepays
avec bes Tatarset quo los Pobonaislos ant faits pnisonniems.lbs ont tebbe
mont plu aux rois quo ces demniensleur ant ponmisdo s’irtstalberdansba
capitabepnincière memo, HabyC."73Le prince Danybo redeviontici roi
polonais, los Kanaitesso transforment d’un coup on pnisonnienscf.
cortairtos analogiesavecba légendedo Vytautas ot ce n’est quo darts la
mention sun beur amnivCe communeavec los Tatanset sun "ba capitabe
pnincièro a HabyC"HabyC n’avait étécapitaboqu’au tompsdesprinceset

desmais nuthènes,los mois pobonaisn’ont jamaiseubuncapitabedartscotto
vibbe! qu’on ontrevoit ba based’onigino veritable.

EhistoniertpolonaisCzacki, quo nousavortsdéjàcite, fait mentiondo
quebquesnotesnecuesd’urt conmesportdarttkaraitedanssort traitC sunlos
Karaitospublie on 1807. "Dartsdesnotesfaitespareux panlosKaraItes,
c’est-ft-dine pan un domi-savant,il y a des contradictionshistoniques
Ctranges;pan exempbe,VytautasaunaitvCcu au XIIIe siècle."74Ii estclaim

70 La citation do ba petition estdo G. Wolf, donnéedansun hebdomadairejuif en
1883. Voir pour cola Fahn, Aus demLebender Karaiten, p. 67. Nousn’avonspas
retrouvél’article do G. Wolf.
71 J Gurband, Neue Denkmalerder JUdischenLiteratur in St. Petersburg, t. 1,
Lyck, 1865,p. 45; A. Neubauer,AusdenPetersburgerBibliothek:BeitrdgeundDoku
mentezur GeschichtedesKaräentumsundder Karäischen Literatur. Leipzig, 1866,
p. 124.
72 A. Zajczkowski,"Opis podróydo Ziemi wiçtej," Myll Karaimska,t. 2, Vilnius,
1931, no. 3-4, p. 40.

J. Rohrer,Bermerkungenaufeiner Reisevonder tUrkischenGränzeüberBuko
wina durch Ost- und Westgalizien,SchiesienundMahrennach Wien. Vionne, 1804,
p. 116.
" T. Czacki, Rozprawao zydachi karaitach, Cracovie, 1860, p. 144.
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quo dartslos notesauxquobbesCzackin’aj auto mat, l’anmivée desKaraitos
estdatCeau XIIIe siècleet au nomdu princeDanyboest substituCcebuido
Vytautas.

A pantin do 5006 1246commenceb’appanitionft HalyC commob’a écnit
LoonaviC danssoncommontaireau cobofondu "soi-disantcabondnion
nationalkamaitequi so trauvaitsausvernedansun cadredoneoft, d’apnès
la tradition, on faisaitannuelbemontdosinscriptionsdepuisdosannCes.Ii

y avaitlà toutounechronobogiehistonico-mebigiouseentnemêbCe,il estvnai,
d’histoirosfabubeusesdiversesmaisaussido detailshistoniquesdo valour,"
écnivaiton 1927 BohdanJanu75qui avaitvu be calendrier.Par "histoires
fabubeusesdivensos,"ib entendaitprobabbemontl’histoino do b’amnivéodes
Karaitossousbe princeDartyboet dont il soutonaitb’authertticitédartssos

premiersouvnagos.Lo cabendnieron questionaunait dispanubansdo la
premiereguernomondiabe.Le systèmelocal do chronobogiekaraite qui
prondpour amigirto l’annivée desKanaitosft HalyC estcependantencoreen
coumsft HalyC do nosjours.7°

La listeprCcitéodestémaignagoskanaitesdo ba fin du XVIIe au debutdu
XIXe siècle qui ost rtaturolbemorttlain d’être completeprouvo quo ba
tradition sum b’émigmatiort des Kamaitesen RuthCnie au XIIIe siècleétait
bien vivanto dans diffémertts milioux karaltes avant quo los copiesdu
cobofonaient ete faitesen 1813et en 1838.En d’autmostormos, be cobofon
do HalyC n’estpasbe soul ft figurer dartslos rtombneusessourcesnarratives
biert qu’ib occupeindubitabbementuno place exclusivepar be canactèmo
vémidique du noyau principal, qui doit ft juste titno sorvir do point do
departpour l’ètude do b’histoire ethniquedos Kamaitesd’Ukraine et do
Lituanio.

6. La valour du cobofon en tant quo sourcehistoniqueconclusion

Los etudesdes traditions arabs en tant quo sourceshistoniques,qui
jouissent actuellementd’urte cortairte activitC, pnincipabement,sum urt
materielafnicain77et polyrtésiert,pormottentdo sunmontemb’artcionscopti
cismohypencnitiqueconconnantlos sourcesCcmites creeessousl’influence
desrCcitsomaux. ECtudedu cobofonkamaitedo HalyC permotd’avancerbes
conclusionssuivantos.En 1700,darts la coboniekamaitede HalyC, ft partim

Janusz,Karaici w Poisce,p. 82.
76 Nous en avonseu Ia convictionbors do nos etudespersonnelbessur Ia cobonie
karaltea HaIy en 1972.
77 Voir, parexemple,D. P. Henige, The Chronologyof Oral Tradition: Questfora
Chimera. Londres, 1974 Oxford Studiesin African Affairs.
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d’anciortrteschrortiquesot d’urte tradition omabe,fut composeun cobofon
on hébreu comprortanturt exposédo b’histoine irtitiabe des Karaitosdo
HabyC. Sort autoum be plus probablesorait be savantkaralte Yosof ha
Mabim. La composition d’une cobofon do ce genre fut stimubée par
l’inténét grandissantdes savantsocciderttauxpour los Kamaites.

Jusqu’ft present,cc cobofort qui a vu trais publicationsimpnimees
seubementsousfomme do traductiort, a etC en pnincipe rejeté comme
sourcehistonique.La causeenostb’analysepeuprofondeou presquenubbe
do celui-ci et do b’épaquedu roi Dartybo.Le moprochequo I’on fait encore
au cobofon est qu’il seraiturto falsification faite par be hazzartdo HalyC
Leortovié dartsles années1830.

Létudedu colofon pormetdo mettmo en valeum urt noyau anciert de
grandeimportancepour cequi ost desrertsoignemerttsqui Cbucident los
évCnementsdu XlIIe siècle. Ces nenseignementsmesistentft la critique: ils
sont on grande partie vérifiCs pan des sourcesmuthèrtes,hongroisoset
anglaisesdo l’epoquoXIIIe siècle,ibs anttrouvébunnefletdartsla tradi
tionjuive ot amméniortrto,et bumrepercussions’est conservCedartsd’autres
euvroskaraites.

Los renseignomentsqui neflètont d’uno martièmevCridique los événe
merttsdu XIIIe sièclesant los suivants:ldes pourparberserttnebe prince
do Galicie Dartyboot be chofmibitaire desMongobo-TatansBatouant eu
lieu en 1243; Ions do cespounpanlers,les Tatansant consorttift pormottroft
diffémertts groupesethniquesorttro autmesaux Kamaitesdo quitter des
tommitoimes qui étaiertt tombessous la dominationtatamo la Cnimée y
comprise pour émignenen Galicie-Volyrtie; 2 1246 mamque be com
mencementd’une Cmignation do diffCrents peupbesdo la Cmimée- ontre

autmos des KanaItes - ft destinationdo l’Etat do Gabicie-Volyrtie; los
KaraItessartt pantisdo trois vibbes cnimConnes:Solxat, Mangupet Caffa.
A la suite do bum déplacemertt,los Kanaltesant obtertudu pninco Danybo
deslicencescommerciabesavecl’Onient ainsi qu’urteaidematCnielbe.

Los rertsoigrtomerttsquo l’on doit encoresoumottreft I’étudesant:1 ib
n’est pas claim que los Karaitesaiortt obtonu on 1246 un privilege saus
fomme orabeou écnito, il ostcepondanthorsdo doutoquo Ions do sa romiso
pan be prince Dartybo étaiertt presentsbe prince do Vabyrtie Vasyl’ko et
l’evêquedo HabyC Petmo,ex-ambassadeundo Danyboaupnèsdu papedo
Rome Innocent IV; 2 il n’est pasclaim qu’en 1246l’CmigrationkanaIteait
vraiment eu pour destinationconcretela vibbe do HabyC, partiebbemertt
dCtruite pan los Mongobo-Tatans,ou biert Ia Gabicieen gCrtCrabpninci
pautCdo Galicie.

Eanabysedu cobofon excbutsa falsification bars des artrtCos 1830et le



L’EPOQUE DE DANYLO ROMANOVYC 373

méhabibiteaux yeuxdeshistoniensen tant quo sourcedo premierevalour

contonantdes nenseignementsimpartants pour b’histoire ethniquedes

Kanaitos et pour l’histoino do l’Etat do Gabicie-Volyrtiedu XIIIe siècle.
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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 RobertMagocsi. HarvardSeries
in Ukrainian Studios. Cambridge,Mass.: HarvardUniver
sity Press,1978. xiii, 640 pp.

Paul R. Magocsi has madea very welcome addition to the scholarly
literature on EasternEurope. His study of nationalismin Subcarpathiart

Rus’ is scrupulouslyresearched;its documentarybaseincludessources
publishedin the Western,Slavic, and Magyanlanguagesas well as inter
views andarchival material. The text is cleanlystructured,combininga
chronologicaland thematicapproach.The book’s first pant providesa
generalbackgroundon SubcarpathianRus’andrecountsitshistoryupto
1919. The secondpart discussesvarying interpretationsof Rusyn history
by authorsof Rusyn, Hungarian,Russian,andUkrainianorientations
as well as problemsof language,culture,education,andreligion in Sub
canpathiartRus’. The third pant dealswith the political history of the
regionfrom 1919 to 1948. Throughout,the account is clearand roads
well.

The thick volume is somewhatbossthanhalffilled with thetext proper.
Following the text are four appendicesincluding one that reproduces
aboutforty extractsillustratingsevenversionsof the written languageof
the SubcarpathianRusyns;a hundredpagesof notes;a comprehensive
bibliography with over two thousandentries;and a detailed index of
some fifty pages.The volume will therefore remainan indispensable
handbookfor anyoneinterestedin the region.

As the main title of thebook states,the studyis chiefly concernedwith
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the shapingof national identity in the region. According to Magocsi,

"SubcarpathianRusyns could have been consolidatedinto an inde
pendentnationalityor they could haveassociatedandbecomea part of

the Magyan,Sbovak,Ukrainian,or Russiannationalities.The purposeof
this studyis to seewhich of thosealternativeswaseventuallyacceptedand
why one succeededand the othersfailed" p. 14. The authorattempts,
then,to providea studythat transcendsthe 8,820 squaremiles of Sub
canpathiartRus’ by examiningthe way in which a national identity is
formed.

The reviewerfeels that this latterattemptmiscarried,andthat it did so
becausethe authorfailed to ask the might questions.The weaknessof the
book’s methodologyhaspreventedit from makinga contributionas "a
studyof nationalism"p. 1.

Thesestatementsmaysurprisemanywho havebookedat the book.The
back cover carriesan endorsementby Karl Doutsch,whoseinnovative
work on nationalismis justly and almostuniversallyadmired.Further
more, the book cites, in the introductionand at the outsetsof several
chapters,all the beadingmodernauthoritieson nationalismwho write in
English: not only Deutsch,but Elie Kedaunie,CamltonJ. H. Hayes,Boyd
C. Shafer, Anthony D. Smith, etc. One might suppose,then,that the
bookemploysthe bestmodernmethods.But this is notso. Forone thing,
it canbe arguodthat the bestmoderninterpretationsof nation-making
processesare not written in English,and that Doutsch’smost talented
disciples are currently in EasternEurope, notably the Czech Minosbav
Hnoch’ and the PoleJózefChbebowczyk.2Thosetwo authors,who work
on problemsclosely rebatedto Magocsi’s,are not cited in his book. But
the realtestof methodologicalvalidity is not who is citedandwho is not;
citationscart, after all, be usedas ornamentsan decorativeinitials. The
meal test lies in the methodologyitself. From a studentof Doutschwe
expectgood social scienceandgoadcomparativemethod. It is precisely

at thosetwo points, however, that the book falls apart.
Before discussingthose centralweaknesses,I wish to defendart aspect

of Magocsi’s methodologythat is likely to provoke controversy,es
pecially outsidethe scholarly community. It will offend some national

I Mirosbav Hroch, Die Vorkampfer der nationalen Bewegungbei den kleinen
Völkern Europas:Eine vergleichendeAnalysezur gesellschaftlichenSchichiungder
patriotischenGruppenPrague,1968.
2 JózefChbebowczyk,ProcesynarodotwdrczewewschodniejEuropie.irodkowejw
dobiekapitalizmu:OdschylkuXVIII dopoczqtkdwXXw. Warsaw, 1975. Partsof
this book appearedearlier as articles.
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sensibilities that Magocsi does not proceedfrom the premisethat the
Rusyrtsof Subcanpathiawere innatelyUkrainian. Instead,hebeginswith
the assumptionthat "one is not born with a nationality"p. 2. Accord
ingly, he examines the competition among three different national
orientationsRusyrtophibo,Russophile,andUknainophibeas if no oneof
thorn wasany marelegitimatethan the others.In my opinion, Magocsi’s
approachis valid for investigatingtheproblemthat interestshim, namely,
why one of the threeorientationseventuallytriumphed.The principal
virtue of this approachis that it doesnot allow the ultimatelyvictorious
Ukrainian orientationto escapeanalysiswhich happenstoo frequently
whenits inherentlegitimacy is assumed.Magocsi’sstudyis the first sig

nificant attemptto stepbackandview the nationalawakeningin Subcan
pathiafrom a standpointbeyondarty of the competingorientations.This
is refreshing,and it constitutesone of the strengthsof the study.

A seriousmethodologicalweaknessof thebook, however,is the rejec
tion of socioeconomicfactors as art influence on national orientation.
Magocsiis correct,of course,to point out that"socioeconomicstatuson

ageare not adequateto explain why individuals3 from the sameregion,
andfrequently from the samefamily, would join differingnationalamien
tations" p. 19. He is also in the night whenhe statesthat "thereis no
simple one-to-one relationship3 betweenage on social and economic
statuson the one hand andacquirednationalorientationart the other"
p. 18. But by this high criterion for validity - a simple one-to-one
relationship that determinesthe personalchoice of individuals - any
explanationwould have to be rejected.History, like the life it reflects,is
nat that simple.

The valueof socioeconomicanalysisis in theisolationandinterpreta
tion of trends.Trends,Magocsi admits,do exist. He notes,for example,
that 40 percent of the Rusynophibeswerepriests’ sanswho themselves
becamepriests,4andthat RussaphibesandUkrainophibesoutnumbered
Rusynophibesfour-ta-onein the generationafter 1905 p. 19. But admit
ting a trend is not enough:the author’stask wasto explainthosetrends,
and this he evaded.

Appendix 2, which consistsof eighty-onecomparativebiographies,
was adducedas evidenceof the inadequacyof ageand socioeconomic

Emphasismine.
Actually, this seemsto be a misprint or miscalculation. Recalculatingfrom

Appendix 2, I find that lessthan 30 percentof the Rusynophileswere priestsfrom
priestly families. However, overhalf thepriestsof priestly origin wereRusynophiles.
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statusin explainingthe choiceof nationalidentity. It is important,there
fore, to takea closerbook at this appendixandat what it reveals.

It is here,perhaps,that thebackof acquaintancewith Miroslav Hroch’s
work is mastkeenly felt. Hnoch would havealertedMagacsithat there
mustbe somecriterion for selectinga groupwhich is subjectedto socio
logical analysis.The only clue given as to why Magocsigroupedtogether
for analysisthe eighty-oneindividuals in Appendix2 is that they were
"some of the mostprominentnationalleadersin SubcarpathiartRus’ in
the post-1918period" p. 282. This vaguebasisfor selectiondiminishes
the value of his data.Hnochwould also havesuggestedto Magocsisome
moredefinite andsophisticatedquestionsto ask of hisdata,suchas it is.

It did not takea readingof Hroch,however,to noticea clearpreference
for Uknainophilism among Rusyns of plebeianorigin. Of twenty-six
peasants’sorts, twelve opted for Ukrainophilism, seven for Rusyrto
philism, andsevenfor Russophilismtwo on threebecausetheyhadboon
influenced by the Russianrevolution. Magocsidoesnot evencall atten
tion to this preference,let aloneattemptto explain it.

Nor does Magocsi bother to correlateyear of birth with national
preference.It is up to the painstakingreaderto transcribeMagocsi’sdata
andto calculatethat the meanyearof birth for Rusyrtophibeswas 1882,
for Russophibos- 1883, andfanUknainophibes- l893. Thisseemsto
indicatethat Ukrainophilismwasthe wave of thefuture- an indication
which runs againstthe grain of Magocsi’sany-option-could-have-won

conclusions.In this connectionwe could alsonotethatAppendix2 men
tions only threecasesof switchedorientations,andthat all threewere to

Ukrainophilism.Correlatingyearof birthwithsocial origin, we discover
that the meanyear of birth for priests’sonswas 1876,andfanpeasants’
sorts - 1893.The meanyear of birth for priestswas 1880,andfor non-
priests - 1887.

Puttingall thesecorrelationstogether,we might hazardthehypothesis
that the upsurgeof Ukrainophibism,the riseof secularleadership,andthe
growth of plebeianparticipationin the nationalmovementworepant of a
historically connectedprocess.6What was this process?What wore the
connectionsamongthose phenomena,if any?Magocsi neverposes,bet
aloneattemptsto answer,thesequestions.

In calculatingmeanyearsof birth I haveexcludedtwo individuals bornafter 1910.
Their yearsof birth 1917and1920fall clearlyoutsidethenormalclusterof birth years
in Magocsi’s sample.
6 My own researchinto thehistory of Ukrainophibismamongthe"Rusyns"of Gabicia
suggeststhat in the Austrian crownlandthesephenomenawere linked.
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The rejectionof socioeconomicfactors,basedon Appendix2, perhaps

accountsfor the book’s paucity of information about tho society and

economyof SubcanpathianRus’. For instance,although it hasa table

showingRusyrtoccupationaldistribution,it hasnonecorrelatingnation
ality andoccupationin theregion.7Moreover,nowherein thebookdo we
find a discussionof the former landlordclass,its nationality,or its rela

tionship to the past-emancipationRusyrtpeasantryandGreekCatholic

clergy. Arewe to presumethat theexistenceof a Magyar landednobility

was irrelevantto the way nationalidentity wasshapedin Subcarpathiart

Rus’? Would this not havehad at leastsomeinfluence on the Uknaino
phile and radical Russophile proclivities of the plebeian element?
Would it not also, perhaps,haveboon a factor in the Magyarorteand
Rusynophibepreferencesof the clergy?

The study’s sorestoversight is precisely its failure to attempt an ex
planation of why the Greek Catholic clergy preferredRusynophilism.
Appendix2, for example,shows that: 1 asalreadynoted,a substantial
portion of the Rusyrtophibeleaderswerepriests who wore the sortsof

priests; 2 overhalf the clergy in the samplebecameRusynophibe;and

3 priestsmadeup only 14 percentof the Ukrairtophibeand21 percentof

the Russophibeleadership,but 39 percentof the Rusyrtophile.Oneneed

not botherwith statistics,however,to noticethe connectionbetweenthe

Greek Catholicclergyand Rusynophilism.It is evidentin the accountof
the Rusynophiberedactionof Subcanpathiarthistory, which portraysthe
church union andthe restorationof the Mukachevodioceseas central

Here I shouldpoint out acompounderror in the useof statisticsrelatingto non
Rusyn nationalityand occupation.In footnote 11, p. 362, Magocsiwrites: "Unlike
other areasof easternEurope. . . in SubcarpathianRus’ tradewas not theexclusive
domainof Jews."To prove this statement,Magocsihadto showthatsomenon-Jews
actually,onenon-Jewparticipatedin trade.Instead,he tells us that 39.1 percentof
theJewishpopulationof theregionwereengagedin commerceandcredit1930,afact
that by no moansprecludesthatall thoseengagedin commerceand creditmay have
beenJews.Of course,this was not thecasein reality, becausenon-Jewsdid engagein
commerce.

In what other areasof EasternEuropewas tradethe exclusivedomainof Jews?
Perhapsmerelya pre-eminentpositionheld by Jewsis meanthere.If so, thesituation
mayhaveboon no differentfrom that in otherareas.Combiningtheinformationgiven
in theabove-mentionedfootnotewith theinformation in Table3 p. 355,wediscover
thatJews outnumberedRusynsin commerceby a ratio of two-and-a-halfto one, al
though nearly six times as manyRusynsas Jewslived in SubcarpathianRus’.

However, the book doesnot give enoughinformation to determineto whatextent
commercein SubcarpathianRus’wasthedomainof Jews.Magyars,for all wearetold,
may havemade up the largestpercentageof the commercialclass.

Foranotherexampleof the faulty useof statistics,seep. 268"recentcensusdata
confirm this trend", and cf. p. 256and p. 456, fn. 39.
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events. It is clearly expressedin Magocsi’sown words: ". . . for the most
part, the hierarchyand other loading members[of the Greek Catholic
church] remainedeither Magyamonein sympathy,or. . . favoredsame
degreeof SubcanpathianRusyrt separateness"p. l87.8 But what was
inclining the non-Basiliart Greek Catholicclergy towardsMagyarone,
anti-Ukrainian Rusynaphilism?This question, which is central to the

problem Magocsihopesto salvo, is againnat posed,let aloneanswered.
I do nat meanto suggestthatsocial factorsalonedeterminedthe ulti

matechoiceof identity for what is now theTranscarpathianUkraine,but
I do think that the seriousinvestigatorignoresthem at his peril. This is
doubly true when the conclusionsoffer alternativesthat are question-
begginge.g.,the Rusynophibemovementfailed"basicallybecauseof the
attitudesof the local intelligentsia... . WhattheRusynorientationbacked

waspurposefulleadership,"p. 274 or naivee.g., the SovietUnion
underJosephStalin"felt obliged.. . to accepttheUkrainianoptionsoas
to be consistentwith theideology of the local [i.e., Subcanpathian}Com
munistparty," p. 275 .

Another problem with the methodobogyinvolves the use of compari
son.The lastsix pagesof thebookdevelopa peculiarargumentto prove
that "any oneof thethree[nationalorientations]might havebeenimple
mented"with successafter 1944 p. 275.10Accordingto Magocsi,"even
governmentefforts to fastera separateRusyrt identity failed. . . . This
doesnot meanthat Subcarpathiancivilization did notpossessthe poten
tial to be transformedinto a separatenationalidentity. It did. . . . Thatthe
potentialexistedwasrevealedby theminusculegroupof Rusynsin Yugo
slavia,"wherea separateRusyrtnationalitywas indeedcreatedafter 1945
p. 274; also seepp. 270-71. Leavingasidethe possibility that Magocsi
may beintroducinghis evidenceprematurely,thereis a fatal flaw in this,
the cornerstoneof his any-anientation-could-havo-prevaibedconclusion:

Even into the Soviet period, "the Greek Catholic Church and its seminaryin
Uzhhorodhad been the last bastionsof the Rusynophiboorientation"p. 265.

The secondreasonMagocsigivesfor theSoviets’choiceof Ukrainophilismstrikes
oneas moresensible:the SovietUnion wantedto be consistent"as well ... with the
argumentsput forward on the international

forum

10 This conclusioncatchesthe readerby surprise.In the secondhalfof the1930s,the
Ukrainian movementwas "rapidly expanding"p. 226 and "becomingever more
influential throughout the province" p. 227 in spite of the Czechoslovakgovern
ment’s anti-Ukrainophilepolicy. The subsequentperiod of autonomy increased
Ukrainophibism’s"influence andprestigeamongbargesegmentsof the local popula
tion,"and"the Ukrainophibeorientationspreadrapidly,especiallyamongtheyounger
generation"p. 246. The oppressiveHungarianregimeduringWorld War II pro
vokeda reactionthat seemsto havefurther strengthenedthe Ukrainianorientation
p. 249.
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namely,it is a comparisonof irtcomparabbes.As thebookmakesclean,the
linguistically different Yugoslav "Rusyns" comprise a very small
minority fan from any contiguousRusyrt territory. To usethem as proof
of the viability of Rusynismin Subcarpathiais inadmissible.

If comparisonswere in ardor, and they wore, they shouldhavebeen
with the peoplewho calledthemselvesRusynat leastuntil the turn of the
century,but who differedfrom theSubcanpathianRusynsby one"ethno
graphic"trait:"they lived north andeastof thebondersof the old Hun
gariankingdom. In BukovynaandGalicia the samethreetrendsexisted
as in SubcampathiartRus’. In both BukovynaandGabicia,as in Subcan
pathianRus’, the Ukrainianorientationultimatelytriumphed.Ukrainian
historians,surveyingthestruggleovernationalorientation in thewhole
of theWesternUkraine,havegenerallyassumedthat theSubcarpathians
followed the sameessentialpatternas the Gabiciartsand Bukovynians.
The Subcanpathianstook longerto traversethe sameground,a circum
stancereflecting the relative lack of liberty in Hungarycomparedto
Austriaafter 1867whenUkrairtophibismbeganto "takeoff" in Gabicia,
andperhapsalso reflecting thedifferencebetweenmountainousregions
andplains and consequently,betweenloss andmoreurbanizedareas.
Magocsi neitherdevelopedthis standardcomparisonnor confrontedit
head an. Had he daneeither, his work would have been much more
valuable.

Nonetheless,Magacsihasproducedthe mostseriousstudyin English
anSubcanpathianRus’, or,in fact,anarty aspectof "WestUkrainian"his
tory. Whatever its methodologicalshortcomings,this is an impressive
work of scholarshipdistinguishedby afreshandcontroversialviewpoint,
lucidity, andmeticulousresearch.In theprefaceto this volume,Magocsi
promisesto propanea similarstudyon the Ukrainiansof Galicia. Mayit
retainthe virtues of hispresenteffort while makinga bottomcontribution
to our understandingof the formation of national identity.

The University of Alberta

II Seethe map on p. 215 of "EthnographicBoundariesin East-CentralEurope,
1930," which marksout territory for "Serbo-Croatians,""SubcarpathianRusyns,"
and "Ukrainians" inhabitingGaliciaand Bukovyna.
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KIMMERIITSY. By AlekseiIvanovichTerenozhkin.Kiev: "Naukova
dumka," 1976. 224 pp.

Dr. A. I. Teronazhkinof the Institute of Archaeologyof theUkrainianSSR in
Kiev hasbong boonabeadingspecialistonthelatebronzeandearlyironagesin the
northern Black Sea region. In the presentwork, he examinesthe Russian-
Ukrainiansteppeduring theimmediatepre-Scythiarteraandcabbsinto question
someof thebasic tenetsof recentSovietscholarshipontheCimmeniansandearly
Scythians.

Sovietarchaeologists,aswell assomeWesternspecialists,havetendedto view
the early Scythiansas a further developmentof the bate bronzeage Srubnaia
Srubnaor Timber-Frameculture, whicharosein the lowerVolgaregionaround
the middle of the secondmillennium B.C. This thesis also implies that the
Scythianswore indigenousto EasternEuropeandnot newcomerswho migrated
into the Russian-Ukrainiansteppe in the seventh century B.C. Torertozhkin
attackstheidentificationof theTimber-Framepeopleswith theprato-Scythiarts.
He claims, instead,that the Timber-Framepeopleswore, in reality, the Cim
merianswho inhabitedthe Russian-Ukrainiansteppeuntil the incursionof the
Scythiansfrom Asia during the seventhcentury.

Havingadvancedhis thesisat the outset,Temertozhkirtthenprovidesadetailed

analysisof the archaeologicalremainsfrom theRussian-Ukrainiansteppein the
immediatepre-Scythianor "bateCimmerian"era.Thesecondchapterconsistsof a
comprehensivecatalogueof 136 known "bate Cimmeriart"sitesfrom thesteppe
89, forest-steppe46, and mountainouspartof theCrimea1. Thiscollection
of all the material remains left by the nomadic inhabitantsof the Russian
Ukrainiansteppein the immediatepre-Scythianerais clearly a majorcontribu
tion. Of comparablevalue is Terenozhkin’sdivision of the "bateCimmerian"era
into two stages.Theearlier, or Chernogorovskstage900-750B.C. corresponded
to thechangefrom bronzeto iron; it is characterizedby bronzebitswith astirrup
shapedhobo at the end, bronze cheekpiocoswith three circular holes,and the
placementof the deadin a contractedposition on their side with an easternor
northeasternorientation.The later, or Novocherkasskstage750-650B.C. wit-
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nessedthe predominanceof iron; this was a kind of pro-Scythianiranagewhich
was characterizedby bronzebits with two circularhalos in theend,cheokpieces
with threecircular loops along the edge, and the placementof the deadin an

extendedpositionon their sidewith awesternorientation.Terenozhkin’sidentifi

cationanddescriptionof thesetwo stagesmarksa majoradvancein ourknowl

edgeof the bate bronzeago in the Russian-Ukrainiansteppe.
"LateCimmerian"cultureis representedalmostentirelyby secondaryburialsin

kurgansdatingfrom an earlierperiod. Thosearelocatedthroughoutthesteppe,
from the lowerDanubeandnorthernBulgariain thewesttotheVolgogradregion
and lower left-bank Volga in the east. Consequently,almost half the book is
devotedtoan examinationof "late Cimmenian"gravesandgravegoads.Included
arechapterson tombsandburial rites, weaponsswords,short-swords,arrows,
spears,battle-axes,horse-trappingsprimarily bits andcheokpieces,domestic
objectsknives,pottery,andjewelry, anditems of appliedart mainly plaques
from horse-trappings.In short,Terenozhkinprovidesa verysystematicanalysis
of the gravesand relatively modestgravegoodswhich form the chiefarchaeo
logical remains from the immediate pre-Scythian period in the Russian-
Ukrainiansteppe.

This book is unquestionablyone of the most importantworks on the late
bronzeagein thesteppeto appearin manyyears.However,it doesnotdealsatis
factorily with a numberof importantproblems.For example,Terenozhkinnotes
thechangefrom a sedentaryway of life to nomadicstock-raisingthat tookplace
betweentheBibozers’kestageof theTimber-Frameculture1150-950n.C. andthe
"late Cimmemian"era. But he fails to examinethe causesof this transition.As a
result, it is not clear if the Cimmcnianswore alwaysTimber-Framepeoples,as

Terenozhkinargues,or whetherthey wereonlythe laststageof theTimber-Frame
peoples,i.e., the inhabitantsof the steppefollowing the transition to pastoral
nomadism.Furthermore,Terenozhkinavoidsthe importantquestionof why and
how the Chennogorovskstagegavewayto theNovocherkasskstage.Theauthor’s
identificationof theTimber-Framepeopleswith theCimmoriansalsoneedsmore
elaboration.His main argumentfocuseson the absenceof an animal style in the
"bateCimmorian"or Timber-Framecultureandtheexistenceof afully developed
animal style amongthe early Scythians.While this approachhasa certainper
suasiveness,it needsto bedevelopedin moredetail. In theprocess,Terenozhkin
would do well to commentuponsomeof theother theoriesregardingtheorigins
of the Cimmerians,theorieswhich he ignoreshere. It is also unfortunatethat
Terenozhkinmakesno referenceto severalvaluablestudiesby Westernscholars
on the Cimmeniansand the late bronze age. Finally, it is to be hopedthat in a
subsequentwork Terenozhkinwill examinethewritten andcuneiformsourcesan
the Cimmeniansin more detail and will try to relate them to the archaeological
materials.

ThomasS. Naonan
Universityof Minnesota
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RANNESKIFSKIE KURGANY BASSEINA R. TIASMIN vu-vI vv. DO N.E..

By Varvara AndreevaIl’inskaia. Kiev: "Naukova dumka," 1975.
223 pp.

V. A. Ib’inskaia, associateof theInstituteof Archaeologyof theUkrainianSSRin
Kiev, is theauthorof severalexcellentstudieson the batebronzeandearlyiron
agesin theUkrainianforest-steppe.In this book sheexploresthegeneraltopic of
the transition from the Chornobiscultureof the late bronzeageto the mature
Scythianizedcultureof thefifth to fourth centurys.c. in theforest-steppeof the
Right Bank. As the title indicates,theheartof thework is a detailedstudyof the
kurgansfrom 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 seriousconsideration.Thetraditional
focus on GreekcolonizationandScythianmigration north of the Black Seahas
bed to same neglect of the native pre-Scythianpopulationduring the crucial
transitionalera. Il’inskaia attemptsto remedysomeof this neglect.Furthermore,
her study is oneof the few efforts to analyzethetransitionsystematicallymost
previousworks havedealtwith eitherthelaterbronzeageor theearlyironage.In
short,thepresentvolumeis clearlyamajorrecentwork onUkrainianpro-history.

Ib’inskaia’s basicthesisis thatclosetiesbetweentheforest-steppeof theRight
Bank andthe steppehadalreadydevelopedduring the late bronzeage,ca. the
eleventhto eighthcenturyB.C. In theseventhto sixthcentury,however,thenature
of thesetieschangeddueto the Scythianconquestof thePonticsteppesandthe
incorporationof theindigenouspeoplesof the forest-steppeof the Right Bank

into Scythia. In other words, the transition was createdby the intrusion of

externalScythian elementsinto the Tiasmynbasin. It did nat springfrom the
naturalevolution of theindigenousChornobisculture.Thetransitionalerabegan
a period of almost four centuriesduring which the populationof the southern
forest-steppewaspart of the Scythian steppeworld.

Thestudy analyzeschangesin suchmattersasburialrites,weapons,horsetrap
pings,jewelry, andornamentationin groatdetail. Therite of cremationin mound-

loss graves,whichhadpredominated,gaveway in thetransitionalerato inhuma
tion in woodencryptsplacedwithin pits underbargekurgans.At the sametime,
considerablevariety existed within the transitional burial rites. A complete
changein weaponryoccurredas now, non-indigenoustypesof swords,daggers,
etc.,appeared.Boneandbronzehorsebits andcheekpiecesworereplacedby iron

bits andcheekpiecosof different shapes.Typically Scythianearrings,pins, and
braceletstook the placeof bronzeChornolisjewelry. Finally, geometricdesigns
gave way to objects donein the early Scythiananimal style. While somegrave
goadsof the transitional era e.g., pottery showed a continuity with earlier

indigenouspatterns,theprevailingtrendwasfor changefrom thelocal Charnobis
to foreign Scythianfarms.

Ib’inskaia’s analysisrestsupona careful, comprehensivestudy of thedata.Of
the 566 excavatedkurgansfrom theTiasmynbasin, the 128 sheattributesto the
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seventhto sixth centuryaredescribedfully. This systematiccatalogueof archaic
Tiasmyn graves, including unpublished materials from the Kiev Historical
Museum,is oneof themastvaluablecontributionsof theentirework, especially
for scholarsoutsidethe USSR,for whomaccessto nineteenth-centuryreportsis
often difficult, if not impossible,to obtain. Ib’inskaiaalso providesavery helpful
breakdownofthe burialsfrom thesetwo centuries:sheclassifiestheminto several
sub-periodsanddiscussesthe artifactswhich typified each.

Despiteits manyfine features,the book fails to addressseveralkeyquestions
adequately.The identity of thepeopleburiedin thosekurgansandtheprocessof
Scythianizationalong the Tiasmyn needto be clarified. Does Scythianization
mean,astheauthorseemsto suggestp. 57, a processby which theindigenous
pre-Scythianpopulationcameto adoptmanyelementsof Scythianculture?One
could argue,after all, that peopleburiedbike Scythiansandwith Scythiangrave
goodswere, in reality, Scythians.In short,theinteractionbetweenScythiansand
natives in theScythianizatianof theTiasmynbasinmust bediscussedfully and
theroleof eachpeopleshouldbedescribedin somedetail. In this context,how are
we to understandtheterm"earlyScythiankurgans"thatappearsin thetitle?Does
it refer to Scythiansof the archaicera who were buried in kurgansalongthe
Tiasmyn,or to non-Scythianswho wereburiedin thesekurgansduring theearly
Scythianera?

TheauthorfrequentlymentionstheZhabotynseventhcenturyB.C. andElder
Zhurivkasixth centuryn.C. stagesof thetransitionalera,but shefails to explain
their historical meaning.Do they representtwo distinctphasesin thetransition
from the indigenousChornolis to the matureScythianculture, or do they only
distinguish minor variations between artifacts which, while important for
archaeologists,back real historical significance?What importancedo thosetwo
stagesreally havein the processof Scythianizatian?

A completestudyof thetransitionaleraalongtheTiasmynwould alsoneedto
discussthesettlementat Zhabotynwhichdatesto theseventhcenturyB.C., aswell
as the fortified sites from the sixth centurylocatedin the Tiasmyn basin. The
materialsfrom thosesitesconstituteanimportantsourcefor ourunderstandingof
the transitional era, and they must be fully consideredin any discussionof
Scythianization.

In conclusion, Il’inskaia’s work marksa majoradvancein the archaeological
study of the Ukraine. However, it hasnot resolvedall the issuesconcerningthe
transitionfrom the latebronzeagoto theearlyiron agoalongtheTiasmynbasin.
We can only hope that future studies will build upon Il’inskaia’s work by
addressingsomeof the questionsit leavesunresolved.

ThomasS. Noonan
Universityof 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’sessayon the UkrainiangraphistHryhoryj Kyrybovy Levyc’kyj-Nos
1697-1769is divided into two lengthychapters.In addition,aforewordsurveys
the modest historiographydealingwith old Ukrainiangraphics in generaland
with Levyc’kyj in particular.

The first chapterrelatesLevyc’kyj’s biographyto 1732.Thegraphistwasborn
in the town of Majaëka,presentlyin theNovosanars’kyjregionof the Poltava
oblast’. In the 1720s,he lived in thebustlingcity of Wroclawin Sibesia,wherehe
becameanaccomplishedmasterof graphicarts. Fomenkogivesa cursorysurvey
of someelementsof thedominantbaroquestyle andthen cataloguesandevalu
atesLevyc’kyj’s extantworks from the period also cf. pp. 27, 45-46. He con
cludesthatduringhis yearsin Wroclawthe"artistwasfavorablyinclinedtowards
the ideals of the just national-liberationstruggle of the Polish populationof
Sibesiaagainstthe foreign oppressors"p. 24.

Sometimebetween1732 and 1735 Levyc’kyj returnedto Kiev, andit is this
Ukrainianperiodwhich is coveredin chaptertwo. In 1741, Levyc’kyj becamea
priest in his native Majaka,but, accordingto Fomonko,he soonleft his clerical
dutiesto an assistantandreturnedto Kiev. Ho remainedtherefor therestof his
life, working on his art in collaborationwith the artisansof the Kiev academy
but note p. 87, fn. 66. The chaptercontainsan analysisof thevariousgenres

of Levyc’kyj’s work - panegynics,portraits,book graphics,andicons.Theactual
techniqueof engravingis treatedbriefly andsuperficiallyp. 36. Thesixty-eight
platesthat accompanyand illustrate the text areadequatebut undistinguished.

Throughoutthe book theauthordoes not hesitateto drive home a political
message,namely, that the presentpolitical relationsbetweenmembersof the
socialist community Soviet Russia, Soviet Ukraine, Poland,etc. are bonds
which havea history of long standingcf. p. 8.

EdwardKasinec
Harvard University

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

ProfessorJeromeBlum’s taskin his mostrecentwork wasfar maredifficult than
the onehe set for himself in Lord and Peasantin Russiafrom the Ninth to the
NineteenthCentury.Thenew work coversmuch less than a thousandyears,but
the terrain it surveysis far mareextensive.Theauthoris now concernedwith no
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bess a problem than the abolition of serfdom all across"servile Europe" - a
processthat beganwith thefirst emancipationdecreein Savoyin 1771 andended
with the liberationof the Romanianpeasantryin 1864. Unlike his earlierwork,
whichtracedthedevelopmentanddeclineof serfdomin a singlecountry,thenew
oneattemptsto explain thecauseandeffectof a changethatwasessentialfor the
modernizationof Europeansociety.

Lesserscholarswould nathaveattemptedtheresearchrequiredfor this study,
which covers all of EuropeexceptEnglandand the countrieson the Iberian,

Italian, and Balkan peninsulas.The rulers of nearbyforty Europeanstatesand
principalities freed their peasantsin the centuryprior to 1864, and dozensof
experimentalemancipatianson private estateswere made by monarchsand
nobleswho wishedto diminishthe burdensandimprovetheeconomiesof their
serfs. The contemporaryliteratureconcernedwith thesedevelopmentsand"the
peasantproblem"is enormous.Furthermore,WesternandSoviethistorianshave

since published extensivelyon the emancipatiansand on peasantobligations,

unrest,and land tenure.ProfessorBlum citesmore than nine hundredseparate

works, which arealso listed in a forty-five pagebibliographypp. 433-88.
This study do-emphasizesthe political maneuveringwhich in manycountries

wasnecessaryfor drawingupandimplementingthereformlegislation,given the
strongoppositionof mostof the nobility. Loss thantwenty percentof thetext is
concernedwith the immediate causesof the reforms, the emancipationacts
themselves,andthe legal andeconomicchangesthey producedpp. 357-417.
Nearly forty percent is devoted to a descriptionof the threemost important
aspectsof the traditional order: the privileged position of the seigniors,the
obligationsandthesituation of thepeasantry,andtheretardationof agriculture

pp. 1-193. About thirty-five percentof the work identifiesthosedevelopments
that broughtaboutthedemiseof traditionalEuropeansociety.The lattersection
analyzesconflicts betweenthe absolutistic rulers and the nobility, enlightened
criticism of the assumptionsof the Old Order, improvementsin agricultural
production, andpeasantunrestpp. 197-353.

The work’s achievementsare noteworthy. ProfessorBlum givesa synthetic
descriptionof serfdom, despitethe variability of agriculture, land tenure,and
feudal duesacrossEurope. Moreover, he adequatelytreats manyof the social,
economic,and technologicalchangesthat precededtheemancipations.Finally,
he providesthe bestsummaryto dateof the numerousreformsandtheir imple
mentation.

The mostdisturbingfeatureof the work is the author’s interpretationof the
significanceof theemancipationlegislation.In his view, theabolition of serfdom
wastantamountto "the transitionfrom thesocietyof ordersto theclasssociety."
Whereasthe emancipationsdid imply that "at boastnominally everyonewas
equalbefore the law," onemay questionwhether"thegrant of equality, even if
incomplete,.. . condemnedthetraditionalsocietyto oblivion"p. 440. Actually,
thefoundationof thatsocietyhadbeenerodedby developmentsthatprecededthe
emancipation:thedramaticincreasein thenumberof commoners,thegrowing
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economicstrengthof burghersand peasants,the greaterefficiency of forms of
capitalaccumulationnot basedan serflabor,andtheopeningupof governmental
and military positions to commonersan the basis of merit. In England, for
example,serfdomdisappearedasa resultof theseandotherdevelopments,not by
official decree.In theRussianEmpire,on theother hand,emancipationstatutes
did little more than convertthe serfsinto impoverishedstatepeasants.Onemay
conclude,therefore,that the contribution of the legal abolition of serfdomto
social changeprobablydiffered from country to country. Determiningfactors
probablyincluded theintent of thelegislatorsandthe degreeto whichthetradi
tional society had previouslybeen underminedby a centralizingstateandan
expandingbourgeoisie.

Scholarsconcernedwith specificcountries,regions,or periods will find this
study somewhatdisconcerting.Becausetreatmentis topical, informationon any
particularterritory is scatteredthroughoutthetext. The indexcan be usedsuc
cessfully in some cases,but it provides only a handful of referencesfor the
Ukraine, Gabicia, and other Ukrainianprovinces. Informationpertinentfor the
Ukraineis also includedunder"Austrian Monarchy"and "Russia."

Becausetheauthorassumedthat"thesocialstructureof thelandsdealtwith in
this book followedacommonpatternof transition,"hefelt freeto illustratestages
in this processby selectingeventswithaut regardto the time or placeof their
occurrencep. 8. This meantthat hewas releasedbath from the normal con
straintsof chronologyandfrom thehistorian’susualobligationto relateparticu
lar effectsto specificcauses.

This work will be mast usefulto thoseviewing the abolition of serfdomasa
single phenomenonwhosehistorical role was the sameeverywhere.Teachers
wishing to give their studentsthe mostgeneralcharacteristicsof the Old Order
and of the omancipationswill find ProfessorBlum’s topical summariescon
venient. Scholarsdesiring to study specific emancipationsin their particular
historical contexts,however, will needto turn elsewhere.

Zack Deal
Harvard University

EKONOMIeNA HEOHRAFIJA UKRAJINs’KoJI RSR Z OSNOVAMY

TEORIJI: POSIBNYK DUA VYTELJA. By Maksym Martynovy’

Pa/arnaréuk.Kiev: "Radjans’kaIkoba," 1975. 312 pp.

Economicgeography,like anyother sciencein theSoviet Ukraine,is calledupon
to servetheobjectivesof the CommunistPartyof the SovietUnion. This text in
the Ukrainian languageis a responseto that call. Dr. Palamaruk,professorof

economicgeographyandassociateof the Academyof Sciencesof theUkrainian
SSR, wrote the book "to help teachersmasterthe achievementsof economic
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geography,andto raisethe theoreticalandidea-political level of teaching"the
subjectin high schools p. 3. The author’sdesirewas, aboveall, to reveal"the
indivisible organicunity of the nationaleconomyof 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,Pabamarukdeftly omits anyreferenceto farmer
Ukrainianstatehoodp. 16anddutifully follows currentSovietofficial histoniag
raphy. His interpretationof thehistory of industrialdevelopmentin theUkraine
is clearly anti-Austrianp. 96, but not anti-Russianp. 97. He emphasizesthe
assistancethe UkrainianSSRreceivedfrom other Soviet republicsmainly for
therebuildingof theDonbasfollowing thedevastatingwars,butfails to mention
the help the Ukraine providedfor the developmentof Siberia andKazakhstan

pp. 98-100. He duly enunciatestheSoviet principle of economicequalization,
butdoesnot explainhow thedecisionsto transferlaboror fundsfrom onerepub
lic to anotheraremadep. 22. Palamaruk’scentraliststandearnedhim avery
favorablereview in Ekonomk’naheohrafija,’ as well as the publicationof a re
vised Russianedition of his text.2

This book differs from two recentpredecessorsin bothformat andcontent.3It
is halfagainasbong,wasprinted in 46,000copiesor six to eight timesmorethan
othertextbooksfor studentsof economicinstitutes,andhadan insertwith four
attractivecolor mapsshowingmineral resources,population,industry,andagri
cultural regions.Two chaptersaredevotedto newtopics: theintroduction pre
sents theoretical concepts of economicgeography,and chapter 1, entitled
"TheUkrainianSSR - a componentpart of theUSSR,"establishesacentralist
ideological framework.Theremainingchapterspresenttraditionaltopics,4occa
sionally with new approaches.The geographyof servicesis noted as a newly
developingbranchof thedisciplinep. 6, but,duetolackofempiricalstudies,it is
notaccordeda separatechapter.5

Palamaruk’stheoretical introduction consistsmainly of definitions that
describeterritorial structuresthe so-calledterritorial-productioncomplexesand
production-territorialsystems,andtheir differentspatialmanifestations,hierar
chies, and types. Models of interaction,networks, and urbanhierarchiescorn

I M. H. Ihnatenko,V. Ju. Turjak, and D. T. Panevs’ka,"Cinnyj posibnykz ekono
minoji heohrafiji Ukrajins’koji RSR," Ekonomiénaheohrafija 211976: 126-28.
2 M. M. Palamaruk,Ekonomk1eskajageografija Ukrainsko/SSRKiev, 1977.

Ekonomk’naheohrafija Ukrajins’koji RSR,ed. by 0. S. Korojid and A. M.
Hryhor’jev, 2nd ed. Kiev, 1968; Ukrajins ica RSR:Ekonomiko-heohrafil’naxarak
tervstvka,ed. by P. V. Kryven’ Kiev, 1961.

The topics are: chapter2 - economic-geographicalcharacteristicsof naturalcon
ditionsandnaturalresources;chapter3 - geographyof population;chapter4 - the
developmentandstructureof the republic’s economyas awhole; chapter5 - indus
trial geography;chapter6 - agriculturalgeography;chapter7 - geographyof trans
port and economiclinks; and chapter8 - economicregions.

For a general survey,see Ju. G. Saulkin, Ekonorniöeskajageografija: Istorija.
teorja, metodv,praktika Moscow, 1973,pp. 222-26.
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mon farein economicgeographycoursesat AmericanandBritish universitiesare
absent,and thereis no attemptto presentmodel-buildingtheoriesor analytical
techniques.

The empiricalchaptersaretraditionally descriptiveand containan extensive
recital of updatedfacts. The recentconcernfor environmentalconservationis
expressedin the chapteron naturalresourcespp. 69-78. Thechapteron agri
culture calls for the wise use of the Ukraine’s good earthpp. 186-89.Simple
geographicalrelationshipsbetweenthe location of an industry andits needfor
raw materials,fuel, water, certainkinds of labor, or the by-productsof another
industrythatcanserveasrawmaterialarepresentedclearly. However,no attempt
is madeto demonstratehow thosefactorscan beweighedin termsof cost or to
determinethe optimal locationfor a newindustrialplant.Similarly, agricultural
specializationis explainedsimply by listing obviousphysicalandeconomicfac
tors. Nothing is said abouthow culturalpreferencescanaffect agriculturalpro
duction, how new farm tasks areassigned,or how agro-industniabunions are
established.

Omissionsin tablesandmapsmakeproperinterpretationof thefactsdifficult,
if not impossible.6Trendsin regionaleconomicdevelopmentin the Ukrainian
SSR arepresentedfor thefirst time, but the methodologybeadsto a biasedcon
clusion.7Finally, althoughtheauthorenhanceshis descriptionof two economic

6 For example,in discussingSovietpoliciesfor industrialdevelopment,Palamaruk
distinguishesbetweengroup "A" producers’goods and group"B" consumers’
goodsindustries,but he fails to identify thecommoditiesin Tables3 and4 according
to the groupto which they belongpp. 114-15.Similarly, the industrialmapswith
concentriccircles of differentsizesFigs. 7, 9, 11, 12, 14, and 15, as well as the color
map of industriesarenat specifiedby scale.Oneis loft to wonderwhetherthecircles
aredrawnproportionatelyto variablessuchasthevalueof production,thenumberof
workersemployed,or theamountof capitalinvested,or whetherthey arenominally
scaled.

Themapshowingthe percentageof the UkrainianSSR’sin-and-outshipmentswith
variouseconomicregionsoftheUSSRFig. 18entirely ignorestheexchangeofgoods
betweenthe UkrainianSSRandcountriesoutsidethe USSR.Its designvisuallysug
gests that the shipmentsarebalanced- a conclusionwhich careful readingof the
legendshows to be obviously wrong. More seriously, the legendfails to indicate
whetherthe cargois measuredby weight, volume, or value.

Table 26 usedthe index of economicdevelopmenta compositeof the grossper
capitavalueof industrialproduction,of thepercapitainvestmentof fundsfor indus
trial production, of the numberof industrial personnelper thousandpeople,and of
the grosspercapitavalue of agriculturalproductionto demonstratethatdifferences
betweenoblasts arediminishing. This was done by assigningthe value of I to the
UkrainianSSRfor 1955, 1960,and1970,so that theoblastsrangein valueaboveand
below this normalizedmean.Sinceeconomicgrowthhasoccurredin all obbasts,this
methodwould inevitably showa closing gap.If absoluteindex valuesworeused,the
resultsmightwell haverevealeda wideninggap. Unfortunately,raw indexvalueswere
not provided.

Incidentally,thecaptionsin Figs. 19 and20, whichshowlevelsof economicdevelop
ment by oblastfor 1955 and 1970, were reversed,so that it seemedthe gap had in
creased.The errorwas correctedin the Russianedition.
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regions with a mixed industrial profile with a comparisonof labor, value of
production,and capital investedin various industrialbranchesTables27 and
29, he fails to usethis innovativemethodin his descriptionof theheavily indus
trialized Donec’-Dnioperregion.

Pa1arnaruk’seconomicgeographyof the UkrainianSSRis anattractiveand
usefulsourcebookfor Soviet high school teachers.It offerssomenewconcepts
that arecurrentin Sovieteconomicgeographyandagood dealof updatedinfor
mation. However,thebook lacksscientificrigor becauseof someomissionsanda
biasedmethodologywhich is gearedto re-enforcingits political presentation.

Ihor Stebelsky
Universityof Windsor



LETTERS TO THE EDITORS

To theEditors

As theeditorof Cyevs’kyj‘s Historyof UkrainianLiterature, I must,I suppose,
considermyself lucky in attractingthereviewer’sdirectfire in a mereeight pages
of the 116-pageattackon thebook whichappearedin theDecember1977 issue.I
do not proposeto reply to ProfessorGrabowicz’sreviewarticlein its entirety.Ido
not believethat Cyfrvs’kyj needsany defense,andthis book"slapdash"or not
will surviveall theseattacks.All I wantto do is to explain someof thereasonsfor
thebook’s appearance.I do not regrethavingundertakento edit thebook at the
requestof Dr. BohdanWynar, directorof the UkrainianAcademicPress.Per
haps I should haveinsisted on a more generousbudgetwhichwould havepre
ventedsameof the shortcomingspointedout by thereviewer. But, bike so many
Ukrainianendeavors,this onewasdone"an ashoestring,"anduntil ourresearch
institutesunderwriteprojectssuchasthis, similarenterprisesarelikely to runinto
similar difficulties. Within themoansavailableto us thefinal productis notasbad
as ProfessorGrabowiczbelievesit to be.For perfectionis often beyondthegrasp
of more humans,occasionallyoven at Harvard.

It is from thoseacademicheightsthat the reviewerloftily surveysthe form and
contentof thebook. Hiscriticismsof Cyfrvs’kyj, which mix somehighlyoriginal
with someratherdubiousobservations,will not detainus here.His attackon the
translationdeservessomerebuttal, not becauseI was responsiblefor it, but
becauseit wasdoneby my graduatestudents.I doubtif theexpertisenecessaryfor
a totally acceptabletranslationof Cyovs’kyj is availableanywheretoday.It calls
for trainedandexperiencedtranslators,which mystudentswerenot. Theyunder
took it becauseexpertswere not available.While pointing out manymistrans
lations,thereviewerdons therobesof thepedantwhenheinsiststhatporivnannja
must be"simile" andnot "comparison";anlyteza- "antithesis,"not"contrast";
kornpozycija- "composition,"not "structure";pyJnist‘-"richness,"not "pom
pousness";ho/osvysokyj- "elevatedtone,"not"highvoice";vinadornovaja-

"civil war," nat"strife at home"; bezsonnycja- "sleeplessness,"not"insomnia";
jedynonaéalstvzje- "autocracy,"not "one man rube." There is also nothing
wrong, when dealingwith the literatureof the eighteenthcentury, in translating
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x/opci and divky as "lads" and "lasses,"or vovky-siromancias "poor gray
wolves," or hu/jaje z druhoju as "cavorting with another."The reviewerjustly
points out the translators’"shaky commandof Ukrainian"p. 416,buthequito
unjustly denigratestheir English,andin Englishthis book,with all its failings, still
roads bettorthan in Cyevs’kyj’s "baroque" Ukrainian.

The reviewer’s seriouschargepp. 427-35that I allowed only a slightly up
dated,selectedbibliographyto beprinted restson ignoranceof thenegotiations
betweentheauthorand myself. ProfessorCyovs’kyj insistedthat theveryweak
last chapter be included, and it was he, and not the editor, who included
Vylens’kyj in the Baroque. In answerto my requestthat the bibliography be
updated,he firmly replied that I couldaddnomorethantontitles. In fact, I added
seventeennow titles andthe choice,though it may not pleasethe reviewer,was
difficult to make.

ProfessorGrabowiczentitled his review "Toward a History of Ukrainian
Literature."His attemptto find nothinggood in eitherthe form or thecontentof
Cyevs’kyj’s book seemsto mecounter-productive- unless,of course,it leadsto
a new historyof Ukrainianliterature,which may,perhaps,bewritten by younger
scholarsin the West,oncethey shedtheir pontificatingairsand, insteadof criti
cizing, begincreating.If I amstill alive, I shall bethefirst to applaudthom, should
they deserveit.

GeorgeS. N. Luckyj
Universityof Toronto


