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Preface

The decision to honor Omeljan Pritsak with a Festschrift was taken in
April of 1978, and the editorial board met for the first time in the follow-
ing August. On the day of his sixtieth birthday, April 7, 1979, Professor
Pritsak received a mock-up copy — containing a title page and a list of
contributors — from a group of well-wishers gathered at a private
celebration. On December 12, 1980, the completed Festschrift was
presented to him at a convocation attended by Harvard University
officials, members of the university community, and many friends and
guests from all over the country and from abroad.

The two parts of the Festschrift were both produced in two and a half
years. These were rewarding years for the editor, for his task was made
easy by the spontaneous support of people throughout the academic com-
munity. Francis W. Cleaves, Tibor Halasi-Kun, Edward L. Keenan,
George Y. Shevelov, and Wiktor Weintraub promptly agreed to serve on
the editorial board and to provide advice on general policy. A younger
group, chaired by Frank E. Sysyn and consisting of George G.
Grabowicz, Lubomyr A. Hajda, Edward Kasinec, Zenon E. Kohut,
Uliana M. Pasicznyk, and Bohdan Strumins’kyj, took over the vital work
of handling the individual contributions. When contributions required
specialized knowledge beyond what the editors could supply, we were
able to call upon the expert assistance of Zygmunt Abrahamowicz,
Kevork Bardakjian, Joseph Fletcher, Richard N. Frye, Patricia K.
Grimsted, Patricia Herlihy, Oleh Ilnytzkyj, Paulina Lewin, llse Lichten-
stadter, Albert B. Lord, Donald Ostrowski, Oksana Procyk, Maria
Subtelny, and Sinasi Tekin. We are especially indebted to Margaret B.
Sevé&enko and to Victor Ostapchuk for editorial work, to Brenda Sens for
secretarial help, and to Brenda Jubin for the exemplary accuracy with
which she performed the complicated task of setting the manuscript into
type.

Lubomyr A. Hajda, one of Professor Pritsak’s disciples, contributed
the biographical sketch and the bibliography of his mentor. Professor
Pritsak’s friends will appreciate the warmth of the former, and the schol-
arly community will benefit from the precision of the latter — this infor-
mative bibliography will constitute a valuable tool of research.

Harvard Ukrainian Studies owes its existence to Professor Pritsak’s
energy and firmness of purpose, so it is only fitting that the Studies should



Xiv PREFACE

have offered its pages for these contributions in his honor. The two parts
of the Festschrift together count as volumes three and four of the journal.
Producing such a complex work entailed additional costs, and help
toward covering them came from the donors and special subscribers listed
in the Tabula gratulatoria. The largest single sum was provided by the
Ukrainian Studies Fund, whose principal officers, Stephan Chemych and
Bohdan Tarnawsky, once again proved their skill in organizing support
for Ukrainian studies at Harvard.

That so many people should have shown so much enthusiasm in shar-
ing the various tasks connected with producing the Festschrift was a
response to Professor Pritsak’s generosity as teacher, friend, and col-
league. That seventy distinguished contributors from twelve countries
should have kept various editors busy is a testimony to the respect with
which he is held by the international community of scholars. That these
seventy contributors should be dealing with an area extending from the
Nile to the Yenisei and with languages ranging from Chuvash to Chinese
reflects the depth of his erudition, the breadth of his interests, and the
scholarly vision that has enabled him to perceive large structures where
others only perceive an endless accretion of disparate phenomena.

At home in the Eurasian Steppe and in the Altai, Omeljan Pritsak has
never ceased to enrich our knowledge of the history and culture of his
native Ukraine. That is why we gave our Festschrift the title of Eucharis-
terion, or the Offering of Thanks. We borrowed this title from another
Festschrift of sorts, the gratulatory tract written in Ukrainian and offered
in 1632 to the Kievan metropolitan of Moldavian origin, Peter Mohyla,
by the young men who had just completed their first year of study in the
Collegium Mohylanum (later Academy) of Kiev, recently founded by
him. In one sense, the identity of titles symbolizes Professor Pritsak’s vital
role in the creation of the Ukrainian Studies Program and the Ukrainian
Research Institute at Harvard, the Collegium Mohylanum’s slightly
younger contemporary. It is also to remind us how much outstanding
individuals in a hospitable country — whether it is seventeenth-century
Ukraine or twentieth-century New England — can contribute to the intel-
lectual efflorescence of their adopted land.

IHOR SEVCENKO



Omeljan Pritsak: A Biographical Sketch

Omeljan Pritsak was born on April 7, 1919, in the town of Luka, near
Sambir (now Ozerne, in Lviv oblast, Ukrainian SSR). The year of his
birth witnessed the often conflicting strivings for statehood on territories
of fallen empires. The place — the province of Galicia, lately under the
Habsburg Monarchy — was in the midst of a violent struggle between
Ukrainians and Poles. Omeljan’s father, Osyp Pritsak, a mechanical en-
gineer by profession, fought on the Ukrainian side, was taken captive and
perished as a prisoner of war near Brest Litovsk in September 1919. His
mother Emilia (née Kapko) was remarried in 1920 to Pavlo Saramaha, a
merchant, who also participated in the struggle for Ukrainian indepen-
dence. The property of both father and stepfather was confiscated by the
Polish authorities, and in 1920 the family moved to Ternopil’ to start a
new life.

Disillusioned with the Ukrainian cause and anxious to ensure a better
future for their child in the reconstituted Polish state, Omeljan’s mother
and stepfather decided to raise him as a Pole. In 1928, at the age of nine,
Omeljan entered the First Gymnasium in Ternopil’, a Polish-language
high school with a classical curriculum on the old Austrian pattern that
included both Latin and Greek. He was soon given permission to use the
excellent teachers’ library, and this gave him access to the classic works of
history, of which he was enamored from early childhood, as well as more
esoteric subjects, including Persian. By his third year at the gymnasium
scattered facts from everyday life — the colloquial Ukrainian spoken at
home, attendance at the Greek Catholic (Uniate) rather than Latin-rite
church of his Polish friends, snatches of overheard conversation — com-
bined with a curiosity about his family’s history and genealogy led him to
rediscover his Ukrainian roots. This growing awareness of his national
identity was heightened by the growing tensions between Poles and
Ukrainians in Galicia and the treatment he received from some of his
teachers. In secret from his famijly, the young student learned literary
Ukrainian and read voraciously about Ukrainian history and culture,
especially Myxajlo Hrusevs’kyj’s multivolume History of Ukraine-Rus’.
By the time he graduated from the gymnasium in 1936, he had decided
that the study of Ukrainian history would be his vocation.
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In the course of his reading, notably of Hruevs’kyj, Omeljan was
struck by the underutilization of Islamic — Arabic, Turkish, and Per-
sian — sources in Ukrainian historiography. For the history of the
Ukraine, with its centuries-long links with the Middle East and the
" Eurasian steppe, this seemed a serious gap, and one he soon became deter-
mined to fill. The Turkish songs and phrases his mother learned during
the war and taught him as a child, and his already budding interest in
Persian, encouraged by Franciszek Machalski, his gymnasium teacher of
Polish literature but an Iranian specialist by training, were an added
impetus. When Omeljan Pritsak entered Lviv University, a major center
for historical and Oriental studies, in the fall of 1936 it was with the goal of
putting Islamic sources at the service of Ukrainian scholarship.

At Lviv University Omeljan Pritsak pursued a systematic study of Cen-
tral Asian history and the Semitic, Iranian, and Altaic languages (later to
be supplemented by others, from Finno-Ugric to Chinese) under the well-
known Orientalists Wiadystaw Kotwicz and Tadeusz Lewicki. In medie-
val and premodern European and Polish history his professors were such
noted Polish scholars as T. E. Modelski, Adam Szelagowski, and Ludwik
Kolankowski. He became active in Ukrainian scholarly circles as well,
especially the historical commission of the Shevchenko Scientific Society
(1936-39), which brought him into association with such distinguished
Ukrainian historians as Ivan Kryp”jakevy¢, a student of Hrusevs’kyj.
From these years also date his earliest scholarly works — a monograph on
the Skoropads’kyj family, other studies primarily on the period of Het-
man Ivan Mazepa (1687-1709), and an exhaustive bibliography on
Mazepa, whose publication was prevented by the outbreak of World War
II. A number of articles dealt with Ukrainian church history, an interest
fostered by his friendship and cooperation with the scholar-monks of the
Basilian Order, notably his older university colleague, Fr. Teofil Kos-
truba, and Fr. Roman Lukan’.

War brought the first Soviet occupation of Galicia and its incorpora-
tion into the USSR in 1939. It was under Soviet rule that Omeljan Pritsak
received his university degree in 1939/1940 (M. A. in History and Oriental
Studies) and became a “junior research worker” and “learned secretary”
of the newly established Lviv branch of the Institute of Ukrainian History
of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences. Soon, however, on the invitation
of the renowned Ukrainian Arabist and Turkologist, Ahatanhel Krym-
s’kyj, Omeljan moved to Kiev to continue his graduate training (aspiran-
tura). These studies lasted only a few short weeks, for in the fall of 1940 he
was drafted into the Red Army. For some four months he was stationed in
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the Bashkir ASSR, an experience that among other things brought him
for the first time into contact with native Turkic speakers.

German victories over the Soviets soon ended Omeljan Pritsak’s mili-
tary service. For a while he found himself an Ostarbeiter. In October
1943, however, thanks to the intercession of the German Arabist Richard
Hartmann, he was released to resume his studies, this time at the Univer-
sity of Berlin. From 1943 to 1945 under severe wartime conditions, which
included daily Allied bombardment, he immersed himself in Islamic
studies with Hartmann, the Turkologists Annemarie von Gabain and
Helmuth Scheel, and the Iranist and Central Asian specialist, Hans Hein-
rich Schaeder. Schaeder’s influence on his intellectual development was
paramount, not only in Islamic studies but also in the formulation of his
view of the universality of human history that has guided all of his subse-
quent work.

This fruitful, if extremely difficult, period ended with the collapse of
Germany. In the destruction of Berlin all of Omeljan Pritsak’s notes and
library perished. After some months of wandering in devastated Europe,
he managed to reestablish contact with Schaeder, now a professor at the
University of Gottingen, and in 1946 resumed his studies there. These in-
volved a fundamental reevaluation of the state system of the Karakhanid
Empire (9th to 13th centuries) in Central Asia, which led to his disserta-
tion, “Karachanidische Studien” (part of a more extensive work, as yet
unpublished), for which in 1948 he received his doctoral degree summa
cum laude in Turkology, Iranian, Islamic, and Slavic studies.

Dr. Pritsak’s research on the Karakhanids led him to an investigation
of Old Turkic and Uighur texts and thence to problems of Turkic linguis-
tics. Philology, which he had long viewed merely as a handmaiden to
historical analysis, he began to find fascinating in itself. The evolution
from historian to philologist was epitomized in his Habilitationschrift,
successfully defended in 1951, “Stammesnamen und Titulaturen der al-
taischen Volker,” in which he drew on data from linguistics to reconstruct
the history of the steppe for periods lacking written sources. He now be-
came dozent in Altaic philology and Central Asian history at Gottingen,
where he had already been teaching a variety of courses since 1948. It was
at Gottingen, too, that Omeljan Pritsak met Nina Moldenhauer, a lec-
turer in Russian at the University of Kiel. They were married in 1952.
Their daughter, Irene, was born in 1953. Now Mrs. Douglas Wissoff, she
is the mother of Omeljan and Nina Pritsak’s two grandchildren.

The next fifteen years of Dr. Pritsak’s life were devoted to Turkology
and Altaic studies — teaching, research, writing, and, not least, organiza-
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tional activities to promote and internationalize his newly chosen fields.
With the eminent Hungarian specialist, Julius von Farkas, he helped
found the international Societas Uralo-Altaica in 1951-52, and was its
first secretary general and then, in the years 195865, president; in 1965 he
was elected honorary member of the society. He expanded the member-
ship of the society to include Japanese, Korean, and Mongolian scholars,
and — especially difficult in the political climate of the times — Soviet
and East European specialists. When the pre-war journal Ungarische
Jahrbiicher was revived in 1951-52 to serve as the organ of the society,
under the more comprehensive title of Ural-Altaische Jahrbiicher, Dr.
Pritsak was intimately involved in every aspect of the operation. In the
years 1954-66 he served as editor. Much of his time was devoted to bring-
ing to the attention of Western scholars the much neglected works in
Altaic and Turkic linguistics published in Turkey and the USSR, es-
pecially in the Turkic and Mongolian union and autonomous Soviet
republics. His reviews and notices of these works number several hundred.
He was also editor of the monograph series Ural-Altaische Bibliothek
and Slavo-Orientalia, and co-editor of the Central Asiatic Journal, Got-
tinger Asiatische Forschungen, and the series Uralic and Altaic Studies
published at the University of Indiana. Finally, to provide a forum for
scholarly interchange, he founded, together with the Mongolian specialist
Walther Heissig, the Permanent International Conference of Altaists
(PIAC) in 1958.

Dr. Pritsak’s own research was by then concentrated in two areas: his-
torical Altaic linguistics and comparative grammar of Turkic languages.
He was especially intrigued by the language of the Huns and their descen-
dants, the Bulgars and Chuvashes. He devoted many articles to problems
in this field as well as the ground-breaking monograph, Die Bulgarische
Fiirstenliste und die Sprache der Protobulgaren, which elicited a con-
siderable debate when it appeared in 1954. His comparative work cen-
tered on the older stages of Turkic and the lesser-known Turkic tongues
(Karaim, Karachai-Balkar, New Uighur, Altai and Yenisei Turkic, and
others). In addition to numerous journal articles, he wrote at least a
quarter of the entries for the monumental reference work, Philologiae
Turcicae Fundamenta (vol. 1, 1959).

All this activity, of course, was in addition to his teaching. After a year
at the University of Goéttingen, he became dozent at the University of
Hamburg in 1952, and was promoted to professor in 1957, a position he
held until 1961. He was visiting professor at Cambridge University in
1954, at the universities of Cracow and Warsaw in 1959, and at Harvard
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University in 1960-61. In 1961 he moved permanently to the United
States, where he became professor of Turkology at the University of
Washington in Seattle. He came to Harvard University as professor of
linguistics and Turkology in 1964. There he developed a full curriculum of
courses, covering all phases of historical linguistics, comparative gram-
mar, individual languages like Chuvash and Yakut, and specialized semi-
nars on selected topics. And ever mindful of the relationship between
philology and other fields in the humanities and social sciences, he was
instrumental in establishing the interdisciplinary standing Committee on
Inner Asian and Altaic Studies, of which he became the first chairman.
After some fifteen years of almost total absorption in philology, his
interest in linguistics began to wane, and Professor Pritsak finally turned
his attention to his original design — expanding the source base for
Ukrainian history to include data from Oriental materials. This plan had
been dormant for many years, but had never been totally abandoned. In
1953 he published a major study on the alliance of Hetman Xmel'nyc’kyj
with the Ottoman Porte, “Das erste tiirkisch-ukrainische Biindnis (1648).”
In the mid-1960s, he turned to an earlier period — Kievan Rus’ — and
undertook an analysis of the epic Igor’ Tale, especially its Turkic ele-
ments, as a historical source. Immersion in this topic drew him ever more
deeply into the past, and ultimately to an investigation of the origins of
Rus’, a work of monumental scope of which the first volume is in the final
stages of publication, as is a monograph on Jewish Khazar documents,
co-authored with Norman Golb of the University of Chicago.
Renewed involvement in Ukrainian history led him to reconsider the
status and prospects for Ukrainian studies in the West. Convinced that
only a permanent center combining both teaching and research possi-
bilities at a leading university could ensure a rational scholarly frame-
work, in 1967 Professor Pritsak proposed a bold plan to the Ukrainian
community. He asked it to endow three professorial chairs in Ukrainian
disciplines — one each in language, literature, and history — and a re-
search institute along with them. As it happened, a group of Ukrainian-
American students (incorporated as the Ukrainian Studies Chair Fund)
had already been conducting a fund drive for some ten years to endow a
single chair in Ukrainian studies at an American university. Now led by a
more ambitious vision, they adopted the new plan. Fund-raising efforts
were redoubled, and negotiations with Harvard University resulted in an
agreement in 1968 that the proposed center would be established there.
That same year an ad hoc (later standing) Committee on Ukrainian
Studies was formed, and Omeljan Pritsak was appointed chairman. By
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1973 the three chairs were fully endowed, and the Harvard Ukrainian
Research Institute officially came into being with Omeljan Pritsak as
director.

Although the fund drive for the institute continued, a firm foundation
had been laid. A series of weekly seminars in Ukrainian studies allows for
regular scholarly exchange on current research by students and faculty;
their résumés have been published annually since 1970-71 as the Minutes
of the Seminar in Ukrainian Studies. Scholarly conferences provide a
forum for Ukrainian specialists in every academic field. A publication
program for sources, original studies, and reprints of rare works — the
Harvard Series in Ukrainian Studies, of which Omeljan Pritsak is editor-
in-chief — has been in operation since 1970. A cherished project, the
scholarly journal Harvard Ukrainian Studies, began its publication in
1977, with Omeljan Pritsak and Thor Sev&enko as co-editors. The library
collections have grown and multiplied under the care of a professional
staff. It was in recognition of all these achievements that in 1975 Omeljan
Pritsak was named the first Myxajlo Hrusevs’kyj Professor of Ukrainian
History at Harvard University. Since then he has maintained a heavy
teaching load covering every aspect of Ukrainian history from general
surveys to specialized topics in economic and social history, from Kievan
Rus’ to nineteenth- and twentieth-century intellectual currents.

In the course of his career Omeljan Pritsak has been honored many
times. He is a fellow of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences and
vice-president of the Ukrainian Academy of Artsand Sciences inthe U.S.
He is a member of the Royal Asiatic Society and the Shevchenko Scien-
tific Society, a corresponding member of the Tirk Dil Kurumu, the
Société Fenno-Ougrienne and the Societas Orientalis Fennica in Hel-
sinki, and other scholarly institutions.

His scholarly oeuvre and organizational feats are Omeljan Pritsak’s
most visible achievements, but to those who know him best, there is no
doubt that teaching is his most satisfying accomplishment. His first goal
has been to produce new generations of dedicated scholars, through
rigorous training and the transmission of his own enthusiasm in the
pursuit of intellectual inquiry. In paying tribute to Omeljan Pritsak on his
sixtieth birthday, his colleagues, friends, fellow academicians, and
admirers honor him as a distinguished scholar. His students have the
privilege also of honoring him as a devoted teacher.

Lubomyr A. Hajda
Harvard University



The Bibliography of Omeljan Pritsak

compiled by

LUBOMYR A. HAIDA

Introductory Note

The first publication by Omeljan Pritsak appeared in 1935. This was a
letter to the editor of the journal Filomata (Lviv, no. 71, pp. 470-472)
which included Omeljan’s own Polish translation of Horace’s Ode 7. Filo-
mata was a monthly devoted to promoting an interest among Polish
secondary school students in the classical heritage of the Greeks and
Romans and the cultural legacy of the Renaissance; its editor was Dr.
Ryszard Ganszyniec, professor of classical philology at the University of
Lviv. At the time Omeljan Pritsak was sixteen years old and in his seventh
year at the First State Gymnasium in Ternopil’.

%k
* %

The present bibliography lists Omeljan Pritsak’s scholarly works from
1937 through 1979. It is organized in five sections: I. Books and Articles;
II. Unpublished Manuscripts; I1I. Reviews and Notices; IV. Résumés
of Papers Delivered at Seminars and Conferences; and V. Obituaries.
Within each section listings are by year of appearance and numeration is
consecutive. For purposes of alphabetization diacritics are disregarded.
An asterisk (*) indicates that the item could not be checked de visu.

Under each year books and separate publications are listed first, in
alphabetical order by title, followed by articles and papers, also in alpha-
betical order. Popular articles are not included, with the exception of a
few that deal with Ukrainian scholarly policy. Included among unpub-
lished manuscripts are works whose publication was interrupted by
World War 11, as well as dissertations; unpublished works postdating
1951 are not included.

Omeljan Pritsak’s scholarly works often presented new data, seminal
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interpretations and provocative hypotheses, and have therefore received
much attention from other scholars in the form of reviews or published
discussions. These are listed (with the heading Rev. or Disc.) under the
appropriate items. Many more references and analyses have appeared in
substantive treatments of the diverse topics to which Omeljan Pritsak has
made a contribution. The sheer volume of such works precludes their
inclusion here.

A full evaluation of Omeljan Pritsak’s impact on scholarship still re-
mains to be written, but some specific aspects of his research are treated in
the following:

S. Korybut, “Doslid Zennja z d Zereloznavstva Sxidnoji Jevropy,” Naukovo-
informacijnyj bjuleten’ Arxivnoho upraviinnja URSR (Kiev), 18:6
(68) (1964), pp. 81-83.

Nicholas Poppe, Introduction to Alaic Linguistics, Wiesbaden, 1965
(esp. pp. 119-120).

Denis Sinor, Introduction a I'étude de I’Eurasie Centrale, Wiesbaden, 1963.

*
* ¥k

1. Books and Articles

1937

1. “Epiloh odnoho dotepu, abo avantjura Paseka z Mazepoju,” Ukrajins’ki
visti (Lviv), no. 275 (13 December).

2. “Roman Mazepy z Fal'bovs’koju,” Ukrajins’ki visti (Lviv), no. 269 (6
December).

1938

3. Rid Skoropads’kyx. (Istoryéno-geneal’ogitna studija) (Lviv), (2), 18 pp., 2
geneal. plL.

For reprints, cf. nos. 5 and 58.

4. “Ivan Mazepa i Knjahynja Anna Dol’s’ka,” Mazepa. Zbirnyk, vol. 2 (= Praci
Ukrajins’koho naukovoho institutu, vol. 46) (Warsaw), pp. 102-117.

5. “Rid Skoropads’kyx. (Istoryéno-geneal’ogi¢na studija),” in: Za vely&naciji.
U dvadcjati rokovyny vidnovlennja Ukrajins’koji het'mans’koji derzavy (Lviv),
pp. 64-90, 2 pl.

(Reprint of no. 3.)
For subsequent reprint, cf. no. 58.

6. “Rid Skoropads’kyx. Joho zvjazky z Rurykovyfamy j Gedyminovyamy,”
Nova zorja (Lviv), no. 30 (1130) (24 April), pp. 17-18.

7. “Rolja kupectva v oxre§¢enni Rusy-Ukrajiny,” Torhovlja i promysl’ (Lviv),
no. 18 (96) (15 September), p. 1.
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*8. “Ukrajins’ko-arabs’ki vzajemyny u Seredni viky,” Literaturno-naukovyj
dodatok do “Novoho ¢asu” (Lviv) (July).

1939

9. *“Jakiv Susa. Xolms’kyj epyskop i ukrajins’kyj istoryk (* 1610 +1687),” Nova
zorja (Lviv), no. 59 (1259) (6 August), pp. 6-7.

10. “Metodjj Terlec’kyj. Joho misijna dijal’nist’ v Karpats’kij Ukrajini i Juho-
slaviji v rr. 1628-29,” Nova zorja (Lviv), no. 53 (1253) (16 July), pp. 6-7.

11. “Mukaéiv. Hnizdo rebeljjantiv i kul’turnyj centr,” Nova zorja (Lviv), no.
23 (1223) (26 March), pp. 6-7, and no. 25 (1225) (2 April), p. 6.

12. “Poxid Marvana Ibn-Muxammeda v Ukrajinu 735 r. Storinka z ukrajin-
s’ko-arabs’kyx vzajemyn,” Nova zorja (Lviv), no. 26 (1226) (9 April), pp. 6-7.

13. “‘Svityl’'nyk Uniji’. Metodij Terlec’kyj, epyskop Xolms’kyj (1630-1649),
osnovnyk ukrajins’koji akademiji v Xolmi. (Sproba biografiji),” Nova zorja
(Lviv), no. 29 (1229) (23 April), pp. 6-7.

14. “‘Vozsoedinenie Unii’ 1839 r. Storinka z martyrol’ogiji sv. Unijats’koji
cerkvy,” Nova zorja (Lviv), no. 21 (1221) (19 March), pp. 6-7.

15. “Xto taki avtoxtony Karpats'koji Ukrajiny?,” Nova zorja (Lviv), no. 1
(1201) (1 January), pp. 15-16.

16. “Xust. Mynule stolyci Karpats’koji Ukrajiny,” Nova zorja (Lviv), no. 15
(1215) (26 February), pp. 6-7, and no. 17 (1217) (4 March), p. 6.

1941

*17. “Anatema Mazepy,” Ukrajins’ke slovo (Kiev) (November).
*18. “Nazvy Kyjeva v mynulomu,” Ukrajins’ke slovo (Kiev) (October).
For reprint, cf. no. 19.

1942

19. “Nazvy Kyjeva v mynulomu,” Probojem (Prague), 9:2 (103), pp. 99-102.
(Reprint of no. 18.)

1944

20. “Des¢o pro na§ istoryzm,” Bjuleten’ NOUS-u (Berlin), no. 4-5 (9-10), pp.
25-31.
For reprint, cf. no. 21.
21. “De§€o pro na$ istoryzm,” Ukrajins ka dijsnist’(Berlin), no. 23 (10 August)
and no. 24 (24 September).
(Reprint of no. 20.)

1946

22. “Sljaxy ukrajins’koji nezaleznosty,” SteZi (Innsbruck-Munich), 1: 5-6, pp.
12-24.
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23. “Zvanec’ke peremyr’ja (1653 r.) za turec’kym xronistom Najimoju,” UVAN.
Bjuleten’ (Augsburg), no. 8-9, pp. 15-18.

1948

24. “Sojuz Xmel'nyc’koho z Ture&ynoju 1648 roku,” Zapysky Naukovoho
tovarystva imeni Sevéenka (Munich), 156, pp. 143-164.

1949

25. “Kul'tura. 1. Zahal’na xarakterystyka. Skladnyky kul’tury,” Encyklopedija
ukrajinoznavstva (Munich-New York), ser. 1, vol. 2, pp. 694-708.
[Portions co-authored with Dmytro CyZevs’kyj.]

1950

26. “Karachanidische Streitfragen 1-4,” Oriens 3:2, pp. 209-228.
Contents: Einleitung. Methode; 1. Arslan Xan Muhammad b. ‘Al Ilig;
2. Wer war ‘Ali Tigin?; 3. ‘Ain ad-daula; 4. Zwei Karachanidische Kaga-

nate.
1951

27. “Von den Karluk zu den Karachaniden,” ZDMG 101, pp. 270-300, 1 map.
1952

28. “Al-i Burhan,” Der Islam 30:1, pp. 81-96.
29. “Bericht tiber die Griindung der Societas Uralo-Altaica (Gottingen,e.V.),”
UAJb 24:3-4, pp. 116-122.
30. “The decline of the empire of the Oghuz Yabghu,” Annals of the Ukrainian
Academy of Arts and Sciences in the U.S. (New York), 2:2(4), pp. 279-292.
(Translation of no. 40.)
31. “Stammesnamen und Titulaturen der altaischen Volker”[1], UAJb 24:1-2,
pp. 49-104; “Nachtrag zum . . . ,” ibid., p. 153.
Contents: Vorwort. Teil I: Morphologie. 1. Grundlagen der gesellschaft-
lichen Verfassung der altaischen Vlker; 2. Kollektivum und Individualis
in den altaischen Sprachen.
Rev.: Sinor, Denis, in: J4 240 (1952), pp. 425-426 [in review of UAJb 24:
1-2, ibid., pp. 424-428].
32. “Ural-altaische Arbeiten in den Jahren 1945-1951,” UAJb 24:1-2, pp.
145-153.
33. “Ural-altaische Arbeiten in den Jahren 1951-52,” UAJb 24:3-4, pp. 156~
163.

1953

34. “Bericht iiber die Titigkeit der Societas Uralo-Altaica,” UAJb 25:1-2, pp.
155-156.
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35. “Bericht iiber die Titigkeit der Societas Uralo-Altaica,” UAJb 25:3-4, p.
315.
36. “Das erste tiirkisch-ukrainische Biindnis (1648),” Oriens 6:2, pp. 266-298.
37. “Die Karachaniden. (Mit einer genealogischen Tafel),” Der Islam 31:1, pp.
17-68, 2 pl.
For Turkish translation, cf. no. 38.
38. “Kara-Hanlilar 840-1212,” Isldm Ansiklopedisi (Istanbul), fasc. 58, pp.
251-273.
(Translation of no. 37.)
39. “Mahmud Kaggari kimdir?,” TM 10, pp. 243-246.
40. “Der Untergang des Reiches des oguzischen Yabgu,” 60. dogum yili miina-
sebetiyle Fuad Kopriilii Armagam (Istanbul), pp. 397-410.
For English translation, see no. 30.
Rev.: Cahen, Claude, in: J4 242:2 (1954), pp. 271-275 [in review of the
Kopriilii Festschrift, ibid., pp. 271-283].
4], “Ural-altaische Arbeiten in den Jahren 1951-53,” UAJb 25:1-2, pp. 157-
160; 25:3-4, pp. 316-320.

1954

42. Julius von Farkas Bibliographie. Fesigabe zum 60. Geburtstag (Wies-
baden), 27 pp., 1 plL.
43. “Bericht {iber die Titigkeit der Societas Uralo-Altaica im Wintersemester
1953/54,” UAJb 26:1-2, p. 125.
44. “Bericht iiber die Mitgliederversammlung der Societas Uralo-Altaica in
Cambridge [1954],” UAJb 26:3-4, pp. 254-255.
45. “Ein hunnisches Wort,” ZDMG 104:1, pp. 124-135.
46. “Kultur und Sprache der Hunnen,” Festschrift fiir Dmytro CyZevs’kyj zum
60. Geburistag (Berlin), pp. 238-249.
47. “Mongolisch yisiin ‘neun’und yiren ‘neunzig’,” UAJb 26:3-4, pp. 243-245.
48. “Orientierung und Farbsymbolik. Zu den Farbenbezeichnungen in den
altaischen Volkernamen,” Saeculum (Munich), 5:4, pp. 376-383.
49. “Die sogenannte Bulgarische Fiirstenliste und die Sprache der Protobul-
garen,” UAJb 26:1-2, pp. 61-77; 26:3-4, pp. 184-239.
Cf. also no. 53.
50. “Die 24 Ta-ch’én. Studie zur Geschichte des Verwaltungsaufbaus der Hsiung-
nu Reiche,” Oriens Extremus (Hamburg), 1:2, pp. 178-202.
Disc.:
(1) Mori, Masao, “On ‘Die 24 Ta-ch’¢n’ of Prof. O. Pritsak” (Jap.), in:
Shigaku Zasshi 80:1 (1970).
(2) Mori, Masao, “Reconsideration of the Hsiung-nu State: A response
to Professor O. Pritsak’s criticism,” in: Acta Asiatica (Tokyo), 24 (1973),
pp- 20-34.
51. “Ural-altaische Arbeiten in den Jahren 1953-1954,” UAJb 26:1-2, pp.
128-133.
52. (with Annemarie von Gabain), “Zum 60. Geburtstag Martti Résénens
(26.6.1893),” UAJb 26:1-2, pp. 124-125.
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1955

53. Die Bulgarische Fiirstenliste und die Sprache der Protobulgaren (= Ural-

Altaische Bibliothek, vol. 1) (Wiesbaden), 102 pp. 3 pl.
Rev. & Disc..

(1) Benzing, Johannes, in: ZDMG 108:2 (1958), pp. 427-430.

(2) Besdevliev, Veselin, in: Istorideski pregled (Sofia) 15:1 (1959), pp.
122-124.

(3) Clauson, Gerard, in: JRAS, 1956:3-4, pp. 229-230.

(4) Eckmann, J., in: Tiirk Dili ve Edebiyan Dergisi (Istanbul) 8 (1958),
pp. 153-157.

(5) Haussig, H. W., in: Siidost- Forschungen (Munich), 16:1 (1957),
pp. 241-246.

(6) Haussig, H. W., “Die protobulgarische Fiirstenliste,” in: Altheim,
Franz, and Haussig, Hans-Wilhelm, Die Hunnen in Osteuropa. Ein For-
schungsbericht (Baden-Baden, 1958), pp. 9-29.

(7) Jansky, Herbert, in: Kratylos (Wiesbaden), 6:2 (1961), pp. 212-
213.

(8) Risdnen, M., in: ZfSIPh 29:1 (1960), pp. 230-231.

(9) Sinor, Denis, in: CAJ 4:3 (1959), pp. 222-224,

54. “Bericht iiber die Titigkeit der Societas Uralo-Altaica,” UAJb 27:3-4, p.
256.

55. “Eine altaische Bezeichnung fiir Kiev,” Der Islam 32:1, pp. 1-13.

56. “Die Oberstufenzahlung im Tungusischen und Jakutischen,” ZDMG 105:
1, pp. 184-191.

57. “Qara. Studie zur tiirkischen Rechtssymbolik,” Zeki Velidi Togan'a Arma-
gan (Istanbul), pp. 239-263.

58. “Rid Skoropads’kyx. (Istoryéno-geneal’ogi¢na studija),” in: Za vely&naci-
Jji. U dvadcjati rokovyny vidnovlennja Ukrajins’koji het'mans’koji derzavy (New
York), pp. 64-90, 2 pl.

(Reprint of no. S.)

59. “Zur Religion der asiatischen Hirtenvolker [Schmidt, P. Wilhelm, Die
asiatischen Hirtenvolker . . . Der Ursprung der Gottesidee, vol. 9 (Fribourg,
1949)1,” UAJb 27:3-4, pp. 254-256.

1956

60. “Der Titel Attila,” Festschrift fiir Max Vasmer zum 60. Geburtstag (Ber-
lin), pp. 404-419.

61. “Vorwort des Herausgebers,” in Braun, Maximilian, Lebensbeschreibung
des Despoten Stefan Lazarevi¢ von Konstantin dem Philosophen (= Slavo-
Orientalia, vol. 1) (The Hague-Wiesbaden), p. vi.

1957
62. (ed.) Studia Altaica. Festschrift fiir Nikolaus Poppe zum 60. Geburtstag

am 8. August 1957 (Wiesbaden), 189 pp. 1 pl.
63. (ed.) Tschuwaschische Ortsnamen von Adalbert John Burghard (1), Aus
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dem Nachlass herausgegeben von Omeljan Pritsak (= Slavo-Orientalia, vol. 2)
(The Hague-Wiesbaden), 157 pp.
64. “Bericht iiber die Mitgliederversammlung der Societas Uralo-Altaica in
Miinchen [1957],” UAJb 29:3-4, pp. 254-257.
65. “Bolgarische Etymologien 1-111,” U4Jb 29:3-4, pp. 200-214.
Contents: /. d.-bg. cachir 1. ‘Herd, Feueresse, Wolfsofen’; 2. ‘irdener Topf’;
2. d.-bg. TBosyara ‘junge Kuh, Kalb’und die Herkunft des tiirkischen Parti-
zips Priteriti auf -mi§; 3. d.-bg. xypuns, kopbnbke ~ kypbabks ‘cikdv,
TVROG, TPOMOG, oyTipa, Oroypapuds usw.’
66. (with John R. Krueger), “Nikolaus Poppe Bibliographie,” Srudia Altaica.
Festschrift fiir Nikolaus Poppe zum 60. Geburtstag (Wiesbaden), pp. 177-189.
67. “Nikolaus Poppe zum 60. Geburtstag,” Studia Altaica. Festschrift fiir
Nikolaus Poppe zum 60. Geburtstag (Wiesbaden), pp. 7-16.
68. (with Annemarie von Gabain) (ed.), M. Brynjovs’kyj, “Orts- und Zeit-
besteichnungen im Wolgatatarischen,” UAJb 29:1-2, pp. 45-80.
69. “Tschuwaschische Pluralsuffixe,” Studia Altaica. Festschrift fiir Nikolaus
Poppe zum 60. Geburtstag (Wiesbaden), pp. 137-155.
Disc.:
Egorov, V., in: Jalav (Cheboksary), 1960, no. 10, pp. 30-31.

1958

70. “Bericht iiber die Vorstandssitzung der Societas Uralo-Altaica,” UAJb
30:3-4, p. 249.

71. “Die urspriinglichen tiirkischen Vokallingen im Balkarischen,” Jean Deny
Armagam (Ankara), pp. 203-207.

1959

72. “Das Abakan- und Culymtiirkische und das Schorische. Anhang: Das
Kamassische,” Philologiae Turcicae Fundamenta, ed. by Jean Deny et al., vol. 1
(Wiesbaden), pp. 598-640.

73. “Das Altaitiirkische,” Philologiae Turcicae Fundamenta, ed. by Jean Deny
et al., vol. 1 (Wiesbaden), pp. 568-598.

74. “Bolgaro-Tschuwaschica. Acht Noten zu den Wolga-Bulgarischen Grabin-
schriften des 13.-14. Jh.,” UAJb 31, pp. 274-314, 5 pl.

Contents: Einleitung; 1. W.-bg. distributives Konverb ~; 2. W.-bg.
Suffix 3. Sg. Imperativi - ; 3. Ist die W.-bg. Form w-/ss,- ein Partizip?
4. W.-bg. Hilfsverben & und »'; 5. W.-bg. «ki; 6. W.-bg. Postposition
&5 7. W-bg. i,4; ‘Grabstitte’ und ponat-‘Moschee’; 8. Kurze Einfiih-
rung in die Wolga-Bolgarische Epigraphik.
Disc.:

Thomsen, K., “Zur Wolgabolgarischen Epigraphie,” 40 Cop 26:3-4
(1962), pp. 189-192.

75. “Julius von Farkas und die Ural-altaische Forschung,” UAJb 31, pp.
20-23.

76. “Das Karaimische,” Philologiae Turcicae Fundamenta, ed. by Jean Deny
et al., vol. 1 (Wiesbaden), pp. 318-340.
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77. “Das Karatschaische und Balkarische,” Philologiae Turcicae Fundamenta,
ed. by Jean Deny et al., vol. I (Wiesbaden), pp. 340-368.

78. “Kajgaris Angaben iiber die Sprache der Bolgaren,” ZDMG 109:1, pp.
92-116.

79. “Das Kiptschakische. A. Mamluk-Kiptschakisch. B. Armenisch-Kiptscha-
kisch,” Philologiae Turcicae Fundamenta, ed. by Jean Deny et. al., vol. 1
(Wiesbaden), pp. 74-87.

0. “Das Neuuigurische,” Philologiae Turcicae Fundamenta, ed. by Jean Deny
et al., vol. 1 (Wiesbaden), pp. 525-563.

81. “Xun — der Volksname der Hsiung-nu,” CAJ 5:1, pp. 27-34.

1960

82. “Die Herkunft des tschuwaschischen Futurums,” WZKM 56, pp. 141-153.

83. (with Bertold Spuler; Annemarie v. Gabain; and Joachim Glaubitz),
“Japanische Arbeiten iiber Zentralasien,” Der Islam 35, pp. 126-141.

84. “Vorwort zum Nachdruck,” in Wilhelm Radloff, Versuch eines Worter-
buches der Tiirk-Dialekte, vol. 1 (The Hague), pp. v-xxvii.

85. “Zum 60. Geburtstag Ahmet Caferoglus,” UAJb 32:1-2, pp. 88-89.

1961

86. “Die Ansprache des Herausgebers an die Jubilirin[ Annemarie von Gabain]
bei der Uberreichung der Festschrift (Hamburg, den 4 Juli 1961),” UAJb 33:1-2,
pp- 34.

87. “Die Herkunft der Allophone und Allomorphe im Tiirkischen,” UAJb 33:
1-2, pp. 142-145.

1962

88. “Bericht iiber die II1. Ordentliche Mitgliederversammlung der Societas
Uralo-Altaica,” UAJb 34:1-2, pp. 166-167.

1963

89. “Das Alttiirkische,” Handbuch der Orientalistik, ed. by Bertold Spuler
(Leiden-Cologne), 1:5:1, pp. 27-52.
Rev..
(1) Doerfer, Gerhard, Géttingische Gelehrte Anzeigen 216:3-4 (1964),
pp. 277-279 [in review of entire volume, ibid., pp. 272-279].
(2) Németh, Julius, Orientalistische Literaturzeitung (Berlin), 61 (1966),
col. 480 [in review of entire volume, ibid., cols. 479-482].
90. “Elements of the Ukrainian culture,” Ukraine. A Concise Encyclopaedia,
ed. by Volodymyr Kubijovye (University of Toronto Press), vol. 1, pp. 920-933.
91. “Nachwort des Herausgebers,” UAJb 35A, p. 132.
92. “Nachwort des Herausgebers,” UAJb 35B, p. 250.
93. “The names for the Ukrainian territory and people used by other peoples,”
Ukraine. A Concise Encyclopaedia, ed. by Volodymyr Kubijovy& (University of
Toronto Press), vol. 1, pp. 7-10.
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98. “Das Mogholische,” Handbuch der Orientalistik, ed. by Bertold Spuler
(Leiden-Cologne) 1:5:2, pp. 159-184.

99. “Der ‘Rhotazismus’ und ‘Lambdazismus’,” UAJb 35D, pp. 337-349.
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101. (with John S. Reshetar, Jr.), “The Ukraine and the dialectics of nation-
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102. “Ananiasz Zajgczkowski Sexagenarius,” UAJb 36:3-4, pp. 229-233.
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110. “U stolittja narodyn M. Hrusevs’koho,” Lysty do pryjateliv (New York),
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Europe in the ninth century (=Slavo-Orientalia, vol. 2) (The Hague-Wiesbaden),
p- 5.
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161. “The Polovcians and Rus’,” Archivum Eurasiae Medii Aevi 2 (forthcom-
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162. “Proto-Bulgarian Etymologies 1V-V,” in: Folia Slavica, 2:4.

Contents: 4. Danube Proto-Bulgarian uckincmeerso ‘EEoyn’; 5. Danube
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Cf. no. 65.

163. “Turkology and the comparative study of Altaic languages,” Proceedings.
The VIth International Symposium. Sept 5-9 1978. (National Academy of Sci-
ences. Republic of Korea) (Seoul), pp. 27-50.
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164. “When and for whom was the * ‘Atabat al-Haqaiq’ written?” Journal of
Turkish Studies | Tiirkliik Bilgisi Aragtirmalart 3 (In Memoriam Ali Nihad Tar-
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I1. Unpublished Manuscripts

1939

1. Mazepyns’ka bibliohrafija, 1687-1939.[The comprehensive bibliography of
literature on Hetman Ivan Mazepa was to be published as Mazepa. Zbirnyk, vol.
3, in the series Praci Ukrajins’koho naukovoho instytutu (Warsaw). The half
composed volume was destroyed in September 1939, in connection with war
events. The manuscript is in the personal archives of the author].

*2. [Catalogue of Islamic dirhems in the Collections of the Ukrainian National
Museum and in the Museum of the Shevchenko Scientific Society, both in Lviv]
[Compiled in Lviv in 1938/1939.]
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1940

*3. “Takvim al-buldan” Abii'l-Fida'i jak dzerelo do istoriji Sxidnoji Jevropy
[Dissertation commissioned by the Lviv Branch of the Institute for Ukrainian
History of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences. The work has apparently been
preserved in the Central State Historical Archive of the UkrSSR in Lviv (Cen-
tral’'nyj derZavnyj istoryényj arxiv URSR u L'vovi) (fond Naukovoho t-va im.
Seveenka, 3 5/309, op. 1, spr. 1786); see the reference, without mention of the
author’s name, in HurZij, I. O. (ed.), Ukrajina i Blyz’kyj ta Serednij Sxid (Kiev,
1968), p. 29.]

1943

4. Istorija formuvannja ukrajins'koji naciji (Dopovid’, éytana v Literaturno-
mystec’komu kljubi u L'vovi 25 ljutoho 1943 roku). (Lviv), 4°, 21 pp. [Private
edition of 20 copies; one copy has been preserved in the personal archives of the
author. The paper provoked a wideranging public discussion; after the fifth
meeting, further discussion was forbidden by the German occupational authori-
ties. On the discussion see L vivs ki visti (Lviv), no. 44 (February 28, 1943); no. 45
(March 2); no. 46 (March 3); no. 50 (March 7-8); Krakivs ki visti (Cracow), no.
48 (786) (March 6, 1943); no. 52 (790) (March 13); no. 67 (805) (March 31); Nasi
dni (Lviv), no. 4 (1943), p. 13.]
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5. Karachanidische Studien I-X. Studien zur Geschichte der Verfassung der

Tiirk-Volker Zentralasiens, 2 vols. (Gottingen).
Contents: 1. Qara; 2. Die Herkunft der Karachaniden; 3. Von den Qarluqzu
den Karachaniden; 4. Die alttiirkischen Elemente in der Verfassung des
Karachanidischen Reiches; 5. Das Refugium am Cu; 6. Das Doppelkonig-
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Appendix I: Liste des Karachanidischen tiirkischen Namen und Titel; Ap-
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[In 1951 the work was accepted for publication by the Turkish Historical Society

(Tiirk Tarih Kurumu) in Ankara under the condition that it be translated into

Turkish. This has delayed publication to date. One copy is in Ankara, the other in

the author’s archives. On this work are based nos. 1-26, 27, 37, 57.]

6. Karachanidische Studien I-1V, 2 vols. (Géttingen). [Doctoral disserta-

tion, defended in 1948 at the University of Gottingen; exists in 12 copies].
Contents: 1. Qara; 2. Die Herkunft der Karachaniden; 3. Von den Qarlug zu
den Karachaniden; 4. Die alttiirkischen Elemente in der Verfassung des
Karachanidischen Reiches.
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chen Verfassung der altaischen Volker; 2. Kollektivum und Individualis in
den altaischen Sprachen. Teil II: 3. Tabga¢ und Tona (Auf den Spuren des
Totemismus); 2. Der altaische Totemismus; 4. Gur Xan und Cingis Xan
(Altaischer Universalismus).
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1949

4. Zajgczkowski, Ananiasz, Ze studiow nad zagadnieniem chazarskim (Cra-
cow, 1947), in: Der Islam 29:1, pp. 96-103.

1950

5. Zajaczkowski, Ananiasz, Glosy tureckie w zabytkach staropolskich. I. Kate-
chizacja turecka Jana Herbiniusa (Wroclaw, 1948), in: Der Islam 29:3, pp.
335-337.

1952

6. Gronbech, Kaare, Komanisches Worterbuch. Tiirkischer Wortindex zu
Codex Cumanicus (Copenhagen, 1942), in: Der Islam 30:1, pp. 111-113.

7. Zajaczkowski, Ananiasz, Zwjgzki jezykowe potowiecko-stowianskie (Wroc-
faw, 1949), in: Der Islam 30:1, pp. 117-121.
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1954
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9. Abdurraxmanov, R. (ed.), Russko-uzbekskij slovar’ (Moscow, 1954), in:
UAJb 26:3-4, p. 261.
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the Soviet Union,” Papers presented by the Soviet delegation at the XXIII
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Zahid,” BSOAS 16:3 (1954), 515-527, in: UAJb 26:3-4, p. 264.

33. Olbricht, Peter, Das Postwesen in China unter der Mongolenherrschaft im
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O tendencjach dehebraizacji leksyki karaimskiej i
ich wynikach w Sfowniku karaimsko-rosyjsko-polskim

MOSHE ALTBAUER

Ktokolwiek zechce zbadaé elementy hebrajskie w leksyce karaimskiej na
podstawie Stownika karaimsko-rosyjsko-polskiego (SKRP),' musi wzig¢
pod uwage — obok réznych obiektywnych czynnikéw (o czym nizej) —
wyrazng tendencj¢ dehebraizacji leksyki karaimskiej ze strony badaczy
karaimskich, w przeciwieristwie do uczonych niekaraimskich, jak T.
Kowalski, O. Pritsak, K. W. Menges, B. Munkacsi i wielu innych. Ta
tendencja byla widoczna juz przed drugg wojng $wiatowa i wzmogla sig w
duzej mierze w latach powojennych. Na potwierdzenie tego zjawiska
przytoczg kilka dowodéw z przedwojennych i powojennych prac zmar-
lego w r. 1970 prof. Ananiasza Zajaczkowskiego.

W wydanej przed wojna pracy “Przeklady Tren6w Jeremiasza w na-
rzeczu trockokaraimskim,”? A. Zajaczkowski wybrat jako podstawg prze-
kiad Izajasza Rojeckiego z roku 1848, zas w uwagach do tekstu podal
wersje trzech innych przekladéw, a migdzy innymi nowszego przekiadu
Jozefa Lobanosa z roku 1929. O tym przekladzie pisze Zajaczkowski, co
nastepuje: “Pod wzglgdem jezykowym przektad L[obanosa] rozni sig
nieraz od poprzednich — powiedzialbym — zbytnig czystoscig. Tlumacz
usiluje zastgpi¢ wszystkie [podkreslenie moje — M.A.] zapozyczenia
hebrajskie i slowianiskie wyrazami rdzennie karaimskimi (tureckimi)” (t.
8, str. 188). W przypisie do tego zdania czytamy: “Ze dotyczy to tylko
zapozyczen hebrajskich i stowianskich, nalezy ttumaczy¢ tym, ze inne
zapozyczenia (arabskie, perskie) nie s3 odczuwane jako wyrazy obce™ (t.
8, str. 188). Przypisywanie jednakowej roli zapozyczeniom hebrajskim i

Stownik karaimsko-rosyjsko-polski, pod redakcja N. A. Baskakowa, S. M. Szap-
szala, A. Zajaczkowskiego (Moskwa, 1974). Slownik przygotowano pod egidg Insty-
tutu Jezykoznawstwa Akademii Nauk ZSSR, Instytutu Historii Litwy Akademii
Nauk Lit. SRR i Zakladu Orientalistyki Polskiej Akademii Nauk.

2 A. Zajaczkowski, “Przekiady Trenéw Jeremiasza w narzeczu trockokaraimskim,”
Rocznik Orientalistyczny (Lwow), 8 (1931-32): 181-92; 10 (1934):158-78.
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stowianskim w leksyce karaimskiej® ma swoja wymowe i ilustruje stosu-
nek badacza do wplywéw hebrajskich w jezyku karaimskim.

3 W latach pigédziesigtych poswigcilem zagadnieniu zapozyczen hebrajskich w dia-
lekcie Karaimow litewskich artykul w jezyku hebrajskim, w czasopiémie Akademii
Jezyka Hebrajskiego w Jerozolimie (“‘Alha‘ivrit $ebefi Qaraej Lita we‘al hayes6dot ha
‘ivriim $ebil§onam [O hebrajszczyznie w ustach Karaiméw litewskich i o elementach
hebrajskich w ich jezykul,” LeSonenu 21 (1957):117-26; 22 (1958):258-65 + 4 nlb.
Opierajac si¢ gtéwnie na monografii Tadeusza Kowalskiego (Karaimische Texte im
Dialekt von Troki [Krakéw, 1929], oméwilem wplywy hebrajskie na leksyke Karai-
méw litewskich, ich przystosowanie do systemu fonologicznego i morfologicznego
jezyka karaimskiego, ponadto na podstawie nagrafn na magnetofonie oméwiono
wymowg hebrajszczyzny w ustach Karaimow litewskich. Omawiane zapozyczenia
hebrajskie w leksyce karaimskiej podzielono na rozmaite dziedziny kultury duchowe;j i
materialnej. Za Kowalskim oméwiono wplyw karaimskich przekladéw Biblii, nas-
ladujgcych niewolniczo hebrajskie konstrukcje skladniowe, na porzadek wyrazéwitp,
co spowodowatlo zaburzenia w skiadni tureckiej Karaiméw.

K. M. Musaev w swej ksigzce, Grammatika karaimskogo jazyka: Fonetika i morfo-
logija (Moskwa, 1964), ocenil mdj artyku! zgodnie z tendencja dehebraizacji jezyka
karaimskiego w duchu ideologii A. Zajaczkowskiego. Przekrecajac tytuf mego arty-
kutu na: “Ob evrejax [!] — litovskix karaimax i ob evrejskix elementax v ix jazyke”
(str. 32) w notce 57. do tego zdania autor pisze: “Avtor v sled za nekotorymi innostran-
nymi uéenymi nazyvaet karaimov evrejami” i zarzuca mi niepopelniona przeze mnie
“zbrodni¢.” Zaznaczajac stusznie, ze podstawowy material artykulu jest oparty na
“Tekstach” Kowalskiego, pisze Musaev m. in.: “Avtor sklonen pripisyvat’evrejskomu
jazyku vse netjurkskie elementy v stroe karaimskogo jazyka . . . s em nel’zja soglasit’-
sja” (tamze).

O wplywie jezyka hebrajskiego na leksyke karaimska pisal K. W. Menges, The
Turkic Languages and Peoples: An Introduction to Turkic Studies (Wiesbaden, 1968):
“With a power similar to that by which Islamic words and terms were introduced into
the Turkic languages, Hebrew ones were taken over by the Qarajim language, espe-
cially in the translations from the Old Testament and canonical literature of Judaism,
but also, to a lesser degree, in the popular language. In Qarajim, too, the abstract
terminology was preponderantly Hebrew” (str. 173). Za§ o wplywie hebrajszczyzny
na skladnig karaimska czytamy w ksigzce Mengesa (str. 182): “While the morphology
of all Uralo-Altajic languages is extremely resistant to both internal and external
changes, the syntax is more vulnerable to influences and consequently to changes. This
can be seen particularly in the case of translation literature, especially the translations
of doctrinary or dogmatic texts, which for the sake of the greatest possible accuracy
stick closely to the original, all too often at the expense of the language into which the
translation has been made. This latter feature is so overwhelming in the Bible trans-
lation from Hebrew into Qarajim that nothing of the Altajic syntax has been left in
Qarajim: the word order is exactly and literally that of Hebrew, even going so far as to
imitate the Semitic word position of the genitive construction.”

Wplyw skladni hebrajskiej na skladnig jezyka karaimskiego podkresla réwniez prof.
O. Pritsak (“Das Karaimische,” Philologiae Turcicae Fundamenta, t. | [Wiesbaden,
1959], str. 338). Zarzuty Musaeva tycza si¢ zatem w réwnej mierze tych wielkich trzech
uczonych, Kowalskiego, Mengesa i Pritsaka. W swoim artykule zaznaczylem tylko, ze
jesli chodzi o szyk wyrazéw, to w jezykach stowianskich, z ktérymi Karaimi byli w
kontakcie, nie ma stalych regul, natomiast w hebrajskim szyk jest staly: “glowa rodzi-
ny,” a nie “rodziny glowa”. W jezykach slowianiskich nie istnieje tez kategoria determi-
nacji skiadniowej, jak w hebrajszczyZnie, ha-, co spowodowalo uzycie of- w jezyku
karaimskim w funkcji rodzajnika w determinacji skladniowej.
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Co wazniejsze, twierdzenia autora na ten temat (usuwanie hebraizméw
w przekladzie Lobanosa) nie wytrzymuja krytyki. Po dokladnym zbada-
niu tekstu “podstawowego” i jego wariantéw w uwagach do tekstu (ciag
dalszy, str. 158-73) okazalo sig, ze w poréwnaniu z wersja Rojeckiego
przeklad Lobanosa zawiera okolo 80% hebraizmow wystgpujacych w tek-
$cie Rojeckiego (niekiedy z drobnymi wariantami natury morfologicz-
nej), poza tym zastapienie pewnych hebraizméw wyrazami karaimskimi
nie jest — moim zdaniem — wynikiem puryzmu jezykowego tlumacza.
Powodem tego byla gleboka znajomo$é jezyka Biblii i chgé wiernego
oddania rozmaitych wariantéw stylistycznych, a przede wszystkim se-
mantycznych, wyrazéw biblijnych.

Oto zapozyczenia hebrajskie, ktore nie zostaly usunigte w przekladzie
Lobanosa (przyklady wedlug kolejnosci rozdzialéow Trenow): moed,
koyen, mikdas, Adonaj, Sabbat, mizb'ejax, tora (w derywatach), navi,
navilik, tefifita, t'efuva, adam, midbar, sakkana.

Niektére z tych zapozyczen powtarzaja si¢ kilkakrotnie.

1. W wersecie 11:9 Trendw uzyl Lobanos, podobnie jak Rojecki, za wyraz
biblijny nevi‘eha (“jej prorocy”) zapozyczenia: navilarid'a, natomiast za
wyraz biblijny hazon, ktéry jest semantycznie bliski wyrazowi nevit'a
(“proroctwo™), ale oznacza: “widzenie, wizja,” tlumacz uzy! w przeci-
wienstwie do Rojeckiego bardziej dokladnego odpowiednika k ‘orum k or-
m'akni (Zajaczkowski, “Przeklady Trenéw,” t. 10, str. 163, przyp. 56). W
tlumaczeniu Trenéw Symchy Dubinskiego wystgpuje w obu wyrazach
zapozyczenie hebrajskie: navileride bulmadilar navilik.* W starszych i
nowszych ttumaczeniach polskich wystepuje ta sama dyferencjacja dwdch
pokrewnych wyrazéw biblijnych: “prorocy” — “(nie maja) widzenia.”

Ten sam dublet semantyczny powtarza si¢ dwukrotnie w wersecie 14.
tegoz rozdziatu: “prorocy miewali . . . widzenia,” a przy koncu wersetu:
“miewali widzenia.” U Rojeckiego: “navilarij navilik ettilar” — “navilik
ettilar,” za§ u Lobanosa: “k’orum Kord'ular” i to samo w dalszej czgsci
wersetu. U Dubinskiego to samo, co u Rojeckiego. SKRP tlumaczy
k'orum pod haslem x6pyM, wraz z innymi wariantami gwarowymi (str.
339, kol. 2), w 5. znaczeniu tego wyrazu jako: “widzenie.”

2. Wyraz biblijny tefilla (“modlitwa, precatio, preces, carmen sacrum”)
wystepuje w Trenach dwa razy (I1L:8 i 111:44) i w obu wypadkach za-
chowano w przekladach trockokaraimskich i krymskokaraimskim zapo-
zyczenie hebrajskie, zaréwno w starszym przekladzie Rojeckiego, w nieco

4 Simcha Dubinski, Caqun Lahas, ejze slihot uwiddiijim wegam qindt leSabbatot
Tamuz, meturgamim bisfat Qédar (Wilno, 1895), str. 54, kol. 2.
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nowszym Dubiniskiego i w najnowszym FLobanosa. Bardziej ekspresywny
synonim za tefilld, a mianowicie Saw‘@ (“clamor, eiulatio™) zastgpil Ro-
jecki hebraizmem refifila, natomiast Lobanos zachowal dyferencjacje sty-
listyczna i semantyczna tekstu biblijnego i przetlumaczy! Saw‘ati, I11: 56
(“moje wolanie, moj krzyk™) karaimskim wyrazem koftxama (SKRP
tlumaczy koftxa [str. 331, kol. 1] ‘prosba, blaganie; modlitwa’). Dubin-
ski bardziej ekspresywnie przetlumaczyl synonim hebrajski: feriadima,
SKRP (str. 596, kol. 2) cytuje ¢papsiina z dialektu krymskokaraimskiego
“jek”; w stowniku A. Mardkowicza’ zapisano (chyba z dialektu Kara-
imoéw ukrainskich): firjat ‘alarm, wolanie’ (str. 25, kol. 2).

3. Za biblijny wyraz nazir: (1) “poswigcony Bogu”; (2) “ukoronowany,
ksiaze,” Rojecki uzyt (IV:7) hebraizmu nazirlari, Lobanos -ta3lanyan od
wyrazu ta% ‘korona’, to samo, co hebrajskie nezer (“diadema, corona”),
czyli “ukoronowany,” za$ Dubinski uzy! bardziej neutralnego wyrazu:
begleri (str. 69, kol. 2), ‘gospodin, pan’ wedlug SKRP. Ta%lanyan jasniej
tlumaczy sens tekstu biblijnego, niz dwuznaczny nazir.

4. Wyraz biblijny midbar (“pustynia™) wystgpuje w Trenach trzy razy
(IV:3, IV:19 i V:9). U Rojeckiego we wszystkich trzech wersetach
wystepuje zapozyczenie hebrajskie, u Lobanosa tylko dwa razy (IV:3 i
V:9). Natomiast jeden raz zamiast midbarda u Rojeckiego Lobanos uzyl
zwrotu opisowego: “kuryax jerd'a (‘w suchym miejscu, w suchej ziemi’),”
co jest czgstym synonimem biblijnym za midbar a takze za ‘arava (‘regio
arida, desertum’), jak na przyklad w rozdziale 68 Psalmow, wersety 5i7.
Mozna zatem powiedzieé, ze mamy tu do czynienia nie ze $wiadomym
usuwaniem zapozyczen hebrajskich (bo gdyby to byla tendencja Loba-
nosa, nie zatrzymalby midbar w wersetach IV:31V:9), ale z artyzmem
tlumacza — poety w postugiwaniu si¢ synonimami. U Dubinskiego
trzykrotnie: jaban (bez etymologii w SKRP).

S. Biblijny wyraz mo‘ed posiada az trzy znaczenia: (1) “$wigto,” (2)
“termin” i (3) “zbor.” Wyraz wystgpuje w Trenach sze§é razy. W pierw-
szym znaczeniu (“$wigto”) Rojecki i Lobanos zostawiaja wyraz hebrajski,
Dubiniski za§ uzyl wyrazu: bajram (to samo w nowszym tureckim
tlumaczeniu Biblii).6 Drugie znaczenie (“termin™) Rojecki i Lobanos
tlumacza: i§tyryimax, za$ Dubinski wyrazem: vayda (SKRP, str. 155,
kol. 1 — “termin™). Trzecie znaczenie (“zbor”) Rojecki i Lobanos
tlumacza iStyrytmax (por. SKRP, str. 213, kol. 1), za$§ Dubinski

5 Aleksander Mardkowicz, Karaj sez-bitigi. Stownik Karaimski. Karaimisches Wor-
terbuch (Luck, 1925).
¢ Kitabi Mukaddes: Eski ve Yeni Ahit (Istanbul, 1949).
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hebraizmem migda$ (“$wigtynia™). Jedynie jeden raz uzyl Lobanos wy-
razu karaimskiego wobec moed”u Rojeckiego.

6. Jedna z cech techniki przekladowej Karaiméw bylo pozostawianie
wyrazow hebrajskich w przektadach Biblii, gdy chodzilo o realia, ktorych
znaczenie nie bylo dosyé jasne, jak w nazwach konstelacyj niebieskich,’
stron §wiata, drogich kamieni, nazw zwierzat i ptakow. Z tego powodu
nie przetlumaczono wyrazu nefer ‘aquila, vultur’; takze leksykografowie
hebrajscy trudza sig, aby doj$¢ do $cistej definicji tej nazwy. Przyklad na
to mamy w przekladzie karaimskim ksiggi Hioba (w Tekstach Kowal-
skiego, str. 1-38),8 w wersetach IX: 26, XXXIX:27. Takze Rojecki pozo-
stawil wyraz biblijny w przekladzie Trendw. Lobanos zastapil tu jednak
hebraizm opisem obrazowym, ktéry rowniez nie jest dokladna definicja
(ale ma pewne oparcie w karaimskokrymskiej nazwie tego ptaka) kara
kustaryndan (“od czarnych ptakow™), w wersecie 1V:19, co jest bliskie
przektadowi Dubiniskiego: gartallarindan (Dubifiski, Caqun Lahas, str.
70, kol. 2); SKRP cytuje ten wyraz z narzecza krymskiego, z kartoteki
stownika karaimskiego w rekopisie S. M. Sapsala: kpapran (str. 364,
kol. 2) ‘orzel’. Ta sama nazwa wystepuje w przekladzie tureckim (osman-
skim)? z tg réznica, ze przeklad turecki zachowuje turecki szyk wyrazow:
géklerin kartallarindan, podczas gdy u Dubifiskiego: Piia 11mioxedp.
Nalezy zaznaczy¢, ze z tych samych powodéw — dazenie do najwierniej-
szego oddania sensu tekstu biblijnego — Lobanos usuwa niekiedy wyraz

7 Na to zjawisko zwécilem uwagg w swoim wyzej cytowanym artykule hebrajskim
(por. przypis 3), omawiajac nazwy konstelacji niebieskich w ttumaczeniach biblijnych
na jezyk karaimski. Na przyklad, w tlumaczeniu ksiggi Hioba (IX:9) znajdujemy za
hebrajskie: w3y Yoy wynwy; w tekscie karaimskim: “jaratuvéu julduzun asnyn,
kesilnin da kimanyn. . ..”

Podobnie pozostawil nie przetlumaczone nazwy konstelacyj zydowski tlumacz
ksiggi Hioba na zywy, potoczny jezyk bialoruski (z kofica XV. albo z poczatku XVIL.
wieku — Kodeks nr. 262 Centralnej Biblioteki Akademii Litewskiej w Wilnie); “tvorja
ady, kesil’ i xima . . .” w przeciwienistwie do tlumaczen wschodniostowianskich na
jezyk cerkiewny, opartych na tlumaczeniu Septuaginty.

W nowszym tlumaczeniu tureckim przetlumaczono nazwy konstelacy] wyrazami
tureckimi, bad? to rodzimymi, badZ to zapozyczeniami z arabskiego czy z faciny, za
poérednictwem jezykow europejskich: “Diibbi Ekberi, Oriyon yildiz1 ile Ulker bur-
cunu . . .” (str. 507). To samo zjawisko powtarza si¢ W wersecie XXX VIII:31 ksiegi
Hioba.

W. A. Gordlewskij w artykule (Doklady AN SSSR, nr. 5 [1928], str. 87-91),
“Leksika karaimskogo perevoda Biblii,” objasnia to zjawisko nieco prosciej: “Cuvst-
vuja bednost’ karaimskogo jazyka, perevodcik upotrebljaet evrejskie slova” (str. 91).
Warto zaznaczyé, z¢ w malym stowniku “Slova iz Biblii” wynotowat Gordlewskij
zapozyczenia hebrajskie: barak (“izumrud™), maca (“opresnok”™), menacim (“vol-
xovateli”), miskan (“skinija”) — nie notowane w SKRP.

8 Por. przypis 3, w ktérym podano pelny opis bibliograficzny monografii.
9 Kitabi Mukaddes, str. 786.
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arabski (“nie obcy” Karaimom, zdaniem Zajaczkowskiego) i zastgpuje go
wyrazem karaimskim (tureckim). W wersecie 1:9 znajduje si¢ w tekscie
biblijnym idiom: watteréd pala’im (“i spadia przedziwnie” i “zeszla prze-
dziwnie” od pele’ ‘cud’), co oznacza: “bardzo podupadta, strasznie podu-
padla” (Biblia Tysigclecia ttumaczy: “strasznie ja ponizono”).!0 Rojecki
ttumaczy: da endi tamasa erim ak ; tamasa to zapozyczenie arabskie ozna-
czajgce: “cudowny, dziwny” (por. SKRP, str. 509, kol. 2: “cud, dziwo;
cudowny”; w Sfowniku Mardkowicza, str. 60, kol. 2: tamasa ‘cud, dziwo;
cudowny, dziwny’). Lobanos usungl zapozyczenie arabskie i zastapit je
wyrazem karaimskim wiitu (SKRP: uflu, z odnosnikami do wariantéw
dialektycznych): “duzy wielki, wazny” (str. 577); w Stowniku Mardko-
wicza: uflu ‘doniosty, duzy, wielki’ (str. 68, kol. 1). W tlumaczeniu
Trenow w cytowanej wyzej ksiazce Dubiriskiego zamiast pala’im znajdu-
jemy: a3ajib ‘zadziwiajaco’ (W SKRP: a3ajip — a3ajyp ‘zadziwiajacy,
niezwykly’ (str. 45 i 46). Takich przyktadéw jest wigce;j.

Powyisze przyklady wystarcza, by udowodnié, ze twierdzenia A. Za-
Jjaczkowskiego o puryzmie Lobanosa i o $wiadomym usuwaniu wszyst-
kich hebraizmoéw nie wytrzymuja krytyki. Ta tendencja dejudaizacji kul-
tury kraimskiej i dehebraizacji leksyki karaimskiej wzmogla si¢ w latach
powojennych. Odseparowanie si¢ od judaizmu i od jgzyka hebrajskiego
dominuje szczegdlnie w ostatniej pracy Zajaczkowskiego Karaims in Po-
land (PWN, Warszawa, 1961). Tu chcialbym, w zwiazku z dalszymi wy-
wodami, zwr6ci¢ uwage na kilka ledwo uchwytnych zabiegéw “kosme-
tycznych” na tekscie wszystkich czterech tlumaczen fragmentéw biblij-
nych w omawianej ksiazce:

Na stronie 101-102 znajduje si¢ w transkrypcji fonetycznej przekiad
psalmu 51; w wersecie 18 (!, wlasciwie 20 w tekscie masoretycznym)
czytamy: “YaxSi atkin klagiy bila Ciyonnu, qondaryin qalalaryn Aziz
Saharnin”; nazwe Jerozolimy (w oryginale: tivne homaot Yerisalaim ‘zbu-
duj mury Jerozolimy’) zastgpiono “parafraza poetycka”: “Swigtego Mia-
sta.”

W zadnym z dostgpnych mi przekladéw karaimskich Psalméw nie
uzyto takiej “parafrazy poetyckiej.” Na przyklad: “qondaryin qalalarin
YeruSalaim nin” (rgkopis przekiadu Psalméw w zbiorach Instytutu im.
Jicchaka Ben Cvi w Jerozolimie, fol. 50r). W nieco innej wersji w przek-
ladzie tegoz psalmu (we wstepie do wielkiego Glosariusza hebrajsko-

10 Pismo Swigte Starego i Nowego Testamentu: Biblia Tysigclecia (Poznan, 1965).
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karaimskiego do Biblii w narzeczu krymskim): !! “jarastir murandjig ilen
Ciyon nu jap qalelerin Jerusalaim nin” (str. 39).

Podobny zabieg “kosmetyczny” o tendencji deizraelizacji tekstu biblij-
nego powtarza si¢ w wersecie 22 psalmu 71: “T4nrim zmér oxuymén Saya
giyasa qobuz savutu bila aziz Tinrisi Ulusnun,” czyli zamiast “Swigty
Boze Izraela” — “Swigty Boze Narodu” (w tlumaczeniu polskim Wujka:
“Swigty Izraelski”).

W wyzej cytowanym przekladzie Psalmow (rgkopis) odpowiednie miej-
sce brzmi: “qobuz bila, e aziz tenrisi lisraelnin” (fol. 68r).

Ze dwa powyzsze przyklady “kosmetyki” tekstu biblijnego w Psalmach
nie sa przypadkowe, lecz wskazuja na konsekwentng metodg, widaé z
trzech innych przykladow:

Jezajasz 1:3 (str. 105): “Ulus bilmdydir, ulusum anlamiydir” (za he-
brajskie: “Yisra’el 16 yada ‘ammi 16 hitbonén”; “a Izrael mig nie poznal,
a lud moj nie zrozumial,” tlumaczenie Wujka).

Jezajasz 1:4 (str. 105): “aciryandidirilar aziz Tédnrisin Ulusnun” (za
hebrajskie “ni’acil et-qedd$ Yisra'€l”; u Wujka: “bluznili swigtego 1zra-
elowego . . .”).

Jezajasz V:7 (str. 104-105): “Ki borlaliji k'u¢lu Tanrinin YaratuvEunun
girivlarni iivu Ulusnun . . .” (za hebrajskie: bejt Yisra'el; w tlumaczeniu
Wujka: “Bo winnica Pana zastgpow jest dom Izraelski”).

Podobne zwroty “lud lzraela,” “dom lzraela,” “Bog lIzraela,” “mury
Jerozolimy” znajduja si¢ takze w réznych modlitwach (wedlug rytualu
karaimskiego) i piesniach obrzgdowych (jak z okazji wesela, urodzin
itd.).'2 Karaimi nie wyrzucali tych zwrotéw i nie przeprowadzali zadnych
zabiegoéw “kosmetycznych.” Np. w piesniach zebranych przez Kowals-
kiego (str. 32): kiplagin'da k'u¢ ummasyn Israelnin’ (“pokrzep i wzmoc-
nij lud Izraela”); u S. Dubinskiego, w pierwszej modlitwie w zbiorze “W
sobote milosierdzia” (str. 5, kol. 2): jap qala’larini leruSalaimnig.

Przechodzac do oméwienia zagadnienia, w jakiej mierze nowy Stownik
karaimsko-rosyjsko-polski oddaje zapozyczenia hebrajskie w leksyce ka-
raimskiej, chcialbym zaznaczyé, ze obok wyzej zilustrowane;j tendencji
dehebraizacyjnej dzialaly rowniez inne czynniki natury obiektywnej, a

”

1 Glosariusz to druga cz¢é¢ ksiazki: Zecher Raw (notowanej w Bibliografii SKRP,
ale bez zadnych danych bibliograficznych), poprzedzonej czgscig o nazwie Petah hat-
tejva (“Wstgp do zglosek™). Wyszla drukiem w Konstantynopolu w roku 1823.
Zawiera klucz wszystkich pni wystepujacych w Biblii, ilustrowanych cytatami z Pisma
Swigtego z przekladem na jezyk karaimski.

12 T. Kowalski, “Pie$ni obrzgdowe w narzeczu Karaiméw z Trok,” Rocznik Orienta-
listyczny 3 (1926):216-39.
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mianowicie: (1) niekompletna ekscerpcja drukowanych i rgkopiémien-
nych zrodet karaimskich, szczegdlnie dialektu karaimskokrymskiego (por.
uwaga 7); (2) niepostugiwanie si¢ materialami rgkopi$miennymi w zbio-
rach zachodnioeuropejskich i amerykanskich (w Jerozolimie znajduja sig
mikrofilmy wigkszo$ci tych rekopiséw karaimskich, n.b. bez mikrofilméw
z rgkopisow radzieckich); (3) w pewnej mierze niedostateczna znajomosé
jezyka hebrajskiego, zaréwno u redaktoréw Stownika jak i jego wspot-
pracownikow.

Konfrontacja Stownika z bogatg literatura przedmiotu dostgpna w
Jerozolimie, w Bibliotece Narodowej i Uniwersyteckiej, jak réwniez w
Instytucie im. J. Ben-Cvi, obejmujaca rzadkie druki karaimskie, rgko-
pisy, czasopisma naukowe i, jak si¢ rzekfo, mikrofilmy wigkszosci reko-
piséw karaimskich pisanych alfabetem hebrajskim ze zbioréw europej-
skich i amerykarnskich, wykazala, ze sporo materialu leksykalnego, a
mig¢dzy innymi zapozyczenia hebrajskie, nie odbilo si¢ w Slowniku.

Oto lista 67 zapozyczen hebrajskich w leksyce karaimskiej, przy ktorych

nie zaznaczono w Sfowniku ich pochodzenia hebrajskiego:

aiinm, 52

anamor, 62

anyd, 66

baiint, 98

6anabaiinrT, 100

bama, 101

bernemor, 110

6yp, 140

6apaxa, 151

ramop, 158

raHHas, 158

resapa, 159

30Ha, 189

30x3, 189

#haban, 214

oBaJ, 246

iamap, 278

keaema, 300

KeH3C, Z réznymi wariantami gwaro-
wymi i derywatami, 304, 305, 392

nuBiiaTaH, 399

MaByT, 401; przypuszczalnie z hebr.
ma‘ot drobne pieniadze’

magbeiia (1), 401, z hebr. matbé‘a

MaH (2), 403

mapop, 404

macop, 404

Maxnar, 404

malpaga, 405

muimnaxa, 408

Mojze, Moa3, 409

Marsblla (mehyla), 414

Ma3ura, 414

MapHBa, 415

Mapy60a, 415, 416

M3XHWIa, 416

Hacl, 418

HHUTYH, 419 (podstawa hebr. biblijne
niggin)

Hobart, HoBaz, 420

H3B21a, 421

H3OaH, 421

Hac, 422

OHarJ, 430

opas, 433

napuyo, 446

nacyk, 446

NWINyJUIaHMaK, 447 (podstawa hebr.
pilpal)

p3uuxa, 453

cadak, cadakcus, 469

corneam, 476
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xapud, 601
xapuguy, 601
napaart, 612
maxap, 645, kol. 1

cona, 477

codap, 480
caBapa, 496
caBapanamil-, 496

¥

capada, 499 mox6uns (1), 647, hebr. $o3bin
cayaa, 500 woiousH, 647

Taam, 502 13B3T, 649

tam3, 510 mMe, 649, z aramejskiego

TaHyp, TaHHyp, 511 3caB, 3caBKa, 669

TaxJuT, 518 (z hebrajskiego!)

Nawet bardzo pobiezna ekscerpcja niektorych materiatow, stojgcych
do mojej dyspozycji, jak czasopismo Karaj Awazy, publikacje J. Malec-
kiego, S. Dubinskiego, A. Mardkowicza (wlacznie z jego Slownikiem),
kilkanascie probnych stron Pentateuchu konstantynopolskiego (w po-
réwnaniu z przekladem Genesis w dialekcie trockim L. Mickiewicza i E.
Rojeckiego) oraz publikacje tekstow karaimskich przez B. Munkacsiego,
J. Sulimowcza (RO, t. 351 36) i Wi. Zajaczkowskiego (przed i po ukazaniu
sic Stownika), wykazala, ze co najmniej 50 zapozyczen hebrajskich,
wystepujacych w wyzej wymienionych zrédiach, nie weszlo w zakres
SKRP. Sa to, w porzadku alfabetycznym, w transliteracji, a nie w trans-
krypcji fonetycznej, nastgpujace wyrazy (por. tez przypis 7):

’aqrab  ‘skorpion’ kaas ‘gniew’
bal-siefier ‘autor’ kahal, qayal ‘gmina (karaimska)’
berachot ‘modlitewnik’ leszon-kodesz ‘§wigty jezyk, heb-

cemach ‘ro§lina’ rajski’
chacufa ‘arogantka’ kapara ‘oczyszczenie z win, od-
chamec ‘kwasne ciasto, z ktérego kupienie’

nie piecze si¢ mac (przasnikow)’ macca ‘przas$nik’ (notowane w

chamor (w zlozeniu butu-chamor)
‘osiol’

chanot ‘balsam, ciato zabalsamo-
wane’

chasid ‘pobozny, chasyd’

chatat ‘grzech’

chaver ‘towarzysz, wspolnik’

chet ‘grzech’

chibbur ‘praca literacka albo
naukowa’

choszen ‘czgé¢ ubioru kaplan-
skiego’

datut ‘bieda’

erez ‘cedr’

goj ‘obcy’

Stowniczku u Gordlewskiego,
por. przypis 7)

mechaber ‘autor’

meszumed ‘wychrzta’

miszkan ‘tabernaculum, §wigty
przybytek’ (Exodus XXV:9)

neginna ‘melodia’

neszech ‘lichwa’

ohel moed ‘Namiot Spotkania’
(Exodus X1:22)

olam habba ‘przyszly $wiat’

olam hazze ‘doczesny $wiat’

over ‘nie przestrzegajacy (zakonu)’

parochet ‘zastona na szaf¢ z ro-
datami’
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prat ‘szczegol, wlasciwos¢’ szofet ‘sedzia’

regalim ‘$wigta, w ktorych odby- szelamim ‘ofiara calopalna’
wano pielgrzymke do Swiatyni Szawuot “Zielone Swiatki’
jerozolimskiej’ tefla ‘koéci6l’ (znane w jiddysz)

siddur ‘modlitewnik’ widduj ‘spowiedz’

siman ‘znak’ zichron ‘pamigé, wspomnienie’

szofar ‘rog, ktorym trgbiono w (“w status constructus” od
kieniesie w Nowy Rok i przy zikkaron)

konicu Dnia Sadnego’

Pelna ekscerpcja calego dostgpnego mi materialu (o czym wyzej) po-
zwoli mi wréci¢ do zagadnienia, ktérym zajmuje si¢ od wielu lat — a to na
szerokim tle poréwnawczym z podobnym procesem w licznych jezykach
diaspory zydowskiej (oczywiscie — mutatis mutandis — nieco innym niz
elementy hebrajskie w leksyce karaimskiej). To umozliwi mi uzupelnienie
dotychczasowych préb opracowania zagadnienia w calej rozcigglosci.

Powyzsze uwagi i uzupelnienia w niczym nie umniejszaja pierwszo-
rzgdnego znaczenia Stownika karaimsko-rosyjsko-polskiego w rozwoju
filologii karaimskiej. Realizacja tego projektu zacheci innych do podjecia
dalszych prac na polu filologii karaimskiej i spelni desiderium Jubilata,
zasluzonego badacza jezyka karaimskiego, a szczegdlnie, co si¢ tyczy
edycji regkopisow karaimskich: “Der wesentliche Teil der Handschriften
harrt noch immer der Veréffentlichung und Bearbeitung.”!3

Hebrew University, Jerusalem

13 Pritsak, “Das Karaimische,” str. 324.



Antiquité méconnue du titre d’ataman?

LOUIS BAZIN

Le titre d’ataman, porté par les chefs des Cosaques d’Ukraine a partir du
milieu du XVII¢ siécle, a longtemps dérouté les étymologistes, qui y
voyaient une corruption de hetman. On sait maintenant que, sans exclure,
parmi les raisons de son adoption en Ukraine, son homophonie partielle
avec hetman, on doit y voir un emprunt au turc: ataman est, en effet, un
dérivé du mot turc aza ‘pére, ancétre, ancien’, avec le suffixe -mdn [ -man
augmentatif, qu’on retrouve, par exemple, dans Tiirkmdn, Karaman,
Koélidmdn ‘Mamelouk’ (de kold ‘esclave’), etc. Le sens du mot ataman est
“Ancien (par excellence)”, et équivaut a celui de starsij ‘Ainé’, titre porté
précédemment par les chefs cosaques ukrainiens.

Nous ne reviendrons pas ici sur I'histoire étymologique d’ataman, pour
laquelle on trouvera toutes références chez E. V. Sevortjan!. Notre propos
est de rechercher d’éventuelles traces du titre d’ataman dans Ihistoire
ancienne de la titulature turque.

*
* %

Cette recherche nous a été suggérée par la lecture d’'un passage de I'In-
scription II de I’Orkhon (Sud, ligne 14), qui mentionne, parmi les digni-
taires ayant participé a l'intronisation de Bilgd Kagan, un personnage
dont le titre, écrit Tm N TR Q N, a été traditionnellement lu comme
Taman Tarkan, mais peut aussi bien, dans un systéme graphique qui ne
note pas le g- initial, étre lu Ataman Tarkan?.

L’intronisation en question ayant eu lieu en 716, nous aurions 1, si’on
retenait la lecture Araman (que la graphie autorise autant que la lecture
Taman), une attestation du titre turc d’Araman remontant au début du
VIIIe siécle, soit plus de neuf siécles avant son apparition chez les Cosaques
d’Ukraine.

Le contexte donne quelque vraisemblance a cette interprétation. Bien
que le passage de Pinscription soit légérement mutilé, le contenu des

1 Erimologieskij slovar’ tjurkskix jazykov, t. 1, Moscou, 1974, p. 202.
2 Cf. H. N. Orkun, Eski tiirk yazitlan, t. 1, Istanbul, 1936, pp. 72-73.
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lignes 13 4 15 peut étre reconstitué presque intégralement par comparai-
son interne: il s’agit, successivement, de quatre rédactions paraliéles men-
tionnant respectivement les délégations de dignitaires représentant les 4
points cardinaux, avec, en téte, les titres du chef de délégation: K&l Cor
pour les Tardu§ de ’Ouest; Apa Tarkan pour les Tolis de I'Est; (A)ta-
man Tarkan Tonyukuk Boyla Baga Tarkan, vraisemblablement pour les
contrées du Sud (lacune dans le texte); I& Buyruk Sibig Kol Irkin (et non
pas “Irkiz”, erreur de lecture passée dans la tradition), presque certaine-
ment pour les contrées du Nord, si le précédent dirige les représentants du
Sud (sinon, intervertir Nord et Sud).

Nous ne pouvons ici commenter en détail ces titulatures, mais nous
croyons, en raison des traditions hiérarchiques des Turcs anciens, que
chaque délégation mentionnée a un chef, et non plusieurs, et que, par
conséquent, les titulatures des deux derniers, en dépit de leur longueur,
désignent un seul et méme personnage a la fois.

Le troisiéme est connu, d’aprés sa propre épitaphe (Inscription de
Tonyoukouk, ligne 6)3, avec une titulature trés semblable: Bilgd Tonyu-
kuk Boyla Baga Tarkan, ou le titre élevé de Bilgid ‘Sage’ — porté par
I’Empereur lui-méme, Bilgd Kagan — a remplacé celui d’(A) taman Tar-
kan. On posséde, tant par les sources chinoises que par son épitaphe
turque, des informations détaillées sur ce Tonyoukouk, beau-pére de
Bilgi Kagan, et compagnon de la premiére heure du pére de ce dernier,
El-teri§ Kagan, restaurateur, en 682, de I'indépendance des Turcs Orien-
taux aprés une révolte contre le protectorat chinois. Sous le régne de
Kapgan Kagan (691-716), Tonyoukouk exercait des fonctions analogues
a celles de généralissime, et c’est sans doute 12 le sens du titre d’(A) taman
Tarkan qui’il porte en 716, lors de P'intronisation de Bilgd Kagan succé-
dant 4 son oncle paternel Kapgan Kagan.

Ce titre, pour sa signification, serait & rapprocher de celui, bien attesté,
d’(A)pa Tarkan (écrit Pa TR Q N, également sans g- initial), dont le
premier terme, apa, apparait en turc ancien dans I'expression double ecii
apa ‘ancétre (s)’. Il s’agirait, dans les deux cas, de chefs de guerre portant
des titres signifiant ‘Ancien’, a quelques nuances preés (cf. Star$ij = “Ainé”!).

On serait donc amené & supposer que les Turcs anciens du VIII¢ siécle
utilisaient déja le dérivé ataman de ata ‘pére, ancétre’, au sens d’“Ancien”,
dans le titre militaire de haut rang (A4 )taman Tarkan — le titre de Tarkan
étant par ailleurs bien connu dans leur titulature, ol il désigne d’impor-
tants dignitaires.

3 Orkun, Eski tiirk yazutian, t. 1, pp. 102-103.
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Cette hypothése, 4 premiére vue séduisante, se heurte a une difficulté
majeure: c’est que les sources chinoises de 'époque, riches en transcrip-
tions soignées de termes turcs, n’en renferment, a notre connaissance,
aucune qui soit du type a-fa-man (aisément réalisable en chinois), mais en
présentent deux du type ta-man.

L’une d’elles, toutefois, est sans rapport avec le titre qui nous intéresse:
elle concerne un Kagan des Turcs Occidentaux, régnant au début du VII®
siecle (vers 605), que I'historiographie chinoise nomme Tg-man*. Le
premier caractére chinois de cette transcription représente réguli¢rement,
a époque, non pas ta, mais far, et intervient dans plusieurs notations de
mots étrangers en far. . ., dont le turc tarkan . I1s’agit donc d’un Tarman
Kagan, dont le nom n’a rien a voir avec (a)taman.

La seconde transcription concerne un Tarkan des Turcs Orientaux
envoyé vers 732, par Bilgid Kagan (le Mo-ki-lien des sources chinoises),
auprés de ’Empereur de Chine, afin de négocier le mariage du Kagan
avec une princesse chinoise: T'a-man Tarkan®. Le caractére t'a de cette
transcription est employé a I'’époque pour noter la premiére syllabe du
nom de la riviére Tamir (T’a-mi’), et parait donc bien correspondre au
turc ta. Quant au caractére man, il n’y a aucune raison pour qu’il ne note
pas le turc man. Force est donc, semble-t-il, de lire Taman Tarkan le nom-
titre de cet ambassadeur turc.

D’ailleurs, le nom, relevé par les sources byzantines a partir du VII¢ ou
du VIIIe siécle, d’une localité du Bosphore Cimmérien relevant de la
toponymie turque, Tamdtarxa, peut étre considéré comme une hellénisa-
tion de Taman Tarkan?8. Le toponyme est assimilé par les auteurs byzan-
tins & un pluriel neutre (avec génitif en -6n), ce qui explique 'absence du
-n final, lequel est conservé dans la forme rus’ ancienne T”mutorokan’.
L’absence du -n final de Taman pourrait étre due a I'intention de préser-
ver le caractére sourd du - de Taman, la phonétique du grec tardif
présentant une sonorisation de ¢ aprés n : nt > nd > d. L’alternance k / x
dans le titre Tarkan/ Tarxan est ancienne en turc!0.

4 Cf. E. Chavannes, Documents sur les Tou-kiue (Turcs) Occidentaux, Saint-Péters-
bourg, 1903, pp. 3, 14, 15. '

5 Cf. J. Hamilton, Les Ouighours a I'époque des Cing Dynasties, Paris, 1955, p. 168,
Ne 88.

6 Cf. Liu Mau-Tsai, Die chinesischen Nachrichten zur Geschichte der Ost-Tiirken
(T'u-kiie), Wiesbaden, 1958, pp. 229, 660-661, 806a.

7 Cf. Liu, Die chinesischen Nachrichten, pp. 500-501.

8 Cf. Gy. Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica, t. 2, Berlin, 1958, p. 297.

$ Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica, t. 2, p. 297.

10 Cf. A. von Gabain, Alttiirkische Grammatik, Leipzig, 1950, p. 338a.
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I1'y a donc de sérieuses raisons d’estimer que le titre de Taman Tarkan
était en usage chez les Turcs anciens, ce qui constitue une objection trés
forte a ’hypothese selon laquelle le groupe Tm N TR Q N de I'Inscrip-
tion II de I’Orkhon serait a lire Ataman Tarkan.

Si P’on écarte tout rapport entre taman et ataman, on rencontre une
nouvelle difficulté, taman (au contraire d’ataman) n’ayant pas d’étymo-
logie claire: la seule racine turque ancienne a laquelle on puisse, a premi-
¢re vue, rattacher ce mot est zam- ‘couler goutte a goutte’, dont un dérivé
Taman parait bien attesté, au XI¢ siécle, dans le nom d’un cours d’eau
traversant la ville de Ka$gar, noté par Ka§gari!!, On ne voit guére, séman-
tiquement, de lien possible entre cette racine et le titre en question.

Mais on peut aussi se demander, s’il n’y a pas un rapport étymolo-
gique entre taman, dans le titre Taman Tarkan, et un autre mot d’appa-
rence fort semblable, ramgan, qui, précisément, apparait dans un titre
turc ancien largement attesté et de formation paralléle, Tamgan Tarkan.
Tel est le point de vue retenu par Gy. Moravesik!2, qui adopte Tam(g)an
Tarxan pour reconstitution du nom turc originel de Tamdtarxa.

Tamgan Tarkan apparait clairement dans deux inscriptions turques
anciennes de Mongolie, vers 720 et 723: & la ligne 4 de I'Inscription de
I'Ongin'?, dans le nom-titre [Sbara Tamgan Tarkan que porte le frére
cadet d’un I$hara Tamgan Cor4; puis a la premiére ligne de I'Inscription
d’Ikhe-Askhete (b)!$ dans 'anthroponyme Altun Tamgan Tarkan, dont
le premier terme est le nom de I’“or”.

Dans un manuscrit ouigour du IXe siécle, un Tamgan Tarxan est cité
parmi les hauts dignitaires manichéens d’une région qui correspond a
celle de l'actuelle Karasar!'s, et I'éditeur!” rapproche ce nom de celui de
Pambassadeur envoyé a Byzance vers 568 par les Turcs Occidentaux,
Tagma Tarxdn's.

Les sources byzantines mentionnent d’autre part sous le nom de Tamgdn
un Khazar christianisé (dans une inscription de 81919).

It Cf. Turk Dil Kurumu, Divanii Ligat-it-Tiirk, traduction Besim Atalay, t. 1,
Ankara, 1939, p. 402,

12 Byzantinoturcica, t. 2, p. 297.

13 Orkun, Eski tiirk yazitlan, t. 1, pp. 128-129.

4 Orkun, Eski tiirk yazitlan, 1. 1, pp. 128-129.

15 H. N. Orkun, Eski tiirk yazitlan, t. 2, Istanbul, 1939, p. 122.

e Cf. F.W.K. Miiller, “Ein Doppelblatt aus einem manichiischen Hymnenbuch
(Mahrndmag)”, Abhandlungen der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Ber-
lin, 1913, p. 11, ligne 98.

17 Miiller, “Ein Doppelblatt”, p. 39.

18 Moravesik, Byzantinoturcica, t. 2, p. 296.

19 Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica, t. 2, p. 297.
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La plus ancienne de ces attestations étant le Tagma byzantin du VI¢
siécle (ou1 I’on constaterait la disparition de -n final comme dans Tamd-
tarxa, mentionné plus haut), on peut se demander si la forme d’origine
n’est pas * Tagman, dont Tamgan serait issu par métathése.

Cette hypothése aurait le mérite de fournir une étymologie satisfaisante
au nom turc Tamgan de la montagne qui correspond a I'actuel Bogdo-iila,
au nord de Turfan. 1l s’agirait, avec le suffixe augmentatif -man (cf. plus
haut), d’un dérivé de rag ‘montagne’: ce serait “la Montagne (par excel-
lence)”. Le méme suffixe est attesté en turc ancien dans un nom de
montagne: Kdgmiin ‘la Bleue (par excellence)’, dérivé de kdk ‘bleu’, qui
désigne les actuels Monts Sayan, et qui apparait  plusieurs reprises dans
les Inscriptions de Tonyoukouk et de 'Orkhon I et 11, notamment?20.

Si, toutefois, la métathése s’était produite en sens inverse, Tamgan (qui
correspond exactement a la transcription chinoise T"an-han, ancienne-
ment *£’dm-gdn, attestée dés 554) pourrait étre expliqué, selon la sugges-
tion de James Hamilton2!, par le turc tam ‘mur, muraille’+ xan ‘seigneur,
souverain’, qui intervient effectivement dans la formation de plusieurs
noms turcs de montagnes . . . & moins qu’il ne s’agisse d’un participe en
-gan du verbe tam- ‘couler goutte & goutte, suinter’, cette montagne de
plus de 4.000 métres alimentant des cours d’eau a la fonte des neiges . ..

La complexité des problémes étymologiques ici posés est telle, qu’il
serait présomptueux de prétendre leur trouver une solution décisive.
Nous observerons toutefois que le Tagma byzantin n’est pas nécessaire-
ment & rapprocher de Tamgan: il est possible qu’on ait 1a une forme
ancienne, sans métathése, du mot turc bien connu tamga ‘marque au fer
rouge’, puis “sceau”, qui semble bien relever d’un emprunt ancien a
Piranien, cf. persan dag ‘marque au fer rouge’ (>*dag-ma, avec suffixe
turc -ma?). D’autre part, la forme tamgan est trés régulierement attestée,
et la transcription chinoise, dés 554 au moins, en est le plus ancien
témoignage?2. Nous pensons donc qu’il faut laisser de coté Tagma et
retenir pour originelle la forme Tamgan (notre préférence allant a I’éty-
mologie par ram- ‘suinter’), comme nom ancien du Bogdo-iila. D’autre
part, nous estimons trés vraisemblable I'interprétation de J. Hamilton??

2 H. N. Orkun, Eski tiirk yazulary, t. 4, Istanbul, 1941, p. 158.

2t “Toquz-Oyuz et On-Uyyur”, Journal Asiarique, t. 250, Ne 1, Paris, 1962, p. 55.
2 Alors que le chinois avait parfaitement le moyen, 4 I'époque, de noter tag-man,
puisqu’il possédait encore des fins de syllabes en -k : cf. 1’0, ancien *t’ak (von Gabain,
Alttiirkische Grammatik, p. 338b), et les tableaux de J. Hamilton (Les Ouighours, pp.
165-170) qui donnent de nombreux exemples de notations chinoises de -g turcen fin
de syllabe.

3 “Toquz-Oyuz,” p. 55.
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du titre de Tamgan Tarkan comme “Tarkan du Mont Tamgan™, titula-
ture qui a pu correspondre, du moins a l’origine, a quelque commande-
ment dans cette région montagneuse (de méme que Tamgan Cor, plus
haut cité), puis devenir purement honorifique.

Mais faut-il rattacher Taman Tarkan & Tamgan Tarkan? Ce n’est pas
théoriquement impossible, le turc, dés une époque ancienne, présentant
des hésitations entre suffixes avec ou sans g- initial (cf. la riviére Taman, &
c6té du participe normal tamgan de ram-). Mais il nous parait difficile
d’admettre cette hésitation, dans un élément d’un titre important, au sein
du corpus linguistiquement homogéne que constituent les inscriptions
turques de Mongolie du VIII¢ siécle.

Nous proposons donc, avec certes beaucoup de réserves, une explica-
tion du groupe taman tarkan a partir d’ataman tarkan (qui, comme nous
I'avons signalé, est peut-étre a lire dans I'Inscription II de I’Orkhon): le
titre d’ataman étant réguliérement suivi de celui de tarkan, il y aurait eu
une assimilation allitérante (za- initial dans les deux termes) d’ataman
tarkan en taman tarkan, analogue, en quelque sorte, a 'assimilation par
rime de *Tokuz Ogus ‘les Neuf Clans’ (chinois kieou-sing) en Tokuz
Oguz que suppose, a bon droit selon nous, J. Hamilton, ce qui nous
amene a approuver son rejet de I’étymologie par oguz ‘taureau’ que nous
avions avancée naguére24,

Quitte a courir un risque supplémentaire au terme de cette réflexion
autour d’ataman, nous verserons au dossier (déja source de perplexité!)
une piéce inattendue.

Nous avons été frappé, a la lecture de Gy. Moravcsik?, par le fait,
auquel on n’a guére prété d’attention, du moins dans la littérature scienti-
fique des derni¢res décennies, que, pour toute la période antérieure 4 la
prise de Constantinople par les Turcs, les sources byzantines, de la fin du
XI1I¢ siécle au milieu du XV¢, mentionnent exclusivement Osman (1288
1325) sous des noms qui correspondent 4 Atman ou Atouman: Atmdn
chez Georges Pachymeére (1261-1310) a 7 reprises, chez Nicéphore Gre-
goras (1290/91-1360), et dans une notice chronologique de I’an 1327;
puis Atoumdn et deux formes hellénisées, Atoumdnos et Atoumdnés
dans une Chronique anonyme achevée en 1522. Les formes correspon-
dant & Osman/Otman (arabe ‘uBman) apparaissent aprés 1453, notam-
ment chez Doukas, et ne s’imposent définitivement qu’au cours du XVIe

24 Hamilton, “Toquz-Oyuz,” pp. 24-25.
%5 Byzantinoturcica, t. 2, p. 214-215.
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siecle. Ce qui améne Moravcsik, suivant en cela quelques auteurs anté-
rieurs?, a supposer, & c6té du nom islamique d’Osman, un nom turc
Atman ou Ataman.

Pour notre part, sans mettre nullement en doute 'authenticité du nom
islamique d’ Osman/ Otman, nous pensons que le fondateur de la Dynas-
tie Ottomane a pu aussi étre connu, dans I'usage populaire turc (reflété
par les premiers auteurs byzantins qui ont écrit son histoire), sous lenom
d’ At(«)man, forme, avec apophonie du a central non accentué¢, du titre
Ataman, dérivé en -man de ata ‘pére’. La ressemblance des deux mots
At(u)man et Otman aurait, évidemment, provoqué cette dualité d’appel-
lation.

De toute fagon, il ne peut s’agir que d’une étymologie populaire, et il est
hors de doute que I'ancétre éponyme des Ottomans s’appelait bien du
nom islamique de ‘ufman et n’a jamais porté le titre d’Ataman, mais celui
de Bey.

Les cas d’étymologie populaire turque transformant des noms isla-
miques d’origine arabe ne sont pas rares. L’un des plus clairs est, au XI1V¢
siecle, celui de ’émir d’Aydin, dont le nom islamique devait étre ‘umar,
mais que la tradition turque écrite, reflétant certainement I'usage popu-
laire, nomme Umur Pasa (par référence au verbe turc um- ‘espérer’). La
geste de cet émir, qui vécut de 1309 & 1348, a inspiré le poéme en vers
&’ Enveri connu sous le nom de Diistiirname, achevé en 1465, mais qui
utilise des sources contemporaines du héros. Or, chez cet auteur savant
qui n’ignore nullement les graphies arabes (y compris, bien sir, celles a
‘ayn initial), le nom de I'émir apparait toujours sous la forme “turque”
Umur (sans ‘ayn), méme si Enveri, par un souci d’étymologie savante,
Pécrit “umiir”, comme le pluriel arabe de ‘amr (“travaux”), qui n’a jamais
été un anthroponyme en arabe?’.

A Pinterprétation de la forme A¢(u)man par une étymologie populaire
A partir d’ataman, on peut opposer une hypothése selon laquelle c’est le
‘ayn de I'arabe qui a été perqu comme a (fait largement constaté dans la
francisation de mots arabes maghrébins, comme aid ‘féte’, pour ‘id),
hypothése que renforcerait la forme de type Amur attestée dans les plus
anciennes sources byzantines concernant des Turcs dont le nom islamique
était ‘wmar. Mais on n’expliquerait pas, alors, la vocalisation en u de la
seconde syllabe, constante chez les auteurs byzantins de la fin du XI11¢a

26 Byzantinoturcica, t. 2, p. 215.
27 Iréne Mélikoff-Sayar, Le Destan d'Umiir Pacha, Paris, 1954, passim.



68 LOUIS BAZIN

celle du XIVe siécle (ainsi, chez Georges Pachymére, Amourios?). En
outre, on ne voit pas comment le ‘ayn arabe, qui n’est jamais prononcé a
Pinitiale en turc anatolien (ni en turc ottoman), aurait pu modifier la
perception de la voyelle qui le suit. La forme Amur nous parait elle-méme
relever d’une turquisation par étymologie populaire (cf. turc ancien amir
‘vie paisible’, amir- ‘chérir’, amrak ‘cher’, amur-1- ‘vivre en paix’). Les
formes de type Amar(compromis entre Amur et ‘umar), puis Omar, dans
des noms de Turcs, n’apparaissent dans les écrits byzantins qu’au XVe
siécle?.

Ceest la méme étymologie populaire (sans doute ancienne, pré-ottomane)
qui nous parait avoir transformé en Amurat le nom islamique Murad
porté, entre autres, par des Sultans ottomans: ici encore, les sources
byzantines, qui souvent reflétent un usage populaire turc, nous donnent
les formes Amourdt ou Amourdtés™®. 11 ne peut s’agir ici, en turc, de g-
prothétique (comme la voyelle prothétique observée en turc populaire
devant r- ou /-), car le m- initial ne provoque pas, dans cette langue,
apparition d’une prothése: Muhammad, par exemple, devient Mehmet,
sans prothése, et le cas d’Amurat est isolé.

Le contact direct des Turcs avec I'Islam, en Asie Centrale, remontant
au VIII® siccle, et Pislamisation des Turcs ayant commencé 4 étre impor-
tante au X¢ on peut penser que des étymologies populaires turques
transformant des noms arabes peuvent étre antérieures de plusieurs siécles
a la survivance, en Anatolie notamment, des formes qu’elles ont en-
gendrées: tel serait le cas pour Amur, Amurat (la série amir, etc. . . du turc
ancien n’est plus attestée en Anatolie), et peut-étre pour At(u)man, avec
apophonie de la voyelle médiane non accentuée d’un ancien Araman.

%*
* ok

Il n’est certes pas de notre intention de considérer comme une certitude
cette explication d’A:(u)man, ni celle de Taman Tarkan par Ataman
Tarkan, et nous ne prétendrons pas opinidtrement qu’il faut lire ataman
tarkan dans I'Inscription II de 1'Orkhon, au VIIIe siécle. Nous voulons
seulement attirer I'attention sur la possibilité d’interpréter un certain
nombre de faits convergents en faveur d’une antiquité du titre Azaman.

Si méme on considére comme trés faible cette possibilité, il est peu
raisonnable de penser que ce titre turc a surgi brusquement en Ukraine au
XVIIe siécle.

2 Cf. Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica, t. 2, p. 216.
2 Cf. Moravesik, Byzantinoturcica, t. 2, p. 217.
3% Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica, t. 2, pp. 194-197.
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Un examen attentif des textes turcs anciens et médiévaux permet de
constater une certaine constance dans l'utilisation du mot ata ‘pére,
ancétre, ancien’, dans la titulature des divers peuples turcs. Il faut ici
préciser que le terme turc ancien désignant le “pére” était un mot kaz, qui
n’a pas survécu dans les langues vivantes. Cependant, ata, largement
représenté dans les dialectes turcs actuels, existait déja a date ancienne,
surtout, semble-t-il, comme terme d’adresse. Il est méme attesté anté-
rieurement a tous les textes turcs conus, et précisément comme €élément
d’un titre, vers 433, chez I'historien byzantin Priskos, qui nomme Aza
Kam (Atakdm) un notable des Huns d’Europe3!. Le second terme de ce
titre est le turc ancien kam ‘chamane’. Il s’agit donc d’'un “Pére-Chamane”.

La plus ancienne des inscriptions turques datées, celle de 'Ongin (720),
en Mongolie, renferme 4 fois (et sans doute 5) le diminutif hypocoristique
ata¢ de ata, sous la forme possessivée atadim ‘mon cher papa’3?, trop
longtemps lue par erreur tadam: la graphie est T¢m, car, comme nous
I'avons signalé & propos d’apa (et d’un possible ataman), a- initial ne
sécrit pas, en principe, dans les inscriptions turques anciennes “runi-
formes”. Le méme mot atadim apparait encore en Mongolie, & I'époque
du premier Empire Ouigour (vers 755), dans I'Inscription IX de Khoitou-
Tamir33.

Les mots ata et ata¢ sont ensuite attestés dans des manuscrits ouigours,
puis karakhanides (au XI¢ siécle); aza subsiste dans une grande partie du
domaine turcophone actuel; azaé n’est plus guére vivant, mais tend a €tre
réanimé en turc de Turquie, notamment comme nom de famille.

Quant 4 I'emploi dans des titres du mot ata, déja constaté au Ve siccle,
chez les Huns d’Europe, avec Ata Kam, on le retrouve chez les Quigours
dans le titre Ata Ogd, qui a pour second terme -gd ‘sage, perspicace’ (de
- ‘comprendre’), attesté au moins deux fois: dans une inscription boudd-
hique sur pieu de Khoco (prés Tourfan), que nous pensons dater de 899,
et dans une transcription chinoise, en 981, du nom d’un prince de Khodo,
oncle maternel ou (plutét) beau-pére du Kagan Ouigour34. Le fait qu’un
beau-pére de Kagan, chez les Ouigours, portait un titre commengant par
Ata ‘pére’ (ce qui convient parfaitement 4 la situation) serait en faveur de
Iinterprétation par Ataman du titre, déja étudié, de Tonyukuk, beau-pére
de Bilgd Kagan.

31 Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica, t. 2, p. 76.

32 Cf. Gérard Clauson, “The Ongin Inscription”, Journal of the Royal Asiatic
Society, Londres, Octobre, 1957, pp. 183, 189-191.

33 Cf. Orkun, Eski tiirk yazitlan, t. 2, p. 112: lu a tort talam.

34 Cf. Hamilton, Les Ouighours, p. 147.
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On peut rapprocher le titre ouigour Ata Ogd (X¢ siécle) de celui d’Aza
Sagun donné aux “médecins” chez les Karakhanides du X1¢35. Ce dernier
doit étre un titre honorifique, réservé a des particiens expérimentés, et
sans doute agés.

La méme nuance d’“expérimenté”, voire “vénérable”, attachée a ata
dans la titulature apparait aussi dans le titre d’ A ta Big (second terme: béig
‘seigneur, bey’), initialement donné aux précepteurs des princes (sens
conserveé en osmanli), puis porté, de la fin du XI¢siécle au début du XIIIe,
par divers souverains locaux du Proche-Orient islamique.

Et n’est-ce pas une valeur analogue, liée au concept de “pére”, qu’ex-
prime le nom d’Atatiirk, adopté par le fondateur de la République de
Turquie?

*
%* *

Le titre d’ Ataman, méme s’il ne remonte pas, sous cette forme précise,
jusqu’aux temps anciens ol nous avons cru suivre sa trace, procéde
d’une longue tradition turque (et méme pré-turque, avec les Huns) qui
confére a P'appellation du “pére”, ata, une nuance d’autorité fondée sur
’expérience, et entraine par conséquent, au long des siécles, 'emploi de ce
terme dans la titulature.

Sidonc il nous fallait donner a Omeljan Pritsak, pour rendre hommage
a son autorité scientifique et a sa vaste expérience de turcologue, un titre
turc qui lui convint, c’est sans doute & partir du mot Ara que nous
chercherions a le composer.

University of Paris IIT

35 Cf. Hamilton, Les Ouighours, p. 98, note.



Astrakhan et la politique des steppes nord pontiques
(1587-1588)

ALEXANDRE BENNIGSEN et MIHNEA BERINDEI

Début aofit 1587, une ambassade quelque peu insolite arrivait sur les bords
du Bosphore. L’envoyé d’*Abdullah, khan de Boukhara et de Samarkand,
souverain de la Transoxanie, du Khorassan et du Badakhsan, et celui
d’Urus beg, prince de la Grande Horde Nogay, venaient apporter les
messages de leurs maitres au padischah. Il s’agissait cependant d’une
affaire de la plus haute importance: pour consacrer Ialliance de fait
contre les Safavides, les Saibanides soumettaient au sultan la proposition
d’une campagne commune pour la conquéte d’Astrakhan, occupée depuis
1556 par les Moscovites, en vue d’établir une liaison directe. Les Nogays
de la Grande Horde, intéressés au premier chef, offraient leur concours.

Ce projet, dont les historiens n’avaient jusqu'a présent qu’une con-
naissance partielle, a travers la chronique de Selaniki! et trois documents
émanant du divan impérial2, prend toute sa complexité a la lecture des
rapports du baile vénitien & Istanbul que nous avons découverts récem-

I Mustafa Selaniki, Ta'rip-i Selaniki, Die Chronik des Selaniki, Klaus Schwarz
Verlag, Freiburg, 1970, pp. 226-27 et 229-30; ces passages ont été notamment utilisés
par H. Inalcik, “The Origin of the Ottoman-Russian Rivalry and the Don-Volga Canal
(1569),” Annales de I’Université d’Ankara, 1, 1946-1947, pp. 95-97 et la version
remaniée en turc de cette étude: “Osmanli-Rus rekabetinin mensei ve Don-Volga kanal
tesebbiisii (1569),” Belleten, X11, 46, Ankara, 1948, pp. 393-95; et par C. M. Kortepeter,
Ottoman Imperialism during the Reformation: Europe and the Caucasus, New York,
1972, pp. 100-101.

2 Archives du Bag-Vekilet, Miihimme Defteri (registre des Affaires Importantes)
(cité infra: M D), LXII, docs. 226 du 16 zi'l-qa‘de 995 (18 octobre 1587); 231 et 233du
22 zi’l-qa‘de 995 (24 octobre 1587), qui ont été analysés par Inalcik, “Origin of the
Ottoman-Russian Rivalry” et “Osmanli-Rus rekabetinin,” et par A. Bennigsen, “L’ex-
pédition turque contre Astrakhan en 1569, d’aprés les registres des “Affaires impor-
tantes” des Archives ottomanes,” Cahiers du monde russe et soviétique (cité infra:
CMRS), VIII, 3, 1967, pp. 445-446; A. Bennigsen et Ch. Lemercier-Quelquejay, “La
Moscovie, ’Empire ottoman et la crise successorale de 1577-1588 dans le khanat de
Crimée. La tradition nomade contre le modéle des monarchies sédentaires,” CMRS,
X1V, 4, 1973, pp. 469-470. Cf. infra la traduction intégrale de ces documents.
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ment3. Les dépéches que Lorenzo Bernardo envoyait en 1587 4 la Sei-
gneurie sont un exemple éclatant de la qualité de la diplomatie vénitienne
a cette époque: profonde connaissance des réalités ottomanes et de la
situation politique, parfait réseau d’informateurs tant officiels qu’offi-
cieux, enfin préparation intellectuelle, esprit d’initiative et perspicacité du
baile*.

L’ensemble des ambassadeurs et observateurs se trouvant auprés de la
Porte suivaient avec la plus grande attention le déroulement de la guerre
ottomano-safavide qui avait débuté en 1578 et qui détournait de I'Europe
la plupart des forces de Murad III. Le 5 aofit 1587, dés l'arrivée de
Pambassade d’‘Abdullah khan, Lorenzo Bernardo, qui connaissait le
conflit opposant au Khorassan les Safavides aux Ozbeks, s’empresse de
rapporter a Venise la preuve qu’il détenait d’une alliance entre ces derniers
et les Ottomans. Il nous apprend que la Porte avait envoyé six ans
auparavant Piyale pasa, alors beg de Demirqapi, chez les Ozbeks avec
“huit piéces d’artillerie et quinze cannoniers pour les inviter & la guerre
contre ces Persans”. Aprés avoir contourné par le sud les rives de la mer
Caspienne, Piyale pasa s’acquitta parfaitement de sa mission et il était &
présent de retour & Istanbul accompagné de deux ambassadeurs des
“seigneurs tatars”, avec lesquels il avait conclu une alliance au nom du
sultan. Le baile se proposait d’entrer en contact avec les émissaires
d’*Abdullah khan afin de pouvoir envoyer a la Seigneurie des “nouvelles
plus certaines” car c’était a son avis 1a que se trouvait la raison principale
des derniers revers safavidess. Lorenzo Bernardo tint ses promesses et le

3 Archivio di Stato, Venise, Dispacci degli Ambasciatori al Senato, Costantinopoli
(cité infra: DC), XXV-XXVI. Nous tenons & exprimer notre gratitude 8 Mme. Maria
Francesca Tiepolo, directeur des Archives de I'Etat 4 Venise et 4 Mme. Giustiniana
Colasanti, directeur auprés de cette institution, pour leurs extrémes bienveillance et
hospitalité. Nous remercions également notre collégue et ami, M. Frangois Dupuigrenet
Desroussilles qui a revu pour nous la transcription des documents italiens.

4 Sur Lorenzo Bernardo, baile 4 Istanbul d’avril 1585 a décembre 1587 et de juin 1591
au début de 1592, cf. Dizionario biografico degli italiani, 1X, Rome, 1967, pp. 308-310
et la “relazione” qu’il présenta au Sénat en 1592, in E. Alberi, Le relazioni degli
ambasciatori veneti al Senato, S. 3, 11, Florence, 1844, pp. 321-426. Nous trouvons la
meilleure illustration de la valeur de la diplomatie vénitienne & cette époque dans
I'appréciation que lui accordait le roi de France. Le 19 décembre 1586, Henri III
écrivait notamment 2 M. de Maisse, son ambassadeur 4 Venise: “Mandez-moy quelles
nouvelles vous avez des affaires de Levant, dont les dépesches que je recois du Sr. de
Lancosme [ambassadeur a Istanbul] parlent incertement,” cf. E. Charriére, Négocia-
tions de la France dans le Levant, 1V, Paris, 1860, p. 573.

5 DC, XXV, fol. 534v.-535r.: “Hora la sapeva, che gia sei anni questo Signor mando
Piali Bassa suo ambasciator ai Signori Tartari confinati con esso Persiano, et le mando
a donar pezi d’artegliaria et 15 bombardieri per evitarli alla guerra contra essi Persiani.
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20 aofit 1587, il était en mesure d’expédier 4 Venise un exposé détaillé sur
les Ozbeks et le fondement de leur conflit avec les Iraniens:

Ho havuto modo di parlar con alcuni delli Tartari venuti ultimamente con
I’ambasciator che le scrivi per le precedenti mie et de loro ho intexo che ’'ambasci-
ator & stato mandato da Abdulacan Signor di Boar (= Boukhara) fra Tartari di
molta potentia et auttorit, et & della discendenza del gran Tamerlan [sic! Jfamoso
nelle historie per la pressa di Baiazet Imperator de Turchi. La sua principal citta ¢
Samarcand, et confina con Persiani dalla parte settentrionale, dalla qual parte
anco confinano altri Signori Tartari che riconoscono et pagano tributo a questo
Abdulacan il qual possiede paese grandissimo fertile et abondante, et dicono che
pud far piu di 200 millia cavalli che perd questo ¢ quel gran Can Imperator de
Tartari di tante forze, e possessor de tanti paesi nelle parti piu settentrionale;
habitano questi Tartari sempre nelle campagne ne intrano mai, senon il suo
Bairan che ¢ la loro per Pasqua, nella cittd. Questo Abdulacan ha perpetua guerra
con Persiani alli confini del paese del Corasan non solo per la diversita della
religione, essendo questi Tartari della istessa religione come Turchi contrarii a
Persiani chiamati da questi Chitilenssi (= chiites), ma anco per che Persiani le
prohibiscono il passo per il loro paese per andare in peregrinaggio a la Mecca,
dove molti concorrono per divotione, et perd convengono hora per longo giro di
paese in molti anni fare questa strada per il imperio di questo Signor. Referiscono
questi che essi Tartari hanno havuto avanti che hora 'uso delle artegleria, et pero
che ultimamente hanno preso alquante citta et castelli a Persiani del paese del
Corasan fra le queli ¢ la terra di Badagsan (= Badakh3an) dove si fano li balassi,
affermano perd, che resto ancora a Persiani che da Tauri (= Tabriz) alli confini
loro vi e piu di due mesi di camino.®

Les envoyés d’‘Abdullah khan avaient mis deux ans pour arriver a la
Porte car — rapporte le baile — ils avaient di contourner la mer Caspi-
enne par le nord, franchir la Volga pour gagner, par Azagq, la ville de Kefe
(Feodosija) ou ils s’étaient embarqués pour Istanbul. Avant le 15 ao0it’, ils
étaient requs par le sultan. L’ambassadeur 6zbek, accompagné de vingt
hommes “nus pieds et mal vétus”, avait néanmoins présenté de riches
cadeaux: deux pelisses et plusieurs fardeaux de peaux de zibelines, neuf
queues de cheval blanches, deux panaches de héron, une piéce d’étoffe

Il suo camino fu per la via d’Emircapi (= Demirgapi), dove allhora si trovava Bassa, et
havendo circondato tutto il Mar Caspio finalmente pervenuto ai quei confiniet fattala
sua ambasciata ai quei signori ha operato di maniera che mentre li ha tratenuto in
quelle parti, alcuni di loro hanno levato a Persiani cinque castelli con il beneficio di
quell’arteglieria, che le ha portato, et tuttavia continuano in guerra con essi Persiani,
hora finalmente ¢& ritornato et ha conduto seco a questa Porta doi ambasciatori de
Signori Tartari, con li quali ha fatto lega per nome de questo Signor. . ..”

¢ DC, XXV, fol. 574v.-575r.

7 Selaniki, Die Chronik, p. 227, place I'événement dans la premiére décade de rama-
zan (5-14 aoGt 1587).
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remplie de musc, deux Corans, deux rubis (balassi) et, dans une tasse en
argent, un reméde contre “la peste, le mal de ventre et les douleurs de
flanc™8. En retour, on le revétit d’une robe d’honneur®. Sa mission con-
sistait 4 exhorter les Ottomans a continuer la guerre contre les Safavides.
Pour sa part, ‘Abdullah khan assurait le sultan qu’il ne déposerait pas les
armes avant d’avoir obtenu pour les siens le libre passage vers la Mecque 4
travers les territoires persans. Enfin, 'ambassadeur se faisait 'interpréte
des Nogays de la Grande Horde, pour demander I'intervention de la Porte
en leur faveur:

Et in nome di quelli Signori tartari che sono tre sottoposti al Moscovito, prega
questa Maesta che a la potentia che Dio le ha donato, voglia liberarli di servitu di
Christiani accio che Dio il giorno del giudicio tenendoli la mano sopra il colo non
le demandi conto di questo suo mancamento!®,

Comme il ressort des documents ottomans!!, cette demande était faite
en méme temps par 'ambassadeur d’Urus beg, chef de la Grande Horde
Nogay (et non pas, comme le présente a tort Selaniki, par I’envoyé de la
Petite Horde Nogay!?), qui s’était joint aux hommes d’*Abdullah khan.
Ce serait lui le second émissaire des “seigneurs tatars” qui accompagnaient,
selon Lorenzo Bernardo, Piyale pasa. Les Ottomans étaient donc appelés,
au nom de I'islam, a délivrer les Tatars musulmans de la domination des
Moscovites orthodoxes. A la lumiére des rapports du baile et de la
chronique de Selaniki, il apparait que I'auteur du projet avait été Urus
beg. L’ambassadeur 6zbek avait été gagné 4 sa cause et avait peut-étre
obtanu, déja a la cour du chef nogay, 'accord de son maitre (ce qui
expliquerait aussi, a coté des difficultés de la route, la longueur du
voyage). De toutes fagons, les Ottomans présenteront ensuite les Ozbeks
et les Nogays de la Grande Horde comme les initiateurs communs de la
campagne. Ces derniers auraient été les principaux bénéficiaires d’une
victoire sur les Moscovites. En effet, Urus beg se sentait plus que jamais
menacé par les visées expansionnistes du tsar Feodor qui, depuis son
avenement en 1584, s’efforcait de s’assurer le contréle des steppes pon-

8 DC, XXV, fol. 575v.-576r.

9 Selaniki, Die Chronik, p. 227.

0 DC, XXV, fol. 575v.; le 29 septembre le baile revient sur cette demande: 'ambas-
sadeur “di Abdulacan si duole che dal Gran Duca di Moscovia siano tenuti in servitu
molti Tartari da la fortezza di Citracan (= Astrakhan) posta sopra il mar Caspio, per
laqual anco € prohibito il libero transito a tutta la Tartaria per il peregrinar de la Mecca
tenutto da loro in tanta devotione. . . ,” ¢f. DC, XXVI, fol. 81v.; les Ozbeks étaient
donc, pour des raisons religieuses, directement intéressés par I'ouverture de cette route.
1 Cf. infra, I'ordre a Piyile pasa du 24 octobre 1587.

12 Selaniki, Die Chronik, p. 229.
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tiques et I'ouverture de la route du Caucase. A cette fin, de nouvelles
forteresses firent leur apparition sur la Moyenne et la Basse Volga (c’est
ainsi que dans la seule année 1586 Samara et Ufa furent béties). En 1585
déja, Urus beg et son frére Din-Bay mirza demandaient au khan Islam
Giray d’intervenir en leur faveur auprés du sultan afin que celui-ci,
informé de leur allégeance, envoie ses troupes a la conquéte d’Astrakhan!3.

Par ailleurs, le tsar espérait se servir des trois fils de Mohammed Giray,
qui venaient de fuir la Crimée en 1584 et s’étaient mis sous sa protection,
comme agents de sa politique. L’ainé, Sa‘adet Giray, marié a la fille
d’Urus beg, essaya sans succés d’obtenir le soutien de son beau-pére pour
la reconquéte de la Crimée. En 1586, le second fils de Mohammed, Murad
Giray, fit son entrée & Astrakhan a la téte d’'un important détachement
moscovite; il tentait de rallier autour de lui des forces importantes et
surtout de faire basculer la Grande Horde Nogay et le Caucase dans le
camp anti-criméen et anti-ottoman (il était d’ailleurs mari€ a la fille du
Sambhal chez lequel avait également trouvé refuge en 1585 Sa‘adet Giray).
Un résultat immédiat était obtenu: Urus beg se vit dans ’obligation de
préter serment au voiévode d’Astrakhan et de lui laisser des otages. La
position du chef nogay était d’autant plus difficile qu’une partie des mirza
(en particulier les fils de Din-Ahmed, précédent prince et frére ainé
d’Urus) étaient partisans d’une entente avec les Moscovites. L’année
suivante, en 1587, Urus beg expliquait, en s’excusant, son geste au sultan;
selon Novosel’skij, qui cite un rapport adress¢ de Crimée au tsar, le
prince nogay écrivait notamment: “Celui qui posséde Astrakhan, la Volga
et le fleuve Jaik dominera la Horde Nogay”14. Mais le fait qu’en méme
temps il envisageait 'organisation d’une campagne anti-moscovite prouve
que sa soumission était d’ailleurs toute superficielle. Le troisiéme frére,
Safa Giray s’était rendu chez les Kabardes, déja gagnés a la cause
moscovite et pouvait compter, en principe, sur I'aide des Tcherkesses de
Zane.

Les trois princes gengissides, et surtout Murad Giray, le plus ambitieux
et entreprenant d’entre eux, apparaissaient ainsi, dans les années 1586-
1587, comme un facteur important de déstabilisation, en faveur des
Moscovites, du précaire équilibre des steppes et du Caucase. La Grande
Horde Nogay et la Crimée étaient immédiatement menacées, mais les

13 A. A. Novosel’skij, Bor’ba Moskovskogo gosudarstva s Tatarami v XVII veke,
Moscou-Leningrad, 1948, pp. 34-35; E. N. Kuseva, Narody Severnogo Kavkaza i ix
svjazi s Rossiej v XVI-XVII vv., Moscou, 1963, p. 262.

14 Novosel’skij, Bor’ba, p. 35.
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Ottomans étaient également concernés: non seulement leurs possessions
et leur systéme d’alliance de la Crimée au Caucase étaient en danger, mais
de plus, leur avantage sur les Safavides aurait été remis en question. Dés
1586, au plus tard, les ambassadeurs du chah Mohammed Khodabende se
rendaient auprés de Sa‘ddet et Murad Giray. Enfin, aprés un échange
d’ambassades, I'alliance fut conclue, au début de 1’été 1587, entre le tsar
Feodor et ‘Abbas, le nouveau chah. Les Moscovites s’engageaient a barrer
aux troupes criméennes et ottomanes la route d’Azaq (Azov) & Demir-
gap: (Derbend) et, a cette fin, une forteresse était batie sur le Terek!5,

Dans ces conditions, il n’est pas étonnant de voir les Criméens se rallier

aux démarches des Nogays de la Grande Horde et des Saibanides. Ainsi,
dés septembre 1587, les envoyés du khan a Istanbul demandaient la
préparation d’une campagne contre les Moscovites. Selon Lorenzo Ber-
nardo, Islam Giray craignait avant tout I’action de Murad Giray (que le
baile, mal renseigné, présente comme le frére du khan), mais il voulait
également se venger des incursions cosaques:
Si trovano qui li ambasciator non solo di Abdulacan Tartaro signor di Boar, del
qual diedi particolar conto alla Serenita Vostra per le passate mie, ma anco
I'ambasciator del Tartaro di Caffa che riconosce questo Signor . .. L.’ambasciator
del Tartaro del Caffa dimande agiuto a questa Maesta contra Iistessi Moscoviti,
non solo per li tanti danni che ricevenno da Rossi sudditi loro ma anco per il
suspetto che ha, che un suo fratello fuggito alla protettione del Moscovito
agiutato da loro non le venga improvisamente adosso et lo scacci del regno
intendendosi tuttavia essere moti di arme in qualle parti's,

La Porte, forte de son expérience malheureuse de 1569, out 'expédition
contre Astrakhan avait lamentablement échoué, faute notamment d’un
réel soutien des Tatars de Crimée!’, ne pouvait s’engager a la légére. Le
sultan ordonna la réunion d’un conseil exceptionnel. Selaniki place 1’évé-
nement le 11 septembre, jour ol le grand vizir Siyavu-pasa rassemblait
dans sa résidence d’Uskiidar les vizirs et Mevlana Sa‘di Efendi (le Seyh ul-
islam?), pour discuter de I'opportunité d’une campagne d’une telle en-
vergure. Le chroniqueur ottoman, avare en précisions, nous fait savoir —
élément important — que la décision fut prise en fonction de P’attitude des

15 Sur le role des trois princes Giray dans la politique des steppes a cette période, cf.
Bennigsen et Lemercier-Quelquejay, “La Moscovie,” pp. 461 sq.

16 DC, XXVI, fol. 81v., rapport du 29 septembre 1587.

17 Inalcik, “Osmanhi-Rus rekabetinin,” pp. 367-368; Bennigsen, “L’expédition,” p.
440; voir également infra, 'ordre adressé au beg des Sirin le 18 octobre 1587, dans
lequel la Porte exprime clairement son ressentiment a 1’égard de I'attitude de Devlet
Giray pendant la campagne de 1569.
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Tatars de Crimée qui, contrairement a ce qui s’était passé sous Devlet
Giray, se montraient déterminés & mener & bien cette entreprise. Les
Ottomans devaient envoyer des soldats et des navires pour assurer la
défense de la Crimée en I’absence du khan et des mirza; un commandant
capable serait par ailleurs désigné pour accompagner les Criméens vers
Astrakhan!s,

Lorenzo Bernardo est, comme toujours, parfaitement renseigné sur les
délibérations de ce conseil dont il nous donne, dans son rapport du 29
septembre 1587, une description détaillée. Aux personnages réunis selon
Selaniki, il ajoute le nisangi, le re’is efendi (il Cancelario Grande™)
Hasan pa$a, un beglerbeg et les ambassadeurs dzbek et criméen:

Per queste cause adunque per ordine di questo Signor si ridussero insieme non
solo li Magnifico Bassa ma anco il Coza, il Nisangi, il Cancelario Grande Assan
Bassa et li soprascritti ambasciatori et un Beglerbei molto pratico et intelligente di
quelle parti nel giardin del Magnifico Primo Visir sopra questo canale, dove si
trattd longamente sopra queste dimande et per quanto intendo la risolutione fu di
levar a Moscoviti la fortezza di Citracan, tornandole molto a conto esser patroni
di essa, non solo per tutte le soprascritte cause, ma anco per aprisi una sicurissima
et facile strada per soccorrer la importantissima fortezza di Demircapi acquistata
da questo Signor al confin de Giorgiani et posta supra il Mar Caspio. . . .

Le baile nous fournit donc la principale raison de la décision ottomane:
la conquéte d’Astrakhan aurait permis a la Porte d’établir son contrdle
sur la mer Caspienne et les régions limitrophes et de consolider ses
positions a Demirqap: et & Bakou. Elle obtenait ainsi un net avantage
stratégique dans le conflit qui I'opposait aux Safavides. A cette fin, le
conseil réactualisait le projet du canal Don-Volga qui aurait ouvert une
route directe vers la Caspienne a la flotte impériale de la Mer Noire:

Si e anco discorso tra loro di tentar da novo di far quel taglio del fiume Tanai nel
fiume Volga nel paese de Tartari sottoposto a Moscoviti altre volte tentato in
tempo di sultan Selim, et da Moscoviti impedito per il molto pregiuditio che li
apporterebbe, et quando cio hora le succedesse haverebbono Turchi grandissima
commodita et facilita non solo per condur gente et vittuaglie alli confini, et nelle
piu ultime parti della Persia, ma anco per condur armata con la quale sariano
patroni di tutte le marine del Mar Caspio possesse non solo da Persiani ma da
Tartari Moscoviti et Giorgiani; et congiungeriano insieme la navigatione di questi
doi mari Negro et Caspio con grandissimo benefficio di questa citta posta sopra la
bocca di esso, et seben al presente Sua Maesta possiede doi importantissimi porti
sopra esso Mar Caspio cio e Baccu et Demircapi ha pero molta difficolta di
fabricar gli vasselli in quelle parti, et quando fosse aperta questa strada con
grandissima commodita manderiano quanti vasselli le tornasse commodo, fabri-

1
18 Selaniki, Die Chronik, p. 230.
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candole alle marine del Mar Negro dove hanno grandissima commodita et
cariandole di vittuaglie d’ogui sorte di quali ne hanno in quelle marine grandissima
abondanza.

Les Ottomans avaient déja tenté, quelques années auparavant, de
constituer une flotte sur la Caspienne!s. Le baile rapporte qu’ils avaient
construit &8 Demirgap: neuf “fuste di 14 banchi” et les avaient mises sous le
commandement d’un rénégat vénitien (“un nostro veneziano” note, non
sans un certain sentiment de fierté nationale, Lorenzo Bernardo); mais
cette flottille, s’étant avérée insuffisante pour la conduite d’opérations
d’importance, avait été désarmée. Cependant, la situation serait bien
différente, remarque le représentant de la république maritime, au cas olt
laccés en mer Caspienne deviendrait aisé: A
... mase in quel mar questo Signor potrd metter quante armate li piacera, havera
facilita grande de far molti acquisti, perche ne Tartari ne Persiani, che confinano
sopra di essi fano 1’arte del navigar non intendo 'uso ne della calamita ne della
carta, ma navigano solo con alcuni picoli vasselli a terrama (?) con il scandaglio in
mano per commodita di portar robbe da loco a loco, di maniere che questo Signor
saria assoluto patrone di quello importantissimo mare, che circonda 3000 miglia,
senza alcuna difficolta.

A travers le témoignage de Lorenzo Bernardo, les intéréts de la Porte
apparaissent bien différents de ceux des Tatars (Criméens et Nogays) ou
des Ozbeks. Les Ottomans concentraient alors leurs efforts en vue d’une
conclusion favorable de la guerre contre les Safavides — principale
préoccupation d’Istanbul — et ce n’est qu’en fonction de ce dessein que la
conquéte d’Astrakhan était envisagée. La situation des steppes nord-
pontiques, les menaces que faisaient peser les troupes moscovites sur la
Grande Horde Nogay et méme sur la Crimée, ne retenaient qu’accessoire-
ment I’attention de la Porte. De méme, les Ottomans ne semblaient guére
s’intéresser a la réouverture de la voie qui menait par Astrakhan vers
I’Asie Centrale (trongon de la célébre route de la soie). Aucun des
protagonistes n’évoque d’ailleurs la possibilité de la reprise des échanges
commerciaux dans cette direction; les Ozbeks pensaient seulement —
comme nous I'avons vu — s’assurer un accés s@r pour leurs pélerinages a
La Mecque. Pour la Porte, la liaison avec les Saibanides, ses alliés natu-
rels contre les Safavides, devait se faire avant tout par le sud de la mer
Caspienne: les récentes conquétes en Azerbaidjan et au Caucase servi-
raient de point de départ pour de nouvelles acquisitions facilitées — dans
les plans ottomans — par une attaque d’*Abdullah khan au Khorassan.

19 Cf. Kortepeter, Ortoman Imperialism, pp. 74 et 91.
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Néanmoins — le rapport du baile le prouve — les avantages résultant
d’une implantation ottomane a Astrakhan n’échappaient pas au divan
impérial. En outre, par rapport a 1569, le projet d’expédition de 1587
présentait un double intérét pour la Porte dans la mesure ou il mettait en
place une puissante coalition au sein de laquelle la participation des
troupes du sultan devait étre limitée. Selaniki avait mis en évidence, nous
I’avons mentionné, I'importance que le conseil avait attaché a lattitude
des Criméens; dans sa lettre du 29 septembre, Lorenzo Bernardo sou-
lignait a son tour ce fait sans négliger les Ozbeks (auxquels il associait
probablement les Nogays de la Grande Horde comme devant agir sur le
méme front): “. .. seintende que I'uno et 'altro Tartaro offeriscquo le forze
loro solo con il favor et poco agiuto di questa Maesta”. Seul Islam Giray
avait fait une demande précise: quatre ou cinqg galéres ottomanes devaient
croiser au long des cdtes de la Crimée pour la défendre des attaques
cosaques®. Enfin, un dernier élément, d’ordre subjectif, fut pris en consi-
dération au cours des délibérations du conseil (il mettait d’autant plus en
valeur I'apport des forces promises par les Tatars et les Ozbeks): 'appré-
ciation peu flatteuse dont souffrait le tsar Feodor aux yeux des respon-
sables ottomans:

Et seben I'altra volta che Turchi tentarono questa impresa furono sturbati da
Moscoviti, speravano pero hora che il favor et forze di questi doi Signori Tartari
molto potenti, che allhora non havevano ottener 'intento loro, et tanto maggior-
mente quanto che sano che il presente Gran Duca di Moscovia € huomo di poca
intelligenza et di poco valore.

Tous ces facteurs réunis avaient contribué a la décision du divan impérial;
soumise au sultan, elle avait obtenu son assentiment. En conséquence,
2000 janissaires recevaient 'ordre de se préparer pour I'expédition. Le
gapudan pasa devait armer les galéres nécessaires a leur transport et
affectées a la défense des cOtes criméennes. Pour que rien ne soit négligé,
Muriad 111 avait demandé qu’on retrouve et étudie tous les papiers relatifs
a la campagne de 1569. Tout en relatant ces événements, Lorenzo Bernar-
do émet, en diplomate avisé, quelques réserves en ce qui concerne le degré
de détermination de la Porte & s’engager dans cette affaire. Il pourrait
s’agir, pense-t-til, d’une simple manoeuvre destinée, soit a précipiter les
pourparlers de paix avec les Safavides, soit a faire pression surle tsar afin

2 “Ma in particolar il tartaro di Caffa dimanda quatro cinque galee accio che
partendosi lui per questo effetto siano custodite le sue marine dalli Cosachi che
ordinariamente l'infestano”; nous reviendrons plus loin sur la recrudescence des
incursions des Cosaques Zaporogues a cette époque.
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qu’il renonce a toute vélléité sur la Pologne dont le trone était resté
vacant aprés la mort d’Etienne Bathory?!:

Ne voglio restare de dirle che forse Turchi per la speranza che hanno della pace di
Persia, seben molto diminuita da alquanti giorni in qua, et per il suspetto che
hanno che sopra la persona del Moscovito potesse cascar l'elettione di Re da
Polonia, potriano haver causati artificiosamente questi rumori, che quando le
speranze di pace riuscisserovane come si crede, et che sia vera elettione fata alli
12 del passato da Polachi della persona del principe di Suetia in loro Re, si come
per via di Bogdania qui si e intesso et la Serenita Vostra per via di Viena deve esser
certificata, possiano forse cessar questi disegni tutti. . . .

Pourtant — le baile était obligé de le reconnaitre — la décision de la Porte
semblait bien arrétée car les préparatifs suivaient leur cours: le gapudan-
pasa était déja en train de faire charger des provisions sur les navires. Ainsi,
concluait Lorenzo Bernardo, la campagne pourrait étre menée I’hiver
méme, la route étant d’autant plus facile que les riviéres se trouveraient
prises par les glaces22,

" L’escadre ottomane ne fut préte que début novembre. Le 14 octobre, le

baile pensait que les quatre galéres prévues pour I’expédition ne pour-
raient plus prendre la mer, la saison étant trop avancée?’, Deux semaines
plus tard, il exprimait les mémes doutes et mettait en évidence les carences
de 'arsenal impérial:
Le 4 galee che deveno andar in Mar Negro per condur li giannizzeri et altre
provisioni concesse da questo Signor a Tartari per favor della impresa d’Astracan,
per le molte dificulta che si trovano in espedirle, ¢ sia per la poca obedienta,  per
altri mancamenti che sono in questo Arsenal, tal che si dubita 6 che non anderano,
0 tardando molto a partir, correvano in alto risigo navicando d’inverno in quel
mare, il qual porta il nome di negro per li molti naufragi que causa in questi
tempi2.

Entre temps, la Porte avait pris de nouvelles mesures pour assurer la
réussite de la'campagne. Les autorités ottomanes de Kefe recevaient
Pordre de préparer du bois pour la construction de 40 barques (piccoli
vasselli) et de 12 batiments de transport (mahone) destinés aux troupes

21 La méme idée a également été exprimée par des historiens modernes; ainsi S. M.
Solov’ev, Istorija Rossii, Moscou, rééd. 1960, 1V, pp. 259-60, estime qu’il s’agissait
davantage d’une manoeuvre de la Porte destinée a soutenir le khanat de Crimée face a
la Moscovie, que d’un projet réel.

22 Le rapport du 29 septembre est entiérement consacré a I'affaire d’Astrakhan, DC
XXVI, fol. 81v-84r., nous nous sommes efforcés d’en restituer I’essentiel dans le choix
de nos citations, tout en en ordonnant les éléments.

3 DC, XXVI, fol. 154v.: “Si preparano anco le 4 galee destinate per mar Negro seben
si crede che per esser il tempo molto avanti pericolosisimo per navigar in quei mari si
potria differir la loro partita. . . .”

% DC, XXVI, fol. 177v., rapport du 28 octobre 1587.
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qui devaient entreprendre le siége d’Astrakhan?s. Les piéces en fer néces-
saires a leur fabrication étaient chargées sur les galéres a Istanbul. Comme
en 1569, il avait été prévu que ces matériaux seraient transportés par
chariots jusqu’a la Volga pour y étre rassemblés. Mais a ce sujet, les avis
étaient trés partagés; comme on craignait que cette opération ne fit
empéchée par I'attaque des Moscovites ou des Cosaques du Don, certains
proposaient la mise & I’eau de ces embarcations & Demirgapi?6.

Les préoccupations de la Porte ne se limitaient d’ailleurs pas — comme
Pattestent les documents émanant du divan impérial — aux seuls aspects
matériels de la campagne; sa préparation diplomatique était également
envisagée. Le 18 octobre, un ordre était remis au davus Yiisuf a l'intention
du beg des Sirin “qui est le chef des émirs tatars”. Ce choix est significatif
de la politique ottomane a ’égard de la Crimée: consciente du role des
chefs des clans tatars, la Porte s’adresse au plus puissant d’entre eux pour
obtenir sa collaboration. Il s’agissait moins de défiance envers Islam
Giray que d’une réelle connaissance du rapport de force entre le faible
khan et la noblesse criméenne?’;

Ordre au Sirin beg qui est le chef des émirs tatars: précédemment, a I'’époque du
défunt [le sultan Selim II]— que la grace de Dieu soit sur lui, qu’il soit pardonné et
que la terre de son tombeau soit parfumée! — on avait projeté la conquéte et la
subjugation d’Astrakhan et affecté en conséquence a ’ancien khan Devlet Giray
une quantité suffisante de soldats voués a la victoire, mais lorsqu’on eut préparé
toutes les armes et le matériel nécessaires a cette campagne et qu’on les eut
expédiés en vue de la conquéte, la volonté dudit khan étant contraire & cette
conquéte, il a négligé ce qui la concernait, il a détourné les troupes de I'islam du
droit chemin, les entrainant sur des chemins d’accés difficile; bref, il a par sa

25 Rapport du 14 octobre 1587, déja cité (DC, XXVI, fol. 154v.).

26 Rapport du 28 octobre 1587, déja cité (DC, XXVI, fol. 178r.-v.): “. . . gia é stata
caricata molta ferramenta sopra queste galee per la fabrica delli vasselli, che disegnano
di adoperar per la espugnation di esso [Astrakhan]. Lilegnami delli quali tagliarano et
lavorerano a Caffa, et con li carri disegnano condurli al fiume Volga per metterli
insieme in quel loco, et servirsi di essi per traghettar genti in quella fortezza posta in
isola sopra la bocca di esso fiume nel mar Caspio. Seben vien raccordato da altri, che
piu presto et sicuro consiglio saria fabricar essi vasselli a Demircapi fortezza di questo
Signor in Giorgiani sopra I'istesso mare poco discostos d’Astracan dove piu sicura-
mente sariano condoti per mare alla bocca del detto fiume, senza poter esser impediti
da Rossi ne da Moscoviti, li quali per la via di terra facilmente si opponerano alla
condota de carri”. Dans cette méme dépéche le baile communiquait le départ de
I’ambassadeur dAbdullah khan avec la promesse du sultan de “favoriser la prise
d’Astrakhan.”

27 Sur les rapports entre le khan et les clans de Crimée, cf. Bennigsen et Lemercier-
Quelquejay, “La Moscovie”; A. Bennigsen, P. N. Boratov, D. Desaive, et Ch.
Lemercier-Quelquejay, Le khanat de Crimée dans les Archives du Musée du Palais de
Topkapt, Paris, 1978, pp. 10-13; B. Forbes Manz, “The Clans of the Crimean Khanate,
1466-1532,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies, 11, 3, 1978, pp. 281-309.
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négligence et sa procrastination, fait échouer I'affaire. [Or, a présent], un ambas-
sadeur est arrivé avec une lettre de la part de sa Haute Seigneurie de sublime
refuge, le khan 6zbeg ‘Abdullah khan, pour assurer la conquéte et la libération
d’Astrakhan. D’autre part, sa Seigneurie refuge de ’Emirat [le khan], ayant
rendu témoignage de sa parfaite fidélité et loyauté ainsi que de I’extréme droiture
et sincérité qu’elle porte au Seuil, nid de la félicité, a “retroussé les pans de sa
robe” et, consciente du trésor de félicité qu’elle s’assure en déployant tous ses
efforts pour le service que lui ordonne ma Seigneurie, refuge de la gloire, elle a fait
savoir qu’elle attendait avec empressement ’émission de I'ordre [impérial, ou:
auquel le monde se soumet? — lecture incertaine]. Pour ma part, je suis pleine-
ment confiant dans le fait que le susdit khan déploiera en effet, en toute sincérité
d’ame et de coeur, ses efforts pour le service qui se présente sur ma voie auguste et
qu’il ne reviendra pas sur ses dispositions; de plus, il est important et nécessaire
que toi aussi, homme de valeur qui se trouve 4 la téte et au commandement des
émirs tatars, tu participes également a la campagne vouée 4 la victoire et que, dans
'unité de coeur et d’intention que commande une parfaite entente, vous accom-
plissiez [tous deux] le service qu’exigent la religion et mon Etat. En conséquence,
tu auras a te concerter avec le susdit Isiam Giray khan — que son élévation se
perpétue! — et X, I'un des davus de mon Seuil élevé, a été envoyé pour que tu
fasses connaitre & ma Porte de la Félicité vos dispositions en vue de la réalisation
[de ce projet]. [Le passage précédent est un peu douteux, le texte étant trés effacé. ]
Dés que [cet ordre] arrivera, conformément & I'abondance de courage et de
vaillance, a I'excés de perspicacité et de sagacité inhérents a ta nature et ton
caractére en pareil cas, tu te rendras auprés dudit khan — que son élévation se
perpétue! —, tu te concerteras également avec les personnes capables, pieuses,
expertes, impartiales et bien informées des situations et des conditions, des
agissements et comportements ayant cours dans ces régions et, avec I'aide de Dieu
vrai — qu'il soit glorifié et exhalté! —, tu feras sans faute tout ce qui est possible
pour la réalisation de mes entreprises vouées au succés. Grce au zéle pour la
religion évidente, il sera possible de cette fagon de tirer vengeance des ennemis
maudits promis a I’Enfer; vous ne laisserez absolument rien dans I'incertitude et le
doute; vous ferez un rapport véridique a mon Seuil Sublime sur ce qui aura résulté
du jugement pertinent et des intentions [méritoires?] dudit khan — que son
élévation se perpétue! — de telle sorte que rien ne survienne par la suite dont on
puisse tirer prétexte ou excuse. Précédemment, alors que Demirgap: et le pays de
Sirvan n’étaient pas encore rattachés 2 mes pays-bien-gardés, mais qu'on avait des
visées sur eux et qu’il existait en outre des possibilités de conquéte et de subjuga-
tion, elles resterent sans effet & cause de la négligence dudit khan. Mais 4 présent,
comme ces régions ont été conquises, ’affaire, s'il plait 4 Dieu — qu’Il soit exalté!
— est devenue aisée. Dorénavant, tu te concerteras sans plus tarder avec le khan, et
tu déploieras tous tes efforts dans les affaires qui intéressent la religion et mon Etat
ainsi que I’honneur et la dignité de mon sultanat?s.

Nous n’avons malheureusement pas trouvé trace dans les archives

8 MD, LXII, doc. 226, remis a Yiisuf davus le 16 zi'l-qa‘de 995 (18 octobre 1587).
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ottomanes de la réponse du beg des Sirin ni d’une correspondance
ultérieure a ce sujet avec le khan Islam Giray. Pourtant il semble bien, a ce
qui ressort des messages adressés aux Nogays de la Grande Horde et 4
Piyale pasa, nommé commandant du corps ottoman, que le sultan avait
déja acquis la certitude d’une participation criméenne.

La seconde action diplomatique de la Porte était entreprise auprés des
Nogays de la Grande Horde. Le 24 octobre, des lettres d’un contenu
identique étaient confiées au davus Siilleyman qui devait les remettre au
prince Urus beg ainsi qu’a 12 mirza?®. Les Ottomans étaient vraisembla-
blement au courant de ce que la politique anti-moscovite d’Urus beg ne
faisait pas I'unanimité des chefs nogays. L’initiative de la campagne
n’était attribuée qu’au seul ‘Abdullah khan et c’était a sa requéte que la
Porte répondait. Les Nogays de la Grande Horde étaient mis devant le
fait accompli: ou bien ils prenaient part a cette expédition présentée
comme certaine et déja nettement engagée ou bien (ce qui est sous-
entendu) ils se rangeaient du c6té des ennemis de I'islam et de ’Empire
ottoman:

La fierté des hommes illustres et généreux, le réceptacle des actes louables et
magnifiques, Rus (= Urus) beg Mirza, 'un des mirza du pays des Grands Nogays
— que sa gloire se perpétue! —, dés qu’il recevra le signe élevé et auguste, devra
savoir ce qui suit: & présent, une lettre portée par un ambassadeur agréé, de la part
de son Excellence Seigneurie de haut rang, ‘Abdullah khan, actuellement khan de
Bukhara — que son élévation se perpétue! —, est parvenue a notre Seuil Sublime,
refuge du monde et notre Porte Elevée, foyer de la Félicité, qui sont des sultans
glorieux, le refuge, et des monarques généreux, le salutaire recours. Elle annonce
et fait connaitre ce qui concerne la campagne contre Astrakhan. Etant donné qu’il
sollicite pour cette affaire aide et assistance de notre Seuil Sublime, s’il plait &
Dieu — qu’ll soit exalté! — au printemps marqué d’heureux auspices, on s’en
remettra  la grice de Dieu Vrai — qu’ll soit exalté et glorifié! — et on prendra
comme intercesseur les miracles de Mon Seigneur le séide des créatures — sur lui
soit la meilleure des bénédictions! — et sa Seigneurie, refuge de I’Emirat, le khan
de Crimée, Islam Giray khan — que son élévation se perpétue! — [participera] en
personne 3 la conquéte d’Astrakhan; et, d’autre part, I’émir des émirs généreux
Piyale — que sa prospérité se perpétue! — qui revient de Bukhara, a été nommé
serdar des troupes vouées a la victoire devant étre envoyées de mon Seuil de la
Félicité, et les provisions ainsi que les canons, les arquebuses et autres armes et
matériel sont sur le point d’étre fournis. Etant donné qu’il est en tout point

2%  Nous avons pu identifier neuf de ses destinataires, grace a I'ouvrage de Novosel’skij,
Bor’ba, tableau annexe: Seyyid Ahmed mirza, fils de Mohammed frére d’Urus beg, qui
détenait la place de niireddin; Sati, Gan Arslan et Qan mirzd, tous les trois fils du
prince; I$terek, Din Mohammed, Kii¢iik, Or Mohammed et Bek Mohammed mirza,
tous les cinq fils de Din Ahmed, frére d’Urus beg et ancien prince de la Grande Horde.
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important et nécessaire que vous-méme participiez également a cette campagne
vouée a la victoire, I'un des &avus de mon Seuil Sublime, Siileyman davus — que
son pouvoir augmente! — [vous] a été envoyé. J’ai ordonné que, dés qu’ilarrivera
avec mon ordre sacré, conformément a I’abondance du courage et de la vaillance
et a la profusion de la sagacité et du jugement inhérentes a ta nature et 4 ton
caractére, tu te tiennes dés maintenant prét et sur le pied de guerre, avec les troupes
tatares rapides comme le vent qui dépendent de ton autorité et que, lorsque, s’il
plait & Dieu, le moment [d’agir] arrivera et que les troupes vouées a la victoire
seront parvenues sur place, vous soyez, vous aussi, en accord et entente, en toute
unanimité de coeur et d’intention [avec le serdar ottoman et le khan], et que vous
déployiez toutes vos forces et abondance d’efforts pour la conquéte de la forte-
resse en question, en fonction des nécessités, ainsi que pour chasser et repousser
les vils ennemis, et que, de cette fagon, tu t’attires toutes sortes de marques
d’honneur dans la voie de notre service impérial.

11 est certain et assuré que, §'il plait  Dieu, en échange des estimés services que
vous rendrez dans cette affaire, vous serez mis hors pair et distingué par mes
sublimes bienfaits impériaux de toute sorte. Adoncque, vous serez en bon accord
et entente, comme on l’espére, tant avec le khan de Crimée, Islam Giray khan
qu’avec Piyale pafa — que sa prospérité se perpétue! — serdar de mes troupes
vouées a la victoire, et vous déploierez toutes sortes de beaux efforts dans
l'accomplissement de cette affaire. De plus, vous écrirez de fagon détaillée quelles
mesures ont été prises A ce sujet et ce qu’il convient de faire; vous présenterez ce
rapport 4 notre Seuil Elevé par l'intermédiaire de mon davus susdit30.

La Porte considérait donc la participation des Nogays de la Grande
Horde comme trés importante pour la réussite de ’expédition projetée.
Piyale pasa, nommé commandant en chef, en fonction sans doute des
rapports personnels qu’il entretenait avec les Ozbeks et les Nogays, rece-
vait la mission expresse de s’occuper de ces derniers. 11 devait établir des
relations étroites avec Urus beg et les autres mirza, se tenir informé de
tout ce qui les concernait, enfin, les convaincre de I'imminence de la
campagne et des bénéfices qu’ils pourraient tirer d’une implantation
ottomane a Astrakhan — bénéfices que, non sans une certaine présomp-
tion, la Porte estimait évidents. L’ordre de nomination de Piyile paa,
émis par le divan impérial le 24 octobre également, nous fournit en méme
temps la meilleure preuve qu’a cette date la décision du sultan d’entre-
prendre cette expédition au printemps suivant était sans appel. A coté de
I'unité de janissaires, d’un corps d’artillerie, du matériel de siége et des
moyens de transport, on adjoignait a Piyile pasa un certain nombre de
sangagbeg avec leurs hommes. Seule la désignation exacte de ces troupes
ainsi que la date précise du début de la campagne restaient a déterminer.
Le but de cette expédition était exprimé dans une formule bréve mais

o MD, LXII, doc. 231 du 22 zi'l-qa‘de 995 (24 octobre 1587).
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explicite: la conquéte d’Astrakhan était “en tout point conforme a la
dignité et A l'intérét de la religion et de I'Etat” car il s’agissait, seule
motivation (simple prétexte?) avancée, de libérer les “peuples de I'islam”
de la domination des Moscovites. Voici le texte intégral de cet important
document:

Ordre & Piyale pasa qui était précédemment beglerbeg de Sekis!: & présent, des
lettres sont parvenues par l'intermédiaire d’ambassadeurs accrédités et dignes de
confiance, de la part de sa haute seigneurie, refuge de ’Emirat, le hakim de
Boukhara, ‘Abdullah khan — que son élévation se perpétue! — et du hakim des
Nogays, Urus beg. 1l ressort de ces lettres que les mécréants d’Astrakhan portent
préjudice aux peuples de 'islam et qu’il est en tout point conforme a la dignitéet &
l'intérét de la religion et de '’Etat de conquérir et subjuguer cette place. En
conséquence, comme il est nécessaire et indispensable d’apporter mon sublime
concours impérial lors de la conquéte et de la subjugations de la forteresse
d’Astrakhan, de la destruction et de ’anéantissement des mécréants débauchés
qui s’y trouvent, il est certain et résolu que, s’il plait 4 Dieu — qu’ll soit exalté! —,
ma campagne vouée & la victoire se portera au printemps marqué d’heureux
auspices de ce coté, dans un complet abandon a la volonté de Dieu — qu'’il soit
exalté! —. Dés maintenant, on a entrepris de réunir le matériel, I’équipement, les
armes et armements et tout ce qui est nécessaire et important; ma lettre auguste a
été envoyée a Sa Seigneurie, refuge de ’Emirat, Islam Giray khan — que son
élévation se perpétue! — pour qu’il y prenne part lui aussi. D’autre part, eu égard a
’entiére confiance impériale que je porte aux trésors de courage et de vaillance et
aux parfaites sagacité et perspicacité, inhérents a ton caractére et ta nature, je t'ai
nommé serdar (généralissime) et sipehsalar (commandant en chef) des troupes
vouées a la victoire qui seront désignées et envoyées de mon Seuil de la Félicité,
tant les chefs (iimerd) que les zu‘ama et que les timariots, les corps des serviteurs
de ma Porte (gapum qullart) et les janissaires. Il t'est commandé, atoi aussi, dete
procurer dés maintenant les provisions et les matériaux nécessaires et de tenir tous
les hommes préts et sur le pied de guerre jusqu’a que soit fixée, s’il plait 4 Dieu, la
date de la campagne, et j"ai ordonné que, dés que [cet ordre] arrivera, tu prennes
des mesures a ce sujet avec une parfaite attention, que tu entreprennes la collecte et
la fourniture du matériel nécessaire a la campagne susdite; que tu recueilles de
nombreuses informations sur la situation et les conditions des régions nogayes,
que tu noues des liens de bonne et sincére amitié avec le khan, les mirza et les
autres soldats nogays, que tu leur envoies des informations, par 'intermédiaire
d’hommes a toi, dignes de confiance, que tu leur apprennes et leur annonces
qu’une campagne vouée 4 la victoire, a été décidée pour ce printemps afin qu’ils

3t Seki devient un beglerbegilik en 1583, mais en 1585 le siége de cette province est
transféré & Ere§, cf. M. F. Kirzioglu, Osmaniilar'in Kafkas-elleri’ni fethi (1451-1590),
Ankara, 1976, p. 304. Piyale pasa qui, lors de la campagne de 1579 était sangaqbeg de
Dyarbekir (cf. M D, XXXVIII, doc. 99), occupa vraisemblablement ce poste entre ces
deux dates. Rappelons que Lorenzo Bernardo le présentait en 1587 comme le beg de
Demirgapi, également centre d’un beglerbegilik depuis 1583.
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considérent comme une chose décidée notre intention de conquérir et subjuguer,
sl plait & Dieu — qu’il soit exalté! —, la forteresse d’Astrakhan marquée du signe
de la défaite, de la fagon exposée plus haut, et que, tant le susdit khan nogay que
les autres troupes vouées 4 la victoire, fassent tout ce qui dépend de leur force dans
la voie du Séide des Prophétes de la religion évidente, et qu’ils écartent et
repoussent les méfaits et malfaisances infligés au peuple de I'islam par les vils
mécréants — puissent-ils résider en enfer! — et que, de cette facon, ces régions
devenant des dépendances de nos pays-bien-gardés, comme c’est le cas du pays de
Sirvan, les gens de la Foi établis dans ces parages vivent dans une parfaite paix et
sécurité et que, dans le bonheur d’un paradis de prospérité et de paix, ils puissent
se vouer a leurs activités et occupations et jouir de la prospérité en priant pour la
perpétuation de notre vie et de notre régne en toute sincérité de coeur. Tel est
I’ordre qui a été écrit32.

Le 11 novembre 1587, Lorenzo Bernardo signalait a la Seigneurie le
départ d’Istanbul de trois des galéres destinées a I’expédition; on avait dd
renoncer & la quatriéme par manque d’esclaves pour la chiourme. La
clémence du temps, note le baile, avait certainement permis & ces bati-
ments d’atteindre le but de leur voyage. Les janissaires (mais il est forte-
ment improbable que les 2000 prévus aient pu trouver place sur les trois
galéres), le matériel et les provisions avaient ainsi été débarqués a Kefe:
“Le tre galee per Mare Negro sono finalmente partite, non havendo
potuto andar la quarta galea al viaggio per mancamento di schiavi, li
quali per li buoni tempi che hanno regnato sariano presto gionti al Caffa
con li Giannizzari et altre provisioni promesse & Tartari per la impressa
di Astracan”33, Du c6té ottoman la campagne d’Astrakhan était com-
mencée.

*
* X%

Les Moscovites étaient au courant des plans ottomans dés la fin de I’'année
1587. Grice a des informations en provenance de Crimée, on savait a
Moscou qu’une campagne pour la conquéte d’Astrakhan se préparait
sous la conduite de Piyale pasa. On y savait également qu’en vue de cette
entreprise, des quantités de poudre et de plomb avaient été déchargées &
Kefe et qu’un davus avait été dépéché auprés d’Urus beg, afin que celui-ci
“préte serment” au sultan. La situation était jugée inquiétante et des
mesures furent prises en conséquence: alerte de la garnison d’Astrakhan
et notamment de Murad Giray, envoi d’un corps de troupes sur le Don,
expédition de deux chefs de strel’cy, Xruiéev et Lixarev, chez les Co-
saques Zaporogues pour les déterminer a attaquer la Crimée et les posses-

32 MD, LXII, doc. 233 du 22 zi'l-ga'de 995 (24 octobre 1587).
3 DC, XXV, fol. 195r.
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sions ottomanes34. Enfin, il semble qu’une démarche diplomatique fiit
tentée du coté de la Crimée. L’envoyé du tsar devait proposer a Islam
Giray Parrét de toute action offensive de Sa‘adet et Murad Giray si le
khan réussissait a persuader le sultan de renoncer a la campagne contre
Astrakhans,

Le décision des Moscovites de faire appel aux Cosaques Zaporogues
se révéla extrémement judicieuse. Ces derniers constituaient déja une
menace permanente pour les provinces ottomanes du nord de la Mer
Noire et du bas Danube. Pendant I’été 1587, ils avaient surpris et razzié
successivement Bender (Bendery), Ozii (O&akiv), les environs d’Aqkir-
man (Bilhorod-Dnistrovs’kyj), et de Kili (Kilija) ainsi que le ville moldave
de Hugi. Les troupes de six sangagbeg (Agkirman, Silistre, Nigbolu,
Cirmen, Vize et Vuléetrin), avaient été réunies pour les combattre. Une
unité de janissaires avait été envoyée en renfort et les voiévodes de
Moldavie et de Valachie devaient se tenir préts & intervenir a la téte de
leurs soldats. Néanmoins, en novembre, les Cosaques (quelques 3000
hommes avec 17 canons (darbzen) pris lors du sac d’Ozii et montés sur des
chariots) faisaient de nouveau irruption en Moldavie. Le voiévode réus-
sissait a les repousser, mais, & la méme époque, ils effectuaient un raid en
Crimée et, renforcés, ils continuaient a faire pression sur les possessions
ottomanes et sur la Moldavie.

L’état actuel de nos informations ne nous permet pas de déceler dans
quelle mesure les opérations des Cosaques Zaporogues a la fin de 1587 et
en 1588 étaient menées de commun accord avec les Moscovites. Pourtant,

34 Cf. Kuseva, Narody, p. 267, citant les Archives russes.

35 Cf. Solov'ev, Istorija, 1V, pp. 259-60.

36  Les sources concernant les incursions des Cosaques Zaporogues a cette époque
abondent (le sujet mériterait de faire ’'objet d’une étude a part); voici les plus importants
de ces documents pour I'année 1587: M D, LXII, docs. ( en ordre chronologique du 18
avril 1587 au 13 février 1588): 81, 103-104, 154, 307, 309, 440441, 447, 450, 178, 291,
259-261, 303, 305, 449, 325-326, 317-318, 330, 335, 346, 361-363, 386-387, 432, 434,
472; DC, XXV et XXVI, rapports de Lorenzo Bernardo des 12 mai, 23 et 30 juillet, 5
aoft, 2 et 29 septembre, 28 octobre, 11 novembre, 9 et 23 décembre 1587, 6 janvier et 23
février 1588; Documente privitoare la istoria roménilor culese, de Eudoxiu de Hurmu-
zaki (cité infra: Hurmuzaki), X1, Bucarest, 1900, docs. CLV, CLVIII-CLXIV, CLXVII-
CLXVIII (essentiellement rapports adressés d’Istanbul entre le 29 avril 1587 et le 18
février 1588 par von Eyzing et Pezzen, ambassadeurs de I'empereur Rudolf I1); A.
Veress, Documente privitoare la istoria Ardealului, Moldovei si Tarii Roménegti, 111,
Bucarest, 1931, docs. 59-66 (dépéches de von Eyzing et Pezzen ainsi que d’autres
correspondants des Habsbourgs, du 31 juillet au 22 octobre 1587) et docs. 69-70, 72-73
(lettres échangées entre la Porte et le voiévode de Transylvanie Sigismond Bathory de
décembre 1587 a février 1588).
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indépendamment des intéréts ou des raisons qui les motivaient3?, il est
certain que leur role dans I'abandon du projet de la campagne d’Astra-
khan fut décisif. Les actions des Cosaques Zaporogues immobilisaient
des forces ottomanes importantes — seules forces disponibles qui auraient
pu former le corps expéditionnaire d’Astrakhan — et détournaient du
méme objectif les troupes criméennes. De plus, elles pouvaient entrainer
’Empire ottoman dans un conflit avec la Pologne, pays dont les Cosaques
étaient, du moins théoriquement, les sujets.

Au printemps 1588, I'armée tatare, dirigée par le khan en personne, se
mettait en mouvement vers la Pologne pour venger, par une grande
expédition, les incursions cosaques. Mais, arrivé a Bender, Islam Giray,
mourait subitement début avril, vraisemblablement empoisonné. Les
clans désignaient a sa place son frére et galga Alp Giray, 4 qui le tréne
revenait de droit. La Porte ’entendait autrement: elle voulait imposer un
khan de son choix. Dés que la nouvelle parvint & Istanbul, le sultan
nomma Gazi Giray, également frére du khan décédé mais moins agé
qu’Alp Giray, et I'expédia le 18 avril a Kefe, accompagné d’un corps de
janissaires. En enfreignant la tradition, la rére gengisside, les Ottomans
prenaient le risque d’une confrontation avec la noblesse criméenne; des
mesures militaires furent envisagées et le sultan s’adressa directement aux
“chefs et aux notables du peuple tatar” pour prévenir leur opposition. En
fait, le nouveau khan fut accepté sans résistance; déposé, Alp Giray se
rendait fin mai & Istanbul8,

L’avénement de Gizi Giray, khan énergique et forte personnalité, sur le
trone de la Crimée, mettait fin & la période de désordre, de désunion et de
guerre civile qu’avait connu le pays aprés la disparition de Devlet Giray
(1577) et surtout depuis la crise de 1583-1584. Par une politique d’amnis-
tie, le nouveau khan déterminait un grand nombre de mirzd qui avaient
suivi les fils de Mohammed Giray, 4 regagner la Crimée. Il réussit a se
rallier Safa Giray en lui accordant le poste de niireddin et 4 engager des
pourparlers avec Murad Giray qui était toujours 3 Astrakhan. En aoiit
1588, le sultan, informé des bonnes dispositions de ce prince, autorisait

37 C’est ainsi que I'expédition cosaque en Moldavie de novembre 1587 semble avoir
€té provoquée par I'archiduc Maximilien, cf. M D, LXII, doc. 362 du 29 muharrem 996
(30 décembre 1587); Veress, Documente privitoare, doc. 72, du 27 janvier 1588.

3% Cf. Bennigsen et Lemercier-Quelquejay, “La Moscovie,” pp. 471 et 485-87: la tra-
duction intégrale de la lettre adressée aux “chefs et aux notables du peuple tatar” (M D,
LXII, doc. 516, du 15 gemazi’l-apir 996/ 13 mai 1588); Kortepeter, Ottoman Imperial-
ism, pp. 101sq.
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Gazi Giray 2 lui offrir le pardon et la protection de la Porte. Enfin, a la
méme époque, une bonne partie des Nogays de la Grande Horde avaient
franchi la Volga et s’étaient installés dans les plaines du bas Don, sous la
protection du khan de Crimée. Ils étaient dirigés par le nisreddin d’Urus
beg, Seyyid Ahmed mirza, par trois des fils du prince: Sati, Gan Arslan et
Qan mirza et par Kii¢iik mirza, fils de Din Ahmed. Gazi Giray écrivait au
tsar, non sans exagération, que 100.000 Nogays étaient venus le ren-
forcer#. Dans ces conditions la Moscovie, qui voyait réduites ses possibi-
lités de pression sur la Crimée, adopta une politique plus conciliante. Le
tsar envoyait a Gazi Giray un message I’assurant qu’une vaste campagne
organisée a 'encontre d’Islam Giray avait ét¢ décommandée a la nouvelle
de son accession au trone?l.

Au premier abord, la situation de I'été 1588 apparait donc favorable a
la mise en route du projet d’expédition contre Astrakhan. Pourtant, nous
ne possédons aucun indice permettant d’affirmer que, soit du cdté otto-
man, soit du cOté criméen, cette entreprise était encore envisagée. Plusi-
eurs raisons peuvent étre avancées pour expliquer cet abandon: I'impor-
tance des attaques cosaques; le conflit qui opposait les Nogays de la Petite
Horde 4 ceux de la Grande Horde; 'engagement des Saibanides dans une
guerre d’usure avec les Safavides, guerre qui se poursuivait également du
coté ottoman.

Au cours du mois de juillet 1588, les Cosaques razziaient, en dépit du
dispositif ottoman, treize villages dans la région de Bender, et, fait plus
grave encore, ils mettaient de nouveau a sac la ville d’Ozii. Le 13 aofit, le
baile Giovanni Moro rapportait 4 la Seigneurie ce dernier événement: “Et
hora & venuto novo aviso che li medesimi Cosachi habbino preso un
castello a quei confini detto Usia [Ozii] che gia occuparono un altra volta
'anno passato et poi lo abbandonorono, havendo fatto preda di molti
centenara di homini et di gran numero d’animali, che ¢ qui sicuramente
dispiaciuto grandamente”42. La réaction ottomane ne se fait pas attendre:
concentration des troupes de sept sangagbeg (Tirhala, Kostendil, Alaga
Hisar, Nigbolu, Silistre, Vidin, Agkirman), appel aux voiévodes de Mol-
davie et de Valachie, expédition de cinq galéres et lettre de menaces a

3 Lettre impériale & Gazi Giray (MD, LXI1V, doc. 232, sans date, probablement du
21 ramazan 996 (15 aofit 1588)); un passage important de cette lettre a été publi¢ par
Bennigsen et Lemercier-Quelquejay, “La Moscovie,” p. 472.

4 Cf. Novosel'skij, Bor’ba, p. 36.

41 Cf. Solov’ev, Istorija, 1V, p. 260.

42 DC, XXVII, fol. 297v.
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I'adresse du roi de Pologne43. Les attaques cosaques n’en furent pas pour
autant stoppées et elles continuérent & mobiliser, pendant les années
suivantes, des armées ottomanes importantes ainsi que les Tatars de
Crimée.

L’arrivée de nombreux Nogays de la Grande Horde dans les plaines
d’Azaq déclencha une guerre fratricide avec leurs cousins de la Petite
Horde. Les raisons de cette confrontation sont en partie obscures: Yahsi
Sa‘at, khan de la Petite Horde, essayait de subordonner (a son profit ou a
celui du khan de Crimée?) les mirza de la Grande Horde. La guerre ne prit
fin qu’en 1590 par la mort des deux princes; ce conflit, trés meurtrier,
ruina les deux formations tribales qui, dorénavant, cessérent de consti-
tuer des puissances militaires redoutables#.

Au printemps 1588, se conformant 4 leur entente avec les Ottomans, les
Ozbeks déclenchaient une attaque contre les Safavides. Un ambassadeur
d’‘Abdullah khan arrivait au mois de mai a Istanbul pour faire état devant
le divan impérial de plusieurs victoires remportées au Khorassan et de la
décision de son maitre de s’emparer de I’ensemble de cette province*s. En
effet les combats se poursuivirent sur ce front4 et jouérent un réle impor-
tant dans le dénouement de la guerre ottomano-safavide en 159047, Mais
‘Abdullah khan se trouvait ainsi dans 'impossibilité d’engager une par-
tie de ses forces dans une lointaine expédition vers Astrakhan.

A la lumiére de ces événements, il ressort que le projet de campagne
pour la conquéte d’Astrakhan en 1588 était irréalisable. Il n’était d’ail-
leurs essentiel que pour les Nogays de la Grande Horde, les grands
perdants de I'affaire; pour les autres protagonistes, il n’était que secon-
daire. En 1588, la situation des steppes nord-pontiques se présentait
différemment par rapport 4 'année précédente: un nouvel équilibre se

4 MD, LXIV, docs. 11-13, 212, 217-220, 236, 247, 282, 297 (du 4 juillet au 8
septembre 1588); DC, XXVII, rapports de Giovanni Moro des 13 aoiit et 22 septembre
1588; Hurmuzaki, p. 701, note 1, docs CLXXI, CLXXIII-CLXXIV, CLXXVI (dé-
péches de Pezzen du 18 juillet au 10 septembre 1588).

44 Cf. Novosel'skij, Bor’ba, pp. 36-37.

45 Cf. le rapport de Giovanni Moro du 18 mai 1588, DC, XXVII, fol. 109r. et les deux
ordres impériaux concernant le retour de cette ambassade par Demirqap1, M D, LXII,
docs. 572 et 576, sans date, probablement du 16 regeb 996 (11 juin 1588).

4 Cf. Kirzioglu, Osmanhlarin, pp. 376, 381-382; DC, XX V11, rapports de Giovanni
Moro des 2, 8 et 25 juin 1588.

47 Par la paix de 1590 avec les Safavides, les Ottomans établissaient leur pouvoir en
Transcaucasie, Sirvan et Azerbaidjan méridional. Une flotte de galéres, basée 4 Niza-
bad, assurait le contréle de la Caspienne et la liaison avec les Saibanides; cf. Kugeva,
Narody, p. 275; Kirzioglu, Osmankhilar'in, pp. 375 sq.; Kortepeter, Ottoman Imperial-
ism, pp. 90-92.
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dessinait. La Crimée avait retrouvé sa force sous Gazi Giray; le danger
que constituaient Murad et Sa‘adet Giray était écarté (ils disparaitront en
1590-1591), et les Moscovites durent abandonner, pour une longue pé-
riode, I'idée de la soumettre. De son c6té, le khan renongcait en 1593, aprés
I’échec de deux expéditions contre la Moscovie (1591 et 1592), a toute
prétention sur Kazan et Astrakhan.

Lors d’une ambassade moscovite a Istanbul en 1592, le sultan de-
mandait au tsar la restitution de Kazan et d’Astrakhan#; mais il ne
s’agissait vraisemblablement, 4 la veille de la guerre contre les Habs-
bourgs, que d’une velléité parmi d’autres. En réalité, la Porte avait
abandonné I'idée d’une campagne dans cette direction dés 1588. Deux
ordres du divan impérial, adressés le 27 septembre au beglerbeg et au gadi
de Kefe, nous en fournissent la preuve. Le premier faisant état des manques
dans les armes et les munitions envoyées un an auparavant en vue de
I’expédition, atteste que leur retour & Istanbul avait déja été effectué. Par
le second, on enjoignait aux destinataires d’ouvrir une enquéte pour
retrouver et restituer aux propriétaires le plomb des couvertures de ham-
mams que les janissaires, dans I’enthousiasme de leurs préparatifs guer-
riers, avaient démontés pour fondre des balles#.

Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes, Paris

4  Cf. Inalcik, “Ottoman-Russian Rivalry,” p. 97.
9 MD, LX1V, docs. 344 et 345 du 5 zi'l-ga‘de 996 (27 septembre 1588).



Ukrainization Movements within the
Russian Orthodox Church, and the
Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church*

BOHDAN R. BOCIURKIW

INTRODUCTION

The rise in 1920-21 of the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church
(UAOC) — in Ukrainian, Ukrains’ka aviokefal’na pravoslavna tserkva
(UA PTs) — weakened the hold of the Russian church over the Ukrainian
village and virtually deprived it of any following among the lay Ukrainian
intelligentsia. However, the secession of the Ukrainian church still left the
Russian Orthodox Church (ROC) the largest ecclesiastical organization
in the Soviet Ukraine. The majority of believers and clergy and the entire
episcopate remained loyal to the Moscow patriarchate during these criti-
cal years. Reasons for this loyalty ranged from ethnic and political ties,
canonical considerations, and habit, to the difficulties encountered by the
Autocephalists in spreading their message and organization throughout
Ukrainian society in the face of the Soviet authorities’ growing hostility.

However, the ideas of Ukrainization, autocephaly, and conciliarism
(sobornopravnist’) that crystallized during the formative stage of the
Ukrainian church movement (1917-1919) did not entirely subside within
the Ukrainian flock of the Russian church after the secession of the Auto-
cephalists. The revolutionary changes in Orthodox canons which the
UAOC adopted at its Sobor of 1921 and the non-canonical, if not unpre-
cedented, manner in which the Sobor constituted its episcopate split the
ranks of the Ukrainian church movement. Several of its original leaders
left the Sobor, opting for a still unavailable, canonical alternative for
realizing the movement’s objectives from within the ROC. Their respec-

* This is a revised version of a paper presented at the Symposium on the Ukrainian
Religious Experience which was cosponsored by the Ukrainian Research Institute of
Harvard University and the Harvard Divinity School and held at Cambridge, Massa-
chusetts, on 2-4 June 1977.
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tive causes and their subsequent activities have largely been ignored in
Ukrainian and Russian writings on the Orthodox church in interwar
Ukraine. Ukrainian writers (I. Vlasovs’kyi, D. Burko, and M. Iavdas’)!
have focused exclusively on the Autocephalous church and have gener-
ally followed the late Metropolitan Lypkivs’kyi? in dismissing other
Ukrainization movements as either GPU-inspired diversions against the
UAOC or cases of ecclesiastical otamanshchyna.3 Russian and most
Western writers,* on the other hand, have either totally ignored these
movements or ranked them along with the so-called Lipkovshchina as
anti-canonic schisms inspired by motives alien to Orthodoxy; the latter
interpretation has been followed both by the Moscow patriarchates and
present-day Soviet writers.6 On the basis of the contemporary polemical

See, in particular, Ivan Vlasovs’kyi, Narys istorii ukrains’koi pravoslavnoi tserkvy,
vol. 4, pt. | (New York, and Bound Brook, N.J., 1961); also, a series of articles entitled
“Z knyhy buttia ukrains’koi tserkvy,” published by Rev. D. Burko in the journal Ridna
tserkva, 1954-59; and Rev. Mytrofan lavdas’, Ukrains’ka avtokefal'na pravoslavna
tserkva, 1921-1936 (Munich and Ingolstadt, 1956).

2 Metropolitan Vasyl’ Lypkivs’kyi, Istoriia ukrains’koi pravoslavnoi tserkvy, pt. 1
Vidrodzhennia ukrains’koi tserkvy (Winnipeg, 1961).

3 Derived from the word otaman (an independent Cossack military or guerilla
leader), the term denotes anarchy, lack of a single authority, etc.

4 The most biased among the Russian publications on the UAOC appears to be a
brochure by S. Ranevskii, Ukrainskaia avitokefal’naia tserkov’ (Jordanville, N.Y.,
1948); a more serious and less hostile attitude is taken by K. V. Fotiev, Popytki
ukrainskoi tserkovnoi avtokefalii v XX v. (Munich, 1954). The most sympathetic
treatment, relatively speaking, of the UAOC is Walter Kolarz, Religion in the Soviet
Union (New York, 1966), chap. 3. F. Heyer, in his Die Orthodoxe Kirche in der
Ukraine von 1917 bis 1945 (Cologne, 1953), appears to share the Russian Orthodox
Church’s view of the UAOC’s canonical “illegitimacy,” but he offers a great deal of
valuable detail on this church.

5 The patriarchate’s view of the UAOC has remained unchanged since the latter’s
inception. See Patriarch Tikhon's letter of March 1922 to the patriarchal locum tenens
in Constantinople, urging him to join the Moscow patriarchate in pronouncing anath-
ema upon the “Ukrainian schism” and its “blasphemous hierarchy” (reproduced in
Michel d’Herbigny, S.J., ed., “Dossier américain de I’Orthodoxie Panukrainienne,”
Orientalia Christiana 1, no. 4 [July-September 1923]: 135-39). Note a resolution of
the Sobor of Bishops of the ROC on 8 September 1943, “unfrocking” the episcopate of
the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church in German-occupied Ukraine. Cf.
also, Patriarch Pimen’s message to Patriarch Athenagoras of Constantinople on 16
March 1972, warning the latter against contacts with a “schismatic group . . . calling
itself *Ukrainian Orthodox Church in the USA’” (Zhurnal moskovskoi patriarkhii,
1972, no. 5, pp. 7-8).

¢ For the Soviet evaluation of the UAOC, see Vasyl’ Ellan (Blakytnyi), Ukrains’ka
avtokefal’na tserkva i ii poperednyky (Kharkiv, 1923); Ivan Sukhopliuiev, Ukrains’ki
avtokefalisty (Kharkiv, 1925); Iu. Samoilovich, Tserkov’ukrainskogo sotsial-fashizma
(Moscow, 1932); and K. le. Dmytruk, Pid shtandartamy reaktsii i fashyzmu (Kiev,
1976).
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writings, dispersed press accounts and unpublished archival documents,
this paper reexamines the post-1917 ecclesiastical Ukrainization move-
ments other than the UAOC. Special reference will be made to the so-
called Lubny Schism, or the “Conciliar-Episcopal Church”led by Bishop,
later Metropolitan, Feofil Buldovs’kyi.

ORIGINS

Like the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church, the other Ukraini-
zation movements within the Orthodox church trace their origins to the
national church movement that surfaced in the Ukraine in the wake of the
February 1917 revolution.” Paralleling the political movement for an
autonomous and, later, for a sovereign Ukrainian state, the church move-
ment called for a thorough reorganization of the Orthodox church in the
Ukraine. It aimed at the emancipation of the Orthodox church in the
Ukraine from Russian control and, eventually, at its complete indepen-
dence (autocephaly). It demanded a de-Russification of the church’s
leadership and rite and the adoption of the Ukrainian language in services
and administration (Ukrainization). Other demands were the democrati-
zation of ecclesiastical government and the participation of lower clergy
and laymen at all levels of church administration through a hierarchy of
elected councils (sobors) of bishops, priests, and laymen (conciliarism).
While sharing these objectives, the leaders of the Ukrainian church move-
ment — urban and military clergy, teachers in theological seminaries, and
lay intellectuals — differed widely over the methods and the timing of
ecclesiastical reforms. “Radicals” like V. Lypkivs’kyi,® M. Moroz,® and

7 On the formative stage of the Ukrainian church movement, see this writer’s “The
Church and the Ukrainian Revolution; The Central Rada Period,” in Taras Hunczak,
ed., The Ukraine, 1917-1921: A Study in Revolution (Cambridge, Mass., 1977}, pp.
21-46.

8 The well-known Kievan archpriest Vasyl’ Konstantynovych Lypkivs'kyi (1864-
1938?) headed diocesan congresses of clergy and laymen in Kiev following the 1905
and 1917 revolutions. A founder of the “Resurrection Brotherhood” (in November
1917) which soon transformed itself into the “All-Ukrainian Orthodox Church
Council,” Lypkivs'kyi emerged as the principal leader of the Ukrainian church move-
ment. For his short autobiography, written in December 1933, see Lypkivs’kyi, Vid-
rodzhennia, pp. 1xxvi-ii.
9 Mykhailo Naumovych Moroz, a former Kiev zemstvo activist, headed the
“Second” All-Ukrainian Orthodox Church Council (1919-1924) and chaired the
“First” All-Ukrainian Church Sobor (October 1921); he was ordained in 1922. After
the Sobor of 1921, Moroz found himself in a deepening conflict with Metropolitan
Lypkivs'kyi over the issue of “conciliar” vs. episcopal authority within the UAOC. Asa
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V. Chekhivs’kyi!® were desperate enough to sacrifice canonic considera-
tions for the sake of “liberating” the Ukrainian church in the face of a
united episcopal opposition to Ukrainian demands. On the other hand,
“moderates” like F. Buldovs’kyi and P. Pohorilko!! were prepared to wait
for a more auspicious time while working from within the traditional
structure of the church to attain their aims by “canonical” means. On at
least two occasions, the “moderates” succeeded in averting a complete
break with the bishops. In November—December 1917, they persuaded
the All-Ukrainian Orthodox Church Rada (Council) to seek a compro-
mise with Patriarch Tikhon and the episcopate in jointly convening the
First All-Ukrainian Sobor in Kiev.!2 Following the All-Ukrainian Rada’s
formal proclamation of the autocephaly of the Ukrainian church in May
1920, the “moderates” were apparently instrumental in having Archbish-
op Parfenii (Levyts’kyi)!? of Poltava — a subordinate of the Moscow
patriarchate but a declared Ukrainian — assume the episcopal care of the
newly-proclaimed UAOC.!4 In both these instances, however, the com-
promise solutions proved to be short-lived and disappointing. The politi-

leader of the “conciliar” government faction within the council, Archpriest Moroz
presided over the council of the Soviet-supported autocephalist splinter group called
the Active Christian Church (1924-27). He is said to have subsequently repudiated the
UAOC and to have abandoned the priesthood. At the “show trial” in March-April
1930 of the “Union for the Liberation of the Ukraine” (SVU), Moroz appeared as a
“witness.” See Vlasovs’kyi, Narys istorii, 4, pt. 1: 162-64. '

10 Volodymyr Musiievych Chekhivs’kyi (1876- ?), a prominent Ukrainian Social
Democrat, served as premier of the first cabinet of the Directorate (1918-19). One of
the leading figures of the Ukrainization movement within the church from the early
1900s, Chekhivs’kyi emerged, after 1921, as the chief ideologist of the UAOC and a
close collaborator of Lypkivs’kyi. His past prominence in Ukrainian politics made
Chekhivs’kyi a chief target during the Soviet pogrom of prominent Ukrainian intel-
lectuals in 1929-30 and a “star defendant” at the SVU trial in 1930. He perished in
Soviet prison camps in the late 1930s or early 1940s.

11 For biographical details on Pohorilko, see pp. 104-106.

12 Ivan Shram, “lak tvorylas’ Ukrains’ka avtokefal'na tserkva,” Na varti (Volo-
dymyr Volyns’kyi), 1, nos. 5-6 (March 1925): 17-18.

13 Archbishop Parfenii Levyts’kyi (1858-1922), formerly of Podillia, was one of the
very few “Ukrainophiles” among the Orthodox bishops. Instrumental in the publica-
tion in 19061907 of the first Synod-approved Ukrainian translation of the Gospels (by
P. Morachevs’kyi), he was removed from the Kam”ianets’ see for his “Ukrainophile”
activities and retired in 1917. At Patriarch Tikhon’s request, he assumed the provi-
sional administration of the vacant Poltava diocese in April 1920.

14 See “Pismo Arkhiepiskopa Parfeniia k upravliaiushchemu kievskoi eparkhiei
episkopu Nazariiu,” dated 11 August 1920, reproduced in full in “Materiialy do istorii
borot’by za avtokefaliiu ukrains’koi tserkvy,” Relihiino-naukovyi vistnyk (Aleksan-
dréw Kujawski), 3, nos. 7-8 (February—-March 1923): 43.
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cal solution that could have been imposed by the Ukrainian government
during 1917-18 was along the lines taken by Orthodox states in the past
and could have satisfied both wings of the Ukrainian church movement.
But the Central Rada and the Hetmanate’s administration failed, for very
different reasons, to intervene forcefully and opportunely in the Ukrainian-
Russian church struggle.!S When such intervention finally came, in Janu-
ary 1919, under the Directorate government in the form of a “Law on the
Supreme Authority in the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church,”
it was too late to implement the law in the face of the second Soviet
Russian invasion of the Ukraine.!6 Paradoxically, it was the destructive
religious legislation introduced by the victorious Bolshevik regime in the
Ukraine that made it possible for Ukrainian Autocephalists to take over a
number of churches and Ukrainize a series of parishes in defiance of the
bishops, thus setting an institutional grass-roots base for the All-Ukrainian
Church Rada.!’

THE SPLIT AT THE SOBOR OF 1921

Following its proclamation of independence from the Moscow patriar-
chate on 5 May 1920, during the short-lived recapture of Kiev by Ukrain-

15 See Oleksandr Lotots’kyi, “Tserkovna sprava na Ukraini,” Literaturno-naukovyi
visnyk 22, no. 5 (1923): 61-69; idem, “Na svitanku tserkovnoho vidrodzhennia,” in
Kalendar-al’'manakh “Dnipro” na perestupnyi rik 1928 (Lviv, 1927), pp.99-106; V. V.
Zenkovskii, “Vospominaniia (1900-1920): Piat’ mesatsei u vlasti (moe uchastvie v
ukrainskoi zhizni),” pt. 1 (1952), unpublished manuscript, Archive of Russian and
East European History and Culture, Columbia University; and Dmytro Doroshenko,
Istoriia Ukrainy 1917-1923 rr. (Uzhhorod), vol. 1 (1930), pp. 407411, and vol. 2
(1932), pp. 321-34. A limited autonomy, under the patriarch of Moscow and his
synod, was granted to the Ukrainian Orthodox Churchina Polozhenie adopted by the
All-Ukrainian Sobor on 9 July 1918, and amended by Tikhon and the All-Russian
Sobor in September 1918 (Doroshenko, Istoriia Ukrainy, 2. 328-30, appendix 11,
p. Ixii).

16 See 1. Lypa, “lak ia pishov u revoliutsiiu: Uryvok iz shchodennyka,” in Kalendar-
al'manakh “Dnipro” na perestupnyi rik 1928, pp. 95-99. For a complete text of the
Autocephaly Law of 1 January 1919, see Vira ta derzhava, 1 January 1919, p. 1.

17 On 22 January 1919, the Soviet Ukrainian government in Kharkiv adopted a
“Decree on the Separation of the Church from the State and of School from the
Church.” This was a carbon copy (except for one omission corrected in 1920) of the
Russian Separation Decree of 5 February 1918. For the text of the January 22 decree
and other relevant Soviet Russian and Ukrainian decrees and instructions on religion
during 1919-20, see K. Z. Lytvyn and A. L. Pshenychnyi, eds., Zakonodavstvo pro
relihiini kul’ty: Zbirnyk dokumentiv i materialiv (Kiev, 1973), pp. 71-88. The Ukrain-
ian Autocephalists were the first ecclesiastical organization to recognize the separation
decree in the Ukrainian SSR, at a time when it was bitterly opposed by the ROC.
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ian and Polish forces,!8 the All-Ukrainian Orthodox Church Rada was
left with the crucial problem of providing an episcopate for the UAOC.
Unlike the Georgian Orthodox Church, which was led by its own bishops
when it broke away from the Russian church in 1917, the UAOC failed
initially to attract a single bishop in the Ukraine. By August 1920, how-
ever, Archbishop Parfenii of Poltava agreed in somewhat vague terms to
assume the spiritual leadership of the Autocephalous church, admittedly
in the hope of averting a “schism” while again seeking a canonical solu-
tion to Ukrainian demands.!® In the spring of 1921, however, Parfenii was
forced by the Moscow patriarchate to cut his links with the UAOC. This
occurred after he was elected (in absentia) as an “All-Ukrainian Metro-
politan” by the Kiev gubernia sobor in May 1921, a gathering which also
adopted a series of radical resolutions challenging the established canons
of the church.2

Having already announced the convocation of an All-Ukrainian Sobor
for October 1921, the Rada searched in vain for Orthodox bishops willing
to ordain the Autocephalist episcopate. On August 15, the Autocephalist
leaders, despite their previous repudiation of the authority of the Moscow
patriarchate, appealed to the “Sobor of Bishops of the Entire Ukraine,”
which was then in session, for the recognition of the All-Ukrainian Rada,
the creation of an extraterritorial diocese for the Autocephalists, and the
ordination of a separate Ukrainian bishop for such an independent
diocese.2! When, predictably, the bishops rejected the Ukrainian request,
two episcopal candidates (S. Orlyk and P. Pohorilko) were dispatched
late in August to the Georgian Orthodox Church, which was reportedly
sympathetic to the Ukrainian cause. But with Russian-Georgian hostili-
ties underway, the candidates were detained by the authorities in Kharkiv.
They made last-hour attempts to obtain consecration from Parfenii of
Poltava and Archbishop Agapit of Katerynoslav, but neither would con-
sent to undertake the task.22

18 “Vid Vseukrains’koi pravoslavnoi tserkovnoi rady do ukrains’koho pravoslav-
noho hromadianstva. Lyst pershyi” [5 May 1920], Tserkva i zhyttia (Kharkiv), 1927,
no. 1, pp. 120-23.

19 See “Rezoliutsiia Vysokopreosviashchennoho Parkhveniia, Arkhyiepyskopa vseu-
krains’kcho, po ukrains’kym tserkovnym spravam,” Tserkva i zhyttia, 1927, no. 1, pp.
123-24; cf. “Materiialy do istorii,” Tserkva i zhyttia, 1927, no. 1, pp. 43-46.

2 Sukhopliviev, Ukrains’ki avtokefalisty, pp. 11-15, 36-42; see also the earlier
resolutions of a pre-sobor gubernia conference of the representatives of rural Auto-
cephalist parishes, reproduced in “Materiialy do istorii,” pp. 47-55.

21 Archbishop losif (Krechetovich), Proiskhozhdenie i sushchnost’ samosviatstva
lipkovtsev (Kharkiv, 1925), p. 24.

2 Lypkivs’kyi, Vidrodzhennia, pp. 31-34. Earlier, the Autocephalists had tried
unsuccessfully to persuade Bishop Antonin Hranovs’kyi (Granovskii) in Moscow to
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As the Sobor assembled on 14 October 1921, in the ancient cathedral of
St. Sophia, the last frantic appeal for a canonically ordained bishop was
addressed by the gathering to the newly appointed patriarchal exarch of
the Ukraine, Mikhail (Iermakov), who came to the Sobor on October 19,
only to denounce it as lacking any canonical validity.?? In desperation, the
Sobor moderates continued negotiations with Mikhail and his two vicars
during the next day, but without any success. This ended any remaining
illusions about the prospects of a compromise with the Russian hierarchy.
The Autocephalous church was thus left with an agonizing choice: it
could recognize its failure to acquire a canonically ordained episcopate
and return to the ranks of the Russian church, or it could do away with
those Orthodox canons that were invoked by the episcopate to frustrate
the Ukrainian demands and resolve the question of the hierarchy in a
revolutionary manner.

The debate in the Sobor that followed focused on one crucial question:
Should the Sobor itself, in the absence of bishops, ordain the episcopate
for the new church, and, if so, would this church still remain Orthodox?
Positive answers to these questions were offered to the Sobor by the arch-
priest Vasyl’ Lypkivs’kyi and the layman Volodymyr Chekhivs’kyi, two
men who were to dominate the future course of the UAQC. They ap-
pealed to the long-abandoned practice of the early Church in arguing for
the “natural right” of the Ukrainian believers against the canonic right of
the church.?’> The negative was argued by an Orthodox missionary,
Ksenofontii Sokolovs’kyi, who charged that the consecration of bishops
by the Sobor’s delegates would amount to a “Protestant deviation and
betrayal of the Orthodox faith™;26 however, he offered no alternative
solution to the Autocephalist predicament. In the vote that followed, the
majority — its exact size is disputed in the literature?’ — supported the
motion to ordain the first two bishops (V. Lypkivs’kyi and N. Sha-
raivs’kyi)28 through the laying on of hands of the present clergy and lay-
men, but to have subsequent bishops consecrated by bishops alone, as

assume Parfenii’s place as the archpastor of the UAOC; later, Antonin emerged as a
leadmg figure in the Renovationist coup of spring 1922.

Lypkivs’kyi, Vidrodzhennia, pp. 38-39.
4 Josif (Krechetovich), Proiskhozhdenie, p. 26.
25 Lypkivs'kyi, Vidrodzhennia, pp. 39-40.
26 Lypkivs’kyi, Vidrodzhennia, p. 40.
2 Cf. Lypkivs'kyi, Vidrodzhennia, p. 40; and Vlasovs’kyi, Narys istorii, 4, pt. 1: 118.
2 For a description of the consecration of Lypkivs'’kyi and Sharaivs’kyi, see the
account of Archbishop Ivan Pavlovs’kyi, “Pershyi Vseukrains'’kyi pravoslavnyi
- tserkovnyi sobor,” Tserkva i zhyttia, 1927, nos. 2-3, pp. 197-205.
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had been the practice of the Orthodox church. This compromise formula,
forced upon the Sobor by the refusal of the canonic bishops to ordain an
Autocephalist episcopate, did not satisfy the small minority of delegates
who left the Sobor, insisting on the literal observance of the Orthodox
canons. Among them, according to Lypkivs’kyi, were the archpriests
Sokolovs’kyi and Pohorilko, the member of the All-Ukrainian Rada
Serhii Pylypenko, two priests from Poltava, and others.?

THE 1922 SOBOR CONFERENCE

The Bolshevik attack on the Patriarchal church as the last major bastion
of conservative nationalist opposition to the regime culminated by spring
1922 in the arrest of Patriarch Tikhon and with the authorities’ preventing
his appointed deputies from taking on his duties. This facilitated the
seizure of the church’s supreme administration by the so-called progres-
sive clergy, or the “Living Church” group, the most radical faction of the
frustrated Renovationist movement in the Russian church (obnovlenche-
stvo).30 Now, to prevent the Renovationist takeover of the Ukrainian
exarchate, its bishops evidently decided to resort to a tactical device of
provisional autocephaly for as long as the patriarchal administration
remained paralyzed.’!

Accordingly, the leaders of the exarchate issued a call for an All-
Ukrainian Orthodox Sobor of bishops, clergy, and laymen to meet in
Kiev in September 1922 for the purpose of “discussing the problems of
proposed reforms in ecclesiastical life and contemporary church cur-
rents.” At the last moment, however, the authorities banned the Sobor,3?
allowing only a “private conference” of some 84 delegates (including 12
bishops). Presided over by Exarch Mikhail, the three-day conference
1

2 Lypkivs'kyi, Vidrodzhennia, p. 40.

% For differing evaluations of the Renovationist movement, see Julius F. Hecker,
Religion under the Soviets (New York, 1927), a sympathetic account by a one-time
supporter of the movement; Sergius Troitskii’s essay “The Living Church,”in William
C. Embardt, Religion in Soviet Russia: Anarchy (Milwaukee, 1929), representative of
the views of Russian émigré churchmen; A. A. Shishkin, Sushchnost’i kriticheskaia
otsenka “obnoviencheskogo” raskola russkoi pravoslavnoi tserkvi (Kazan, 1970),
reflecting the current Soviet attitude towards the Renovationists; and the most recent
account, by Anatolii Levitin [Krasnov] and Vadim Shavrov, Ocherki po istorii russkoi
tserkovnoi smuty, 3 vols. (Kiisnacht-Zurich, 1978).

31 “Sviashchennyi sinod Ukrainskoi pravoslavnoi tserkvi,” Pravoslavnyi kalendar
na 1926 god, 2nd ed. (Kharkiv, 1926), p. 3.

32 A. Pokrovskii, “Avtokefaliia pravoslavnoi tserkvi na Ukraine,” Ukrains’kyi
pravoslavnyi blahovisnyk (Kharkiv), 1925, no. 18, p. 5.
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(September 2-4) adopted, after a prolonged and heated debate, animpor-
tant resolution which contained major, albeit formal and belated, conces-
sions to the aspirations of the Ukrainian church movement. By an “over-
whelming majority of votes,” read the resolution, the conference decided
in favor of: (a) autocephaly for the Orthodox church in the Ukraine, with
the request that the Holy Sobor of Bishops of the Entire Ukraine declare,
at its first meeting of the current session, that the Ukrainian church has, as
of today, taken the road of autocephaly, and take measures for the reali-
zation of this autocephaly in a legal-canonical manner; (b) the introduc-
tion into the ecclesiastical life of a broad conciliar principle (shirokaia
sobornopravnost’); (c) Ukrainization of church services and ecclesiasti-
cal life, but without coercion.?* Urging the bishops to implement the
“principles of autocephaly, conciliarism, and Ukrainization . . . as early as
possible,” the conference also elected a commission to discuss with repre-
sentatives of the Ukrainian Autocephalous church “the question of end-
ing the schism in the Orthodox Ukrainian church.”34

The unexpected strength of pro-Ukrainian sentiments at the confer-
ence carried this gathering far beyond its mandate and the intentions of
the bishops. Not surprisingly, the Sobor of Bishops that met on Septem-
ber 5 to consider the conference’s recommendations took a more cautious
line. Pleading canonical considerations, the bishops claimed the benefits
of autocephaly without actually proclaiming it:
. . . decision on the question of autocephaly falls within the competence of the All-
Ukrainian Church Sobor; until its convocation, all questions of ecclesiastical-
religious life in the Ukraine shall be finally decided by the Holy Sobor of Bishops
of the Entire Ukraine, from which alone the episcopate of the Ukraine can receive
directives with regard to ecclesiastical-religious life.3s

An equally procrastinating stand was taken by the bishops on the ques-
tions of conciliarism and the Ukrainization:
- - . (I) to recommend to the bishops that they should immediately organize local
commissions for the study of the questions of diocesan administrative reforms . . .
(2) to recommend to the bishops the adoption of such measures on the inclusion of
the laymen into the diocesan administration, as will be found necessary under the

circumstances and permissible from the canonical point of view, to enliven the
activities of brotherhoods, sisterhoods, and various religious associations in the

33 “Avtokefaliia pravoslavnoi ukrainskoi tserkvi v soveshchanii deputatov Kiev-
skogo sobora 1922 goda,” Golos pravoslavnoi Ukrainy (Kharkiv), 1925, no. 3, p. 5.
34 “Avtokefaliia pravoslavnoi ukrainskoi tserkvi,” p. 5.
35 “Avtokefaliia pravoslavnoi ukrainskoi tserkvi,” p. 5.
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parishes; (3) to confirm that the use of one or the other liturgical language depends
on the parishioners. . . .3

The attempt at reconciliation with the Ukrainian Autocephalous church
ended, not surprisingly, in failure. When the five-man delegation elected
by the conference met with the representatives of the All-Ukrainian Rada
(headed by V. M. Chekhivs’kyi), the breach separating the two groups
proved impassable. Thus ended the only serious attempt on the part of the
Patriarchal church to explore the possibilities of healing the split among
the Ukrainian Orthodox. The political orientation of the Russian epis-
copate and the nature of the reforms adopted by the autocephalist Sobor
of 1921 made a mutually acceptable compromise between the two sides
impossible.3” While events in Moscow and the continued successes of the
UAOC in the Ukraine made the conference of 1922 more inclined to
concede to the aspirations of the Ukrainian church movement, the latter
distrusted the motives and sincerity of the Patriarchal church. This dis-
trust seemed to be well justified in the light of subsequent developments.
The principles of autocephaly, conciliarism, and Ukrainization embraced
by the conference were never implemented within the Ukrainian exarch-
ate, and in 1924 Patriarch Tikhon dismissed the idea of Ukrainian auto-
cephaly as being merely a provisional device used during his imprison-
ment.38

The main purpose of the declaration on autocephaly by the conference
and the Sobor — namely, the prevention of the “progressive” invasion of
the Ukraine — failed, too. Before long, the Patriarchal church in the
Ukrainian SSR was torn apart by the Renovationist schism, while its
principal episcopal opponents were arrested or deported.®

THE “LUBNY SCHISM”

With the Russian Orthodox Church in the Ukraine locked in a mutually
debilitating Tikhonite-Renovationist struggle, a new split occurred in the
ranks of the Patriarchal church in the Ukraine. Although limited in terri-
torial scope, the split also affected both the Autocephalous and the Reno

36 “Avtokefaliia pravoslavnoi ukrainskoi tserkvi,” p. 5.

37 For an account of this meeting, see “Deianie sv. sobora ukrainskoi pravoslavnoi
tserkvi 7-20 maia 1925 g.,” Ukrains’kyi pravoslavnyi blahovisnyk, 1925, no. 16, p. 5.
3 Patriarch Tikhon’s conversation with Bishop Feofil Buldovs’kyi in September
1924, as reported in Golos pravoslavnoi Ukrainy, 1925, nos. 1-2, p. 7.

3 Heyer, Die Orthodoxe Kirche, p. 96; M. Pol’skii, Novye muchenikirossiiskie, vol.
2 (Jordanville, N.Y., 1957), p. 126.
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vationist churches, and it once again dramatized the issues of “canonical”
autocephaly and Ukrainization that seemed to have been safely buried
after the conference of 1922. The genesis of the new church group, which
came to be known as the “Lubny Schism” or Buldovshchyna, 4 went back
to the early days of the Ukrainian church movement, when in addition to
Kiev (where the movement culminated in the formation of the UAOC), a
strong Ukrainian Orthodox center also emerged in the diocese of Poltava.
Among the factors that contributed to Poltava’s prominence were the
relatively high degree of national consciousness among the local intelli-
gentsia, the strong Ukrainian influence in the local theological seminary,
and the rare fortune of having two declared Ukrainians occupy the Pol-
tava episcopal see. One was Bishop Antonin (Hranovs’kyi), the future
leader of the 1922 ecclesiastical revolution in Moscow, who headed the
diocese before the 1905 revolution; the second was Archbishop Parfenii
(Levyts’kyi), whom Tikhon recalled from retirement in the spring of 1920
to take the vacant Poltava see. In Parfenii the local “Ukrainian Orthodox
Brotherhood of Poltava” found an authoritative leader and protector;
not only did he allow the Ukrainization of one of the Poltava parishes, but
he himself began to celebrate the liturgy in Ukrainian. When, in the sum-
mer of 1920, Parfenii agreed to take on the spiritual leadership of the
whole Ukrainian Autocephalist movement, the Poltava hierarch became
the focus of Ukrainian hopes for a “canonical” resolution of the problem
of autocephaly. In 1921, after these hopes failed to materialize, Parfenii
broke away from the UAOC, and he was soon followed by a group of
Ukrainian clergymen who opposed the canonical reforms proposed by
the Sobor of October 1921. While reverting to the Patriarchal church,
these priests continued to advocate the basic principles of the UAOC,
namely, autocephaly, Ukrainization, and conciliarism. The failure of the
Patriarchal episcopate to implement these principles after they were
adopted by the 1922 conference in Kiev could only produce resentment,
which soon erupted in several dioceses as defiance of the ecclesiastical
authority and as radical attempts to establish a “canonical autocephaly”
from below.

In Poltava the movement for canonical autocephaly came to be headed
by Archpriest Feofil Buldovs’kyi. Bornin 1865, in the village of Vasylivka
in the Poltava gubernia, Buldovs’kyi completed the Poltava Theological
Seminary and was ordained in 1887. Having served as a parish priest,

40 These derogatory designations appear in Pol’skii, Novye mucheniki rossiiskie, 2:
43; Lypkivs’kyi, Vidrodzhennia, pp. 160-62; and [the Moscow patriarchate], Parri-
arkh Sergii i ego dukhovnoe nasledstvo (Moscow, 1947), p. 48.
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teacher of religion, and instructor at the diocesan school for girls, Bul-
dovs’kyi became known for his liberal and “Ukrainophile” views and
emerged as a central figure in the local national church movement.4! In
May 1917 he presented to the Poltava diocesan conference perhaps the
most comprehensive program for the Ukrainization of the Orthodox
church.42 A member of the local “Ukrainian Orthodox Brotherhood,” he
occupied an important position in the Poltava diocesan administration
and had previously collaborated closely with the late Archbishop Par-
fenii. Prodded by requests from local Ukrainian circles to elevate Bul-
dovs’kyi to episcopal rank, the diocesan bishop Grigorii Lisovskii,
assisted by Bishops Mykolai of Chyhyryn and Petro of Pereiaslav, conse-
crated him, on 14 January 1923, as the vicar bishop for Lubny and Myr-
horod.#* Known as a staunch opponent of the “uncanonical” UAOC,
Buldovs’kyi was expected by the Russian bishops to weaken the Auto-
cephalists’ influence in the Poltava region. In the same year, another
Ukrainian, Archimandrite Serhii (Labuntsev) — a follower of Bul-
dovs’kyi — was ordained vicar for Pryluky.4 Before long, Buldovs’kyi
became the focus of a “canonical” Ukrainization movement which
reached beyond the confines of his diocese and caused growing resent-
ment among the Russian bishops.45 In September 1924, Bishop Bul-
dovs’kyi traveled to Moscow to answer, before Patriarch Tikhon, charges
of “interference” and “separatism” made by neighboring bishops; he went
armed with a petition from three Ukrainian bishops (himself, Labuntsev,
and Pohorilko, who had recently joined them). According to a Renova-
tionist source, at Buldovs’kyi’s meetings with Tikhon on September 17
and 18 the patriarch simply reiterated his view that the Ukrainian auto-
cephaly talked about in 1922 was merely a provisional, “decorative”
measure that had lost its validity with Tikhon’s return to office.4¢ Accord-
ing to Buldovs’kyi’s own account, however, the patriarch gave him a
warm reception and implied that the matter of autocephaly should be

41 Vlasovs’kyi, Narys istorii, 4, pt. 1: 89.

42 Pro ukrainizatsiiu tserkvy: Doklad prochytanyina poltavs’komu eparkhiial’nomu
z”izdi dukhovenstva i myrian, 3-8 travnia 1917 (Poltava, 1917).

43 See “Ukhvala narady chleniv kharkivs’koho ieparkhiial’'noho upravlinnia, nas-
toiateliv i tytariv tserkov m. Kharkova, shcho vidbulasia 17121 chervnia 1943 r.,”4 pp.
typewritten, Museum-Archive of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the USA, South
Bound Brook, N.J., file C 105.

4 Heyer, Die Orthodoxe Kirche, p. 91.

45 Vlasovs'kyi, Narys istorii, 4, pt. 1: 196. In response to complaints from the Poltava
and several neighboring bishops, Patriarch Tikhon summoned Buldovs’kyi to
Moscow.

46 According to the Renovationist Golos pravoslavnoi Ukrainy, 1925, nos. 1-2, p. 7.
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decided by the Ukrainian bishops themselves.4” One way or another, this
meeting with Tikhon presumably convinced Buldovs’kyi that he should
take the matter into his own hands.

Following Tikhon’s death in April 1925, Buldovs’kyi openly repudi-
ated the authority of the patriarchal exarch Mikhail in Kiev. Invoking
Tikhon’s alleged blessings, he issued a call to other Orthodox bishops and
clergy to join him in forming an autocephalous but “canonical” Ukrainian
Orthodox Church.4¢ Among those who joined Buldovs’kyi in 1925 were
members of the so-called Joannikievshchyna, or followers of Archbishop
Ioannikii (Sokolovs’kyi) of Katerynoslav, the same Sokolovs’kyi who at
the Sobor of the UAOC in 1921 had argued against the uncanonical ordi-
nation of Ukrainian bishops. loannikii, who had made a futile attempt in
1923 to seize the vacated leadership of the Ukrainian exarchate as the self-
proclaimed “representative of Patriarch Tikhon in the Ukraine” and had
twice been suspended by the latter, finally broke with the Patriarchal
church in 1924. A number of parishes in the Katerynoslav and Donbas
regions left the patriarch’s jurisdiction with him.#

Another dissident group that merged with Buldovs’kyi’s group was led
by the former Autocephalist leader Pavlo Pohorilko of Vynnytsia, who in
1917 had represented the Ukrainian clergy in the Central Rada and was
later selected as one of the candidates for bishops of the UAOC.5° Having

47 “Ukhvala narady chleniv,” pp. 1, 2; V. Potiienko, “Ukrains’ka avtokefal’na
sobornopravna tserkva,” manuscript, March 1944, Kirchheim, p. 4.

48 There are widely differing accounts about the date on which Buldovs’kyi openly
repudiated patriarchal jurisdiction. Heyer (Die Orthodoxe Kirche, p. 91) quotes an
opponent of Buldovs’kyi, the Poltava priest Vladimir Kovalenko (from his unpub-
lished memoirs, “Zametki po istorii tserkovnoi zhizni v Poltave i poltavskoi eparkhii v
period vremeni 1920-1934 gg.,” undated), who dated Buldovs’kyi’s “schism” from
May 1925, i.e., the period when, following Tikhon’s death (7 April 1925), the authori-
ties were mounting a concerted attack on the ROC. In the Ukraine, after Exarch
Mikhail (Iermakov) was banned to the Caucasus, a major “reunion” effort was under-
taken by the Renovationists on the eve of their sobor in Kharkiv, 17-20 May 1925 (see
this writer’s “The Renovationist Church in the Soviet Ukraine, 1922-1939,” Annals of
the Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences in the U.S. 9, nos. 1-2 [27-28] (1961):
58-59. Surprisingly, an official publication of the Moscow patriarchate in 1947
(Patriarkh Sergii i ego dukhovnoe nasledstvo, p. 48), dated Buldovs’kyi’s secession a
year earlier, i.e., to at least before December 1924, when he was condemned by thirteen
patriarchal bishops in the Ukraine (the latter date, too, is questionable). If this was a
deliberate “mistake,” the only motive would seem to be to present the Lubny Schism as
a rebellion against Tikhon and to deprive Buldovs’kyi of his claim of having the
patriarch’s implicit support.

49 “Novyi raskol sredi ukrainskikh tikhonovtsev,” Ukrains’kyi pravoslavnyi blaho-
visnyk, 1926, no. 1, p. 9; see also “Deianiia,” Golos pravoslavnoi Ukrainy, 1925, no. 12,
p- 1.

50 Lypkivs’kyi, Vidrodzhennia, pp. 33-34.
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rejoined the Patriarchal church after the 1921 Sobor, Pohorilko later led
a number of the Autocephalist and Patriarchal parishes in Podillia into
the Renovationist camp.5! In February 1923, Pohorilko attended the
First All-Ukrainian Renovationist Congress in Kiev, and was there
elected to the newly formed All-Ukrainian Supreme Ecclesiastical Ad-
ministration.52 In the same year he was consecrated in Moscow as the
Renovationist bishop for Podillia. Shortly afterwards, however, Bishop
Pohorilko seceded from the Renovationist church and proclaimed him-
self the head of an autocephalous group known as the “Fraternal Union
of the Ukrainian Orthodox Parishes of the Autocephalous Church”
(BOUPPATSs, from Brats’ke ob”iednannia ukrains'kykh pravoslavnykh
parafii Avtokefal’noi tserkvy).>* Evidently, the new group initially had
considerable support in Podillia; although failing to disrupt seriously the
UAOC there, it did win over many Patriarchal and Renovationist
parishes that were attracted by Pohorilko’s personal prestige and the
combination of “autocephaly,” Ukrainian language, and “canonicity.”
But before long Pohorilko’s following began to disintegrate, with many of
his parishes going over to the UAOC.54

In May 1925, in the midst of the succession crisis, the leaders of these
three dissident groups met in Lubny and proclaimed themselves a “Sobor
of Bishops of the Entire Ukraine.” At least four canonically ordained
bishops participated: Archbishop loannikii (Sokolovs’kyi), and Bishops
Feofil (Buldovs’kyi) of Lubny, Serhii (Labuntsev) of Pryluky, and Pavio
(Pohorilko).55 Significantly, the Lubny meeting claimed to represent the
“second session of the Kievan Sobor of Bishops™ that had been convoked
in 1922. Proceeding thus from the still unimplemented resolutions of the
1922 conference, the Lubny Sobor proclaimed the autocephaly of the
Orthodox church in the Ukraine and formally renounced the authority of
the Moscow patriarchate over the latter. Bishop Pavlo Pohorilko (in 1926
he was to be replaced by Buldovs’kyi) was elected to head the newly

51 Lypkivs’kyi, Vidrodzhennia, pp. 159-60.

52 “Novyi raskol,” p. 9.

33 “Novyi raskol”; cf. Lypkivs'kyi, Vidrodzhennia, pp. 124-25.

54 Lypkivs'kyi, Vidrodzhennia, p. 125.

33 Heyer, Die Orthodoxe Kirche, p. 91. Heyer also mentions a fifth participant,
Bishop Serhii, a vicar in the Chernihiv diocese. According to Lypkivs’kyi (Vidrod-
zhennia, p. 161), a total of seven bishops participated in the formation of the new
church (he might be including Kramarenko and Ivanyts’kyi). No mention of Ioannikii
Sokolovs’kyi appears in the subsequent accounts of the Buldovshchyna, which sug-
gests that he may have left the Conciliar-Episcopal Church at its very beginnings.
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formed “Sobor of Orthodox Bishops of the Ukraine,” an organization
otherwise known as the “Conciliar-Episcopal Church”;3¢ the new church
body was speedily “registered” (legalized) by the Soviet authorities, eager
as ever to divide the Orthodox church.5” Reportedly, two more bishops,
Makarii Kramarenko and Ivanyts’kyi, were consecrated during the
Lubny Sobor.38

The beleaguered Ukrainian exarchate, provisionally headed by Bishop
Konstantin (Diakov) of Sumy,* now faced a simultaneous challenge on
two fronts (excluding the UAOC): from the Renovationist “autocephaly”
which was proclaimed by the “Second All-Ukrainian Local Sobor” con-
vened by the Renovationists in Kharkiv on 17-20 May 1925 (from that
time on the Renovationist church in the Ukraine was officially designated
as the “[Ukrainian] Orthodox Autocephalous Synodic Church”);% and
the “canonical autocephaly” claimed by the Lubny Sobor. In desperation,
and resorting to a maneuver similar to that employed after Tikhon’s
arrest in 1922, the acting exarch Konstantin and eight of his bishops
appealed to the patriarchal locum tenens, Metropolitan Petr (Polianskii)
of Krutitsy, to grant autocephalous status to the Ukrainian exarchate.6!
Evidently, however, Metropolitan Petr took no steps in this direction; he
was soon arrested by the OGPU, in December 1925.

To counter the challenge from the newly established Conciliar-
Episcopal Church, the exarchate’s twelve or thirteen bishops, in a joint
“Act” dated 5 January 1926, condemned Buldovs’kyi and his fellow
bishops for ecclesiastical “separatism” and stripped them of their episco-
pal rank and communion with the Russian Orthodox Church.62 The Act
was sent to Moscow for the approval of the deputy locum tenens, Metro-

56 Potiienko, “Ukrains’ka avtokefal’na sobornopravna tserkva,” p. 5; “Naipochesni-
shyi mytropolyt Teofil, kerivnychyi kharkivs’koi, poltavs’koi ta chastyny kurs’koi
eparkhii,” a one-page leaflet published in Kharkiv in late 1941 or early 1942.

57 Heyer, Die Orthodoxe Kirche, p. 91.

s8¢ Potiienko, “Ukrains’ka avtokefal’na sobornopravna tserkva,” p. 5.

59 Konstantin was then also administering the Kharkiv diocese and temporarily
presiding, in the absence of the recently banned Exarch Mikhail, over the severely
depleted and “de-registered” ROC organization in the Ukraine (see Golos pravo-
slavnoi Ukrainy, 1925, no. 3, pp. 7-8).

60 See this writer’s “The Renovationist Church,” pp. 62-64.

61 “Ukhvala narady chleniv,” p. 1.

62 “Ukhvala narady chleniv,” p. 2. Strangely enough, an official publication of the
Moscow patriarchate dates this act back to 25 December 1924, although in the same
paragraph it implies that the document was composed in 1926. See A. A. Savich,
“Kratkaia biografiia sviateishego patriarkha Sergiia,” in Patriarkh Sergii i ego
dukhovnoe nasledstvo, p. 48.
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politan Sergii (Stragorodskii), who summoned Buldovs’kyi to answer the
exarchate’s charges. When Buldovs’kyi failed to appear in Moscow,$?
Sergii approved the resolution of the twelve bishops but, significantly,
amended the latter by offering the Lubny schismatics the right “to ask for
forgiveness or to request a reconsideration of their case by the bishops’
sobor of the All-Russian Patriarchate.”%4 Although the “schismatics”
refused to take advantage of Sergii’s offer, it took a surprisingly long time
— eighteen years, that is, until 1944 — for Sergii (by then patriarch of
Moscow) to “finally and without any reservations” approve the “resolu-
tion of the thirteen [sic] Ukrainian bishops” excommunicating Bul-
dovs’kyi and other members of his “Sobor of Bishops.”¢5 Ironically, by
then the Conciliar-Episcopal Church had long ceased to exist, and its
founder was either dead or dying in Poltava. Seeking to “rehabilitate”
himself, Buldovs’kyi appealed against the January 1926 act to the Reno-
vationist Supreme Church Administration in Moscow, which officially
declared this resolution null and void.t¢ Nevertheless, a number of the
new church’s parishes were sufficiently impressed by the patriarchate’s
condemnation of the Lubny Schism to return to the fold of the Russian
Orthodox Church.®’

The secession of several bishops from the Patriarchal church in the
Ukraine dealt a serious blow to the exarchate. Centered in the Poltava
region (especially in the districts of Lubny, Myrhorod, and Lokhvytsia),
Buldovs’kyi’s Conciliar-Episcopal Church also attracted a number of
parishes in the Katerynoslav, Vynnytsia, Kharkiv, Chernihiv, and
Donbas areas, mostly from the Patriarchal church, but also from the
UAOOC. Initially, perhaps as many as four hundred parishes went over to
that church.s¢ In 1927 Buldovs’kyi was elevated to archbishop, and in

63 Potiienko, “Ukrains’ka avtokefal’na sobornopravna tserkva,” p. 5. According to
Potiienko, the NKVD prevented Buldovs’kyi from traveling to Moscow.

64 Savich, “Kratkaia biografiia,” p. 48. According to Kovalenko (cited by Heyer, Die
Orthodoxe Kirche, p. 92), who dates the bishops’“trial” in absentia of Buldovs’kyi and
his fellow bishops to 4-5 June 1925, the sentence required “that the sectarians of Lubny
be submitted to church penance and that, until they recognize their errors and make
the penance, they should be deprived of priesthood and excommunicated.”

65 Savich, “Kratkaia biografiia,” p. 48.

6 Potiienko, “Ukrains’ka avtokefal’na sobornopravna tserkva,” pp. 5-6; “Ukh-
vala narady chleniv,” p. 2.

67 Potiienko, “Ukrains’ka avtokefal'na sobornopravna tserkva,” p. 5.

68  “Tserkovni spravy na Kharkivshchyni,” Ukrains'ka pravoslavna tserkva (Kholm),
2, no. 4 [45] (20 January 1942): 1. According to a better informed account, Bul-
dovs’kyi’s church organization had some two hundred parishes (Potiienko, “Ukrain-
s’ka avtokefal’na sobornopravna tserkva,” p. 5).
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1929 he was given the title of “Metropolitan of the Entire Ukraine.” % The
generally hostile and contradictory contemporary sources give little
information about the composition of the new group or its subsequent
fortunes. It appears that apart from its stand on autocephaly, the Con-
ciliar-Episcopal Church, unlike the UAOC, did not admit priests or
laymen to ecclesiastical government, and allowed the liturgical language
to be chosen by each parish.” During the next few years, redefections and
administrative obstacles apparently substantially reduced the church’s
following. After some time, Buldovs’kyi transferred its center to Kharkiv;
later, after his last church was closed there in 1937, he settled in the city of
Luhans’k (Voroshylovhrad) in Donbas. He continued to live there as a
layman until the German invasion of the Ukraine.”! Then, in November
1941, Buldovs’kyi proclaimed himself metropolitan of Kharkiv and Pol-
tava. Supported by the national Ukrainian circles in those two regions
and commanding respect widely among believers, Buldovs’kyi expanded
his jurisdiction to the Donbas, Voronezh, and Kursk regions during the
next year. Following a meeting with the UAOC representative, Arch-
bishop Mstyslav (Skrypnyk), in July 1942, Metropolitan Buldovs’kyi
joined the revived Ukrainian Autocephalous church,’ thus providingthe
reconstituted UAOC with its most important link to the interwar
Ukrainian church. Unlike the original UAOC of Lypkivs’kyi, its wartime
successor was led by the canonically-ordained episcopate. While claiming
the legacy of the “old” UAOC, it shied away from the canonical reforms

69 “Naipochesnishyi mytropolyt Teofil.”

7 Potiienko, “Ukrains’ka avtokefal’'na sobornopravna tserkva,” p. 6. According to
Potiienko, Buldovs’kyi was an “Ukrainophile,” but not a Ukrainian nationalist. An
ardent opponent of the “non-canonical UAOC” after the Sobor of 1921, Buldovs’kyi
firmly believed that bishops alone should govern the church. On principle, he was for
the use of Ukrainian as a liturgical language and, in fact, he and his priests used liturgi-
cal books published by the UAOC. But he would not impose the Ukrainian language,
leaving the choice of liturgical language to the priests and the faithful. Most of his
parishes opted for retention of Church Slavonic. But as repressions began against the
UAOC, even the minority of parishes who had switched to Ukrainian hastened to
revert to Church Slavonic. Although Buldovs’kyi was an opponent of monasticism, he
was a traditionalist who opposed any changes in liturgy or rites while supporting a
revival of ancient Ukrainian church traditions.

' Heyer, Die Orthodoxe Kirche, p. 92.

72 For the text of the union act, see “Protokol 27-ho lypnia 1942 roku, m. Kharkiv,” 1
typewritten page, Museum-Archive of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the USA,
file C 105. In October 1942, Metropolitan Feofil, accompanied by two clergymen,
traveled to Luts’k to attend a sobor of bishops of the UAOC which was convened for
October 2-9; however, at the last minute the German occupation authorities
prohibited the gathering (Vlasovs’kyi, Narys istorii, 4, pt. 2: 240-41).
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of the Sobor of 1921 in Kiev. The orientation of the wartime Ukrainian
Autocephalous church thus brought it closer to the program pursued by
Buldovs’kyi since the 1920s than to the program of Lypkivs’kyi, and it
made possible the merger of the two church groups that occurred in
1942.73

In his rather subjective account of the contemporary ecclesiastical
events, Metropolitan Lypkivs’kyi subsequently accused the Lubny
Schism of having consciously or unwittingly carried out the Soviet plan of
undermining the Patriarchal church in the Ukraine, and he even claimed
that Buldovs’kyi enjoyed the support of the GPU.7* While such circum-
stances as Buldovs’kyi’s survival of the great purges of the 1930s,75 the
reticence of the patriarchate in dealing with the Lubny Schism, and the
absence in Soviet anti-religious literature of charges of “anti-Soviet
activities” or “Ukrainian nationalism” against this group might give some
plausibility to this view, it must be kept in mind that from the early days of
the Soviet regime, all church groups were compelled to deal in one way or
another with the Cheka-GPU (and later the NKVD) as the agency vested
with the day-to-day surveillance of religious activities. Furthermore, the
wide respect and continued support enjoyed by Buldovs’kyi in the Left-
Bank Ukraine even after the arrival of the Germans, as well as his subse-
quent merger with the strongly anti-Soviet wartime UAOC, place in
doubt the charges advanced by Buldovs’kyi’s opponents. Unlike most
other Orthodox bishops, Buldovs’kyi remained with his flock when the
Soviet authorities returned to Kharkiv in 1943.76 Soon he was deprived of

73 Cf. “Ukhvala narady chleniv,” pp. 3-4. According to Potiienko, however, Bul-
dovs’kyi may have had second thoughts about the subordination of his metropoly to
the UAOC and its administrator, Metropolitan Polikarp (Sikors’kyi). Although he
signed the 1942 union act, Buldovs’kyi failed to issue an appropriate directive to his
clergy and did not mention Polikarp in his liturgical prayers. Later he reportedly said
that he did not recognize the latter and that he would reconstitute his [own] sobor of
bishops and declare himself “Metropolitan of the Entire Ukraine.” In summer 1943,
shortly before the Soviet recapture of Kharkiv, he turned against the UAOC (“Ukrain-
s'’ka avtokefal’na sobornopravna tserkva,” p. 7).

74 Lypkivs’kyi, Vidrodzhennia, pp. 125-26. Similar charges were advanced by Pol™-
skii (Novye mucheniki rossiiskie, 2: 43), while Heyer (Die Orthodoxe Kirche, p. 91)
suggests that the authorities regarded the Lubny Schism as a welcome opportunity to
split the church further.

75 According to his supporters, Buldovs'kyi was arrested several times by the Soviets
and experienced much hardship in his ecclesiastical and private life (“Naipochesnishyi
mytropolyt Teofil”).

76 According to Potiienko (“Ukrains’ka avtokefal’na sobornopravna tserkva,” p.
7), during the short-lived recapture of Kharkiv by the Soviet army in February 1943,
Buldovs’kyi remained in the city and appealed in church for believers’ support of the
Soviet war effort — which probably saved him from reprisals by the NKGB.
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his see and removed to Poltava, where, abandoned by his associates, he
died.””

%
* *

This paper has not discussed the Renovationist church in the Ukraine,
which has been dealt with extensively elsewhere.”® To be sure, this group,
too, officially adopted autocephaly at its Sobor of May 1925 in Kharkiv,
where it assumed the name of the [Ukrainian] Orthodox Autocephalous
Synodic Church. Moreover, this autocephaly was duly confirmed, in
October 1925, at the Third All-Russian Sobor of the Renovationist
church, which declared the accession of the Kiev metropolitan see to the
Moscow patriarchate in 1685 null and void.” However, this autocephaly
was admittedly intended by the Renovationists to be a tactical device
whose primary purpose was to woo away some Ukrainians from the
Ukrainian Autocephalous church. In fact, the nominally independent
Ukrainian Renovationist church remained represented on the Renova-
tionist Holy Synod in Moscow, and, in December 1934, the Synod uni-
laterally abolished this Ukrainian autocephaly.8¢ Although Ukrainiza-
tion, if not conciliarism, was given token recognition by the Renovation-
ist church, the latter remained in fact predominantly Russian in
leadership, orientation, and language.8!

In the three-cornered ecclesiastical struggle for the loyalties of Ukrain-
ian believers, it was the Soviet regime that was to a large degree setting the
rules of the game and changing them according to its current policy
priorities. The Ukrainization movements in the Orthodox church, in par-
ticular the Ukrainian Autocephalous church, benefited both from the
prolonged confrontation between the regime and the Moscow patriar-
chate and from the official Ukrainization policy pursued by the Kharkiv
government during the 1920s. But once the patriarchate, in the person of
its locum tenens, Metropolitan Sergii, accepted the regime’s terms of sur-
render in 1927,82 the authorities lost interest in encouraging further

77 The exact date of Buldovs’kyi’s death cannot be determined. Reportedly, unlike
most of his closest collaborators, he withstood pressure from emissaries of the Moscow
patriarchate to do penance and rejoin the Russian Orthodox Church. At least one of
his associates is said to have been executed by the police.

8 See this writer’s “The Renovationist Church.”

% Vestnik sv. sinoda pravoslavnykh tserkvei v SSSR (Moscow), 1925, no. 6, p. 26.
80 Shishkin, Sushchnost’ i kriticheskaia otsenka, p. 273.

81 See this writer’s “The Renovationist Church.”

82 For a discussion of the circumstances leading to Sergii’s declaration of 29 July
1927 and its immediate consequences, see this writer’s “Church-State Relations in the
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schisms in the Orthodox church. By then, the official Ukrainization
policy was on the decline and soon so-called bourgeois nationalism would
be declared by Moscow to be the “main danger” in the Ukraine.

All religious organizations in the USSR came under violent attack in
1929, with Stalin’s “revolution from above.” But the Ukrainian Auto-
cephalous Orthodox Church alone was singled out for forcible “self-
dissolution,” as, allegedly, a “counter-revolutionary organization” and a
“branch” of the newly “unmasked” and “underground” League for the
Liberation of the Ukraine (SVU).83 It was symptomatic of the new Soviet
policy that a resolution forced upon the so-called liquidation Sobor of the
UAOC in January 1930 explicitly condemned the three principles that
have guided the national church movement since 1917: (1) autocephaly
was now denounced as “a symbol of the Petliurite independence”; (2)
Ukrainization was condemned as “a means of inciting national ani-
mosity”; and (3) conciliarism was dismissed as “a demagogical means of
political influence.”84

When the Second World War brought about a dramatic reversal in
Stalin’s religious policy and gave a new lease on life to the Russian Ortho-
dox Church, the latter was unabashedly put to use as an instrument for
the Sovietization and Russification of the Ukrainian Orthodox and
Ukrainian Catholics. As in the secular sphere, so, too, in ecclesiastical life
the very concept of “Ukrainization,” let alone independence, has assumed
a “nationalist” and “subversive” connotation. But behind the facade of
the “monolithic unity” of the regime and the Russian church, Ukrainiza-
tion remains a very much alive, if suppressed, idea and an unfulfilled
popular aspiration.

Carleton University

USSR,” Survey 66 (January 1968): 16-19; and William C. Fletcher, A Study in Sur-
vival: The Church in Russia 1927-1943 (London, 1965).

83 See Izvestiia, 22 November 1929, for a GPU communique announcing the “un-
covering” of the “Union for the Liberation of the Ukraine” and the UAOC’s links with
it. Cf. Proletars’ka pravda (Kiev), 22 December 1929.

8¢ See Dmytro lhnatiuk, Ukrains’ka avtokefal'na tserkva i Soiuz vyzvolennia
Ukrainy (Kiev, 1930), especially the “Sobor” resolution (pp. 27-31).



The Tribulations of ‘Al’s Assassin:
A Sixteenth-Century Shiite Poem in
Azeri Turkic by Khiyali Beg

A.J.E. BODROGLIGETI

For those in quest of the Islamic heritage of Central Asia, popular works
such as Ahmad’s Barag-nama! or Halis’s Story of Ibrahim? — legends
and stories written for the general Muslim public — are of great impor-
tance. Their language takes us within earshot of the spoken language of
their authors’ time, whereas their content reveals the religious ideals and
aspirations of the masses. Such works are, therefore, indispensable
sources for research into the Islamic culture of Central Asia.

Khiyali Beg’s poem on the tribulations of ‘Ali’s assassin is one such
popular work. But while most Central Asian works of this type are
Sunnite in content, his work treats a Shiite topic: God’s punishment of
Ibn Muljam.

The text of the poem appears on the margins of pages 138v through
140v of Add. 7914, the famous manuscript of Eastern Turkic works that
was described by Rieu in his Catalogue of the Turkish Manuscripts in the
British Museum (London, 1888; pp. 284-91).3 It is found on the margins
of those sections of Haydar Khorezmi’s Mapzanu'l-asrar (The Treasury
of Secrets) which deal with the story. of Timir, although it has no
connection with that story. At places the text is blurred, but it is legible
and seems to be complete. It bears the title Mangabat min guftaha-i
Hiyali Bek, or “A Legend from the Compositions of Khiyali Beg.” The
copyist signs himself Abii’l-Qasim bin Kunc. No date of composition or
copying is given.

A.J.E. Bodrogligeti, “Ahmad’s Barag-nama: A Central Asian Islamic Work in
Eastern Middle Turkic,” Central Asiatic Journal 18 (1974):83-128. For an early
published version of this story, see H. VAmbéry, Cagataische Sprachstudien (Leipzig,
1867), pp. 59-70. I have since found a hitherto unnoticed version in the Bibliothéque
nationale, Suppl. turc 1189, 103r-107v.

2 A.J.E. Bodrogligeti, Jalis’s Story of Ibrahim: A Central Asian Islamic Work in
Late Chagatay Turkic (Leiden, 1975).
3 Rieu’s Catalogue, however, does not mention Khiyali’s poem.
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1 tentatively identify the author of the poem, Khiyali Beg, as Mavlana
Khiyali of Bukhara, a Central Asian poet mentioned in both Nava'Ts
Macalisu’'n-naf@’is and Daulatshah’s Tazkiratu's-Su‘ara. This is what
Nava'l says about him:

Mavlana Hiyali Bubaradin dur va Hwica ‘Ismat $agirdi dur. Bu matla‘ aning
dur kim:
ay tir-i gamatra dil-i ‘u§$aq ni$ana
halqi ba tu masgil va tu ga’ib za miyana.
gah mu4aqif-i dayram va gah sakin-i mascid
ya‘ni ki turd mitalabam hana ba hana.
#zi hwas-hulq va hwas-tab* yigit ermi§. Hamana gabri Bubarada dur.*

/Mavlana Khiyali is from Bukhara and a student of Khoja ‘Ismat. This matla‘
was composed by him:
“Oh, the hearts of lovers are the target for the
arrow of the sorrow that you cause.
“You occupy the thoughts of a vast multitude, but
of that you are quite unaware.
“Sometimes I am at prayer in the monastery, sometimes
I dwell in the mosque;
“That is, I search for you from door to door.”
He was a virtuous and good-natured youth. His grave is in Bukhara./

Daulatshah’ provides aimost the same information about Khiyali, but
he quotes a full ghazal® — a different one from that mentioned by Nava
— and says that Khiyali’s Divan was famous in Transoxiana, Badakh-
shan, and Turkestan.

The modern literary historian Muhammad ‘Ali Mudarras provides
further information about Khiyali in his Raihdnatu’l-adab,” but does not
indicate his sources. He says Khiyali was related to Ulugh Beg and spent
some time in Herat, for which he was also referred to as Hiravi.

The identity of this Khiyali with the author of our poem is suggested by
the following: (a) he was a poet of religious inspiration; (b) he lived in
Herat at the court of Ulugh Beg; and (c) he was also well known in areas

4 Macalisu'n-nafa’is, manuscript Diez A. Oct. 100, 9v:4-9.

5 Amir Daulatshah bin ‘Ala’u’d-daula Bakhtishah al-Ghazi al-Samarqandi, Tazkira-
tu’s-Su‘ara (Tehran, 1959), p. 317.

¢ Daulatshah includes the ghazal which begins as follows: har ki z in vadi ba koy-i
baht u daulat mirasad ‘whoever from this valley arrives at the street of fortune and
happiness’. The Turkish adaptation of the Tazkiratu's-Su‘ara by Siileyman Fehim
(Sefinetii’s-suara, Istanbul, 1879) has this ghazal and also the one of which Nava’l
gives two baits (pp. 204-206).

7 Mirza Muhammad ‘Ali Mudarras, Raihdndtu’l-adab fi taracimi’l-ma’rifin bi'l-
kunyati au’l-laqabi, vol. 2 (Tabriz, 1347 1.), p. 198.
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populated by Turks. One must infer from these data that he was bilingual,
that in Persian he would compose high-style ghazals and in Turkic,
popular stories such as the legend of ‘Ali’s Assassin.

A case may be made against this identification: (a) Khiyali of Bukhara,
the student of ‘Ismat Khoja, was probably a Sunnite, so it is unlikely that
he would have composed a poem with such a strong Shiite flavor; (b)none
of the sources mention that he wrote poems in Turkic; and (c) Khiyali was
not a rare tapallus — Daulatshah mentions two other poets with the same
pen name, one in Sabzavar, and one in Tun.® Our poet may be one of them
or someone e¢lse.

The subject of the poem, although not mentioned by name, is Ibn
Muljam ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Muradi, who on 17 Ramadan 40/ 24 Janu-
ary 661, with a sword dipped in poison, inflicted a fatal wound on the
head of the caliph ‘Ali. The plot of the poem is as follows. A sheikh who
spends all his time in pious devotions comes upon Ibn Muljam as he is
being cut in two, torn to pieces, and eaten up by a bird of terrifying
appearance. When the bird has consumed Ibn Muljam, it regurgitates
and, from the regurgitated morsels, Ibn Muljam resumes his previous
form and comes to life again, ready to undergo the same torment.
Questioned by the old man, the victim reluctantly confesses that it is he
who mortally wounded ‘Ali. Hearing this, the sheikh cuts his head off and
is about to cut him to pieces when a voice tells him not to trouble himself,
because this bird, at God’s command, inflicts punishment on the assassin
every day.

Three elements in the story merit special attention: (1) when the assassin
1s cut in two, the traces of Gabriel’s feather, like sword cuts, are visible on
the body; (2) the Qur’anic injunction, according to which the door to
God’s forgiveness will open through repentance,® does not apply to Ibn
Muljam, because for him there is no forgiveness; (3) the warning to the
sheikh that he must not himself take vengeance for ‘Ali’s murder, because
God knows how to punish him properly. These three elements support the
Shiite claim that the man Ibn Muljam killed was a saint, a “Friend of
God” (vali Allah). Khiyali emphasizes this claim when he has the assas-
sin, during his confession, identify ‘Ali by enumerating some of the
miracles attributed to him.

8 Daulatshah, Tazkiraw’s-su‘ara, p. 317.

® Qur. 7, 161:“. .. and make petition for forgiveness, and enter the gate submissively,
We shall forgive you your wrongs.” The Holy Qurdn, Arabic text, English translation
and commentary by Maulana Muhammad Ali, 6th ed. (Lahore, 1973), p. 353.
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Khiyali’s poem is one of several legends dealing with the assassination
of ‘Ali. While most of the others have the caliph as their central figure and
extol his acquiescence to his fate or his magnanimity toward his assassin,
Khiyali’s poem treats the less common topic of what happened to Ibn
Muljam as a result of his gruesome deed.

The description in this poem conflicts with what we know from histori-
cal sources. Most of them tell us that Ibn Muljam was punished by the
caliph himself: he was sentenced to death in strict observance of the law of
retaliation. On the other hand, Khiyali’s poem is quite in accord with
what other legends tell us of ‘Ali’s assassination: the person who killed
‘Ali, the saint, gets a most severe punishment, one which God alone can
design. Such a person can never obtain God’s forgiveness or find anyone
to intercede for him. Furthermore, the poem suggests the reason for ‘Alf’s
great compassion for Ibn Muljam. Just as ‘Ali knew that Ibn Muljam
would assassinate him, he probably also knew how Ibn Muljam would be
punished after his death. The terrifying vision of God’s vengeance may
well have moved him to pity his assassin.

The language of Khiyal’s poem has grammatical and lexical features
of different dialects and from different stages in the development of
Turkic. These include elements peculiar to the morphology of Southern
Turkic dialects together with those of Eastern Middle Turkic, words from
Southern Turkic dialects together with words from Eastern Middle Turkic,
and many lexical elements borrowed from Persian and many loan trans-
lations modeled on Persian words or phrases.

This situation poses a serious question for students of the history and
dialectology of Turkic: was the language of this document actually spoken?
Some scholars would probably dismiss the possibility and attribute the
variants to a copyist or author working in a dialect other than his own.
While such a view is not without foundation, this work was produced in
an area where Turkic- and Persian-speaking peoples lived together. In
such cases the emergence of “mixed” dialects was quite possible. The fact
that popular works composed for a broad audience have mixed morpho-
logical and lexical features testifies to the existence of such dialects.

With this in mind, I list a few specific features of the language of our
poem, citing all the occurrences in the text:

Words with initial /t-/ in Eastern Middle Turkic occur here over-
whelmingly with initial /d-/ : dag ‘mountain’, dang ‘dawn’, dart- ‘to pull’,
difgli- “to listen’, diri ‘alive, living’, durguz- ‘to pull up’, dut- ‘to take hold
of”. Words which retain their initial /t-/ are: tap- ‘to find’, Tangri ‘God’,
titri- ‘to tremble’, tofraq ‘dust’, tok- ‘to pour’.
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The dative case suffix is either (Southern Turkic) -a or (Eastern Turkic)
-ga. The suffix -a predominates: ‘aglina ‘to his mind’, boynina ‘upon his
neck’, canima ‘to my soul’, hdcata ‘to some need’, pirtuga ‘to the man in
rags’, qulagina ‘to his ear’, ydrd to the ground’, kok yiizi ‘to the firma-
ment’. With the suffix -ga we have agziga ‘into his mouth’, gésiga ‘into his
ears’, hiiSiga ‘ (to return) to his consciousness’, kitfiga ‘upon his shoulders’.

The accusative suffix is either (Southern Turkic) -i, -n, or (Eastern
Turkic) -ni, -n: -i (always after final -m, possessive or other): ddami ‘that
man’, ahvalimi ‘my situation’, filimi ‘my deed’; -n (after nouns with the
third person singular possessive suffix): ézin ‘himself’, namazin ‘his
prayer’, yarisin ‘its half’; -ni: bandini ‘his joints’, bar&asini ‘all of them’,
basini ‘his head’, kisini ‘that person’, qusni ‘the bird’, sézni ‘the word’,

The following postpositions occur: ara 1. ‘in’; 0 manzil ara ‘in that
place’, 2. ‘during, in the time of*: mi‘rdc ara ‘during the Ascent to Heaven’;
bild ‘with’: ‘adat bili ‘as was his habit’, o halat bili “in that situation’,
‘ibadat bild ‘in the service of God’, salabat bilii ‘with awesomeness’; birli
‘with’: bad-i saba birli ‘with the morning wind’; ild ‘with’: tiging ilid ‘with
your sword’; kimi ‘like’: dozapilir kimi ‘like those condemned to Hell-
fire’; sari ‘toward’: o nalan sari ‘to that wailing one’; sariya ‘toward’: 10
Jyiiz sariya ‘toward (his) face’; sifat ‘like’: lala sifat ‘like a tulip’; teg ‘like’:
dang yeli teg ‘like the morning wind’; iizrd ‘upon’: yer iizrd ‘to the
ground’.

The demonstrative pronouns o/, o, and bu are all used. Of and o are
variants and occur in equal number and with no difference in function: o/
niknam ‘that man of good repute’, ol /afa ‘that corpse’, o/ pasm ‘that
rage’, ol adami ‘that man’, ol kim dur ‘who is he?’, ol kimsd ‘that person’,
ol ki ‘he who’, ol benava ‘that destitute one’, o qus ‘that bird’, o dam ‘at
that moment’, o hdlar ‘in that situation’, o manzil ‘that place’, 0 adami
‘that man’. Bu is rare and occurs only in nominal use: ! bu ne figan ‘what
kind of lamentation is this?’

The predicative word expressing existence appears as both var (South-
ern Turkic) and bar (Eastern Turkic) without any functional or semantic
distinction.

10 The same as Eastern Middle Turkic sariga, for example, maktab sariga * (to return)
to the school’ (Bodrogligeti, Halis’s Story of Ibrahim, pp. 10-11).

' It is surprising that bu is so rare in this document. In Eastern Middle Turkic, with
which the language of our poem shares many features, bu is used more frequently. In
the Mu‘inu’l-murid, for example, it occurs in nine different functions.
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In two instances forms of the Azeri Preterite Tense occur: 12 dalmisam
‘1 hit’, gilmami$am ‘1 did not do’.

Phrasal verbs are frequent in the text and often function as simple
verbs: hava qil- ‘to fly’ (for ué-), sarf qil- ‘to spend (one’s life) (for keciir-
or dtkdr-), tamam et- ‘to conclude’ (for bitir-).

TEXT

138v RM 1 Mangabat min guftaha-i Hiyali Bek
2 var idi Sam ilkid4 bir pir mard
daglar iiza dafg yeli teg tiz gard.
3 qilmis idi ahl-1 cihandin kanar,
manzil u ma’va ahga bir kunc-i gar.
4 sarf qilip kiinléri ta‘at bili,
otkirliban ‘umri ‘ibadat bili.
5 bir kiin edip subh namazin tamam,
4l kétiiriip hacata ol niknam:
6 kildi qulagina bir tin zar zar,
titrdr idi nalasidin kothsar.
7 nala qilurdi ki “qilip min hata,
bar dur iki dunyada yiizim qara!”
8 pir &iqip gardin oldi ravan,
kérd ki bu kim dur bu ne figan?
138v LoM 1 kérdi yatur bir kisini sarnigiin,
ba¥din ayag lila sifat garq-i htin.
2 indi havadin yéra bir qu§ ravan,
&ekdi va durquzdi ani dar zaman.
3 var idi pirtuga o qu§ sahmnak
can qusi vahmindan olurdi halak.
139r LoM 1 pancasinifig har biri bir azdaha,
har ne ki dutsa dagi qilmas raha.
2 dartip anifig yarisin etdi cuda,
yuddi ravan uédi va qildi hava.
3 yarisi yer iizrd urup pec u tab,
d6zahildr kimi ekirdi ‘azab.
4 diirtiliirdd veriir erdi ‘iyan
$ahpar-i Cabra’il elindén ni§an.
139r UM 1 uédi yana kok yiizd parvaz edip
bad-i saba birli 6zin saz edip.
2 pirga il verdi o dam 6zgi hal,
tapdi o halat bild tagyir-i hal.

12 See M. Sh. Shiraliev et al., Grammatika Azerbajd?anskogo jazyka (Baku, 1971),
p. 125. This form has also entered the language of Eastern Middle Turkic poetry; see J.
Eckmann, Chagatay Manual (The Hague, 1966), p. 167. For example, Shaybani’s
Bahru’l-huda has korsdtmisam ‘1 have shown’ (21v:6).
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139r LeM

139v RM

139v LoM

140r LoM

140r LeM
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pir ydni kildi ¢u 6z hifiga,

kildi bir avaz anihg gisiga:

“dur yiiri ol lasa sari qilma bak
qilma hazar, olmagil andi§anak!”
indi yard yidni o ‘adat bila,

yadnd ham ol ha$m u salabat bili.
dam ura &iin agzin acar dam ba dam
$u‘la ¢ekir agzidin odluq ‘alam.
bas ki ¢&ihar agzidin od pééab

har ne ki dur agziga olur kabab.
bandini bandidin edip riz riz,
‘aqlina he¢ qalmadi rah-i guriz.
yedi anifig bar&asini tu‘mavar,
bir dam o manzil ara dutdi qarar.

.qusdi yaréd yind ham ol adami

yand ham ol $akl va ham ol adami.
pir ravan oldi o nalan sari,

hal-i dil-i zar u pari$an sari.

kordi yatur bir kiini sarnigiin,
bai¥din ayag lala sifat garg-i hiin.
dedi kim, “ay hacr elindi mubtala,
sOyld gunahifg ne dur, ay binava!”
“sorma” der “ahvalimi, ay pak din
qoy méni gam elgidd zar u hazin,
“gar bild sén filimi quidan bitdr
canima sian ham ola sin rahnagar.”
pir der, “ay ‘aql u hiraddin hirif!

sin ki eriir sin sudunga mu‘tarif.
“sdn ki biliir sidn ki qilip sdn gunih,
$imdi eriir sén sudunga ‘uzrhwih.
“Tahgri karim u ahad u bibadal

yoq tur anifig zitida 8irk u halal.
“tavba qil fi‘lindin [aya] bu’l-fuzal,
tavba eriir Tafigri qatinda qabiil.
“dagéa gunahifig ola ya bir buéugq,
Sukr ki bar tavba gapusi aduq.”
yiglap aydur, “qilmamifam ol gunah,
kim ola bir kimsd mafiga ‘uzrhwah.
“yanmagq va qalmaq tur i§im ta abad,
kimsidin olmas mafga hargiz madad.
“CalmiSam ol kimsdyi, ay pir, tig,
$imdi emis sud afiga ih u dirig!”
pir der, “ol kim durur, ay $armsar!
kim tani bar tigifig ili zahmdar?”
der “ne¢4 kim bar min i§imdin bacal,
difigli ddyim kim durur ol $irdil.
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2 “ol ki hazar qilmadi $amS§irdén,
sahladi Salmani dum-i §irdan.
3 “ol ki besikdi [qi]lur zarb aZzdaha,
qildi sar@sar ani az ham cuda.
4 “ol ki falakdan kiindsi biguman,
qildi yini kildiigi yola ravan.
5 “ol ki Batiil oldi anifigéiin haram,
ol ki nabi kitfiga basdi qadam.
6 “har ne ki mi‘rac ara ke&di nihan,
qildi nabi yaninda bari ‘iyan.
140r UM 1 “ya‘ni ‘Ali ol $ah-i Duldul savar,
kim anifig hukminda idi Z0’}-fiqar.”
2 pirga gayrat verip il ¢ekti tig,
kisdi tanidin ba$ini bidirig.
3 bandini bandindan ediirdi cuda,
kildi anifig go§iga nagah sada:
140v UM 1 “qgilma bziihg ranca ki parvardagar
qilmi§ o quéni boynina dudar.
2 “kim qila har kiindd ani laht laht,
tu‘ma qilip ylz kurraz, ay nikbaht!
3 “nedid kim ola ki &eké intigam
hazrat-i $ah hasmidin, [ay] nikndm!”
4 pir i§itdi ¢u bu sozni ravan
kozlaridin yiiz sariya tokdi gan.
140v RM 1 dedi kim, “balig-i ‘arz u sima,
‘asiyd yah$i veriir sin caza!
2 “har nedés kim ‘4cizam va Sarmsar,
Sukr ki bar mén ‘Allyd dostdar!”
3 har neéi kim bolsa Hiyali diri,
bolgusi $ah itlirining kamtari.
4 olsi olar yadila ol benava
tofraqidin ba$ ¢ekd mihrgiya.
S kim ki 614 gayr-i nabi u valj,
badda koziim yoq olari korgili! ”
6 katabahu al-‘abdu’l-faqir
Abi’l-Qasim bin Kunc.

TRANSLATION
A Legend from the Compositions of Khiyali Beg
138v RM

(2) There [once] was an old man in the land of Syria [who would fly] over the
mountains as swiftly as the morning breeze.!?

13 Saints could fly.
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(3) Heshunned the people of [this] world: his station and abode!4 was a corner of
a cave.

(4) He spent his days in pious acts. In the service of God he spent his life.

(5) One day, having finished his morning prayer, that man of good repute had just
raised his hands in supplication!’

(6) When the sound of bitter weeping reached his ears, [a sound so pitiful] that the
mountains began to tremble.

(7) The voice cried out, “I have committed a sin, [and now] my face will remain
black in the Two Worlds.”

(8) The old man came out of the cave and went off to see who it was and why he
was lamenting.

138v LoM

(1) He saw a person on the ground lying face down, covered from head to foot
with blood, like a tulip.

(2) [And then] from the air a bird suddenly swooped to the ground. It dragged the
man along the ground and then stood him upright.

(3) To the old man in rags that bird was terrifying. The bird of life would perish in
fear of it.

139r LoM

(1) Each of its claws was a dragon. Whatever it seized, it would never again
release.

(2) [Then the bird] pulled at [the man’s body and] cut it into two. [Then he]
swallowed half of it, took off suddenly, and flew away.

(3) The [other] half [of the man’s body] lay writhing on the ground, suffering the
torments of those condemned to hellfire. 6

(4) The faces of the cut through his body showed traces of the lead feather of
Gabriel’s wing.!7

139r UM

14 “His station and abode” for manzil u ma’va, literally “the place where he stopped
and the place where he stayed.”

15« _ . raised his hands in supplication” for &l kétiiriip hacata. Hacaia el kétiir-,
literally “to raise one’s hands in need,” refers to the short prayer (du‘a) following the
namaz: the worshipper asks God’s assistance. A synonym for this phrase is hacar tilii-,
as it occurs in the following example: ziyarat gilmaga kelip namaz qilip hacat tilidi ‘He
came to visit [the place], prayed, and asked for God’s assistance’ (Sayf, Gulistan bi’t-
turki, 19v:2).

6« .. those condemned to Hellfire” for dozapi, literally “infernal.” For our interpre-
tation see Ju. A. Rubinchik, Persidsko-russkij slovar’, vol. 1 (Moscow, 1970), p.
678a, s.v. s :3. “osuidennyj na adskie muki.”

17 The lead feather of Gabriel’s wing is compared to a giant sword, which, in turn,
reminds one of the Ziz'l-figar (literally “The Lord of the Vertebrae of the Back™), ‘Ali’s
famous sword. In Shiite legends ‘All was renowned for cutting his enemy in two with
one blow.
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(1) [The bird] flew on toward the blue firmament. It followed the current of the
morning wind.

(2) The old man was horrified. What he had witnessed had distressed him.

(3) [When)] the old man regained his composure, he heard a voice saying:

(4) “Go over to that corpse [now]. Do not be fearful, do not be hesitant, do not
worry.”

139r LeM

(1) [Now] the bird flew down to the ground again to carry out his [assigned]
task,!® again with the same ferocity and awesomeness.

(2) Whenever it opened its mouth to breathe, flames, like fiery flags, issued from
its mouth.

(3) So intense were the flames that curled from its mouth that everything before it
was scorched.

(4) Joint by joint [that bird] tore [the man] to pieces. That victim could think of
no way to escape.

(5) [Then] the bird gobbled down all these morsels as if they were tasty food. For
a moment it rested there.

(6) [Then] on the ground it threw up [what it had eaten of] that man. [Now] that
man again assumed his previous form. He became the same person he had
been.

139v RM

(1) The old man came up to that wailing one, up to that miserable and distracted
one.

(2) He saw a person on the ground, lying face down, covered from head to foot
with blood, like a tulip.

(3) He said to him, “O you who are suffering inabandonment! 1% Tell me what sin
you have committed, O Destitute [Sinner]!”

(4) “Do not ask about my situation, O Man of Pure Faith!” [the man] replied.
“Leave me in the grasp of sorrow without recourse and grieving.

(5) “If you knew what I did, more fiercely than this bird would you strike me with
your sword!”

(6) The old man replied, “O you who are bereft of reason and understanding! You
who confess that you have committed a sin,

(7) “You who are aware that you have sinned and now seek [God’s] forgiveness,

139v LoM

(1) “[Remember] that God is Merciful, the One, and the Peerless. No one shares
His essence, nor is there a flaw in it.
(2) “[Just] repent of your sin, O Transgressor. Repentance is accepted by God.

18« his assigned task” for ‘@dar bild, literally “as a habit.” The bird’s “habit,”
however, was, in fact, a task that God had assigned him.

19 “ __inabandonment”for hacr elindi, literally “in the hands of separation,”i.e., cut
off from all source of help.
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(3) “Whether your sin is as vast as 2 mountain or very small, be thankful [to the
Lord] that the door of repentance is open.”

140r LoM

(1) Weeping he said, “The sin I have committed is not one for which anyone could
ask God to forgive me.

(2) “Itis my lot to suffer and remain [in this condition] to eternity. Help will never
come to me from anyone,

(3) “With my sword I struck that person [whom I had served].20 O Sheikh! My
sighing and wailing are of no benefit to him [now].”

(4) The old man said, “Who is that person, O Man Covered with Shame, who?!
was wounded by your sword?”

140r LeM

(1) He answered, “Although I am deeply ashamed at what I have done, listen, I
will tell you who that lion-hearted person was.

(2) “It was he who was never afraid to use a sword,? he who cautioned Salman
not to touch the lion’s tail.

(3) “It was he who, while still in the cradle, with one blow split the dragon in two
from head to tail.

(4) “It was no doubt for his sake that the sun, after it had left the sky, returned
again on the same path by which it had departed.?

(5) “It was he who had the Virgin [Fatima] for a wife,2 it was he who stood on
the shoulders of the Prophet [to break the idols].

(6) “It was he who achieved openly at the side of the Prophet all that the Prophet
achieved in secret during the Ascension to Heaven.?s

140r UM

(1) “That is, it was ‘Ali, the rider of Duldul, he, who wielded [the famous sword]
Z0’l-fiqar.”26

(2) The old man, overcome by zeal, pulled out his sword and mercilessly severed
[the sinner’s] head from his body.

(3) He had [just] started to cut him to pieces joint from joint when suddenly he
heard a voice:

2 According to one legend, Ibn Muljam was ‘Ali’s stirrupholder. See R. A. Nicholson,
The Mathnavi of Jaldlu'ddin Riami, E.J.W. Gibb Memorial Series, n.s., vol. 4, no. 2
(London, 1926; reprinted 1977), pp. 208-214.

21 Literally “whose body.”

22 In legends ‘Al is often pictured as waiting motionless for an enemy attack.

2 According to one legend the sun, after it had set, returned to the sky again so that
‘All could say the afternoon prayer he had missed.

24 Fatima, daughter of Muhammad and his first wife Khadija, was born at Mecca
about the year 605 A.D.

25 Muhammad obtained closeness to God through his Ascension to Heaven, whereas
‘Ali, the Friend of God, obtained it at the Prophet’s side through his sainthood.

2% See fn. 17.
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140v UM

(1) “Do not tire yourself, for the Nourisher has ordered this bird of prey to be
this man’s tormentor.

(2) “To tear him to pieces every day and to make him food for hawks and
panthers, O Man of Good Fortune!

(3) “[By God’s decree this bird] can do naught but take vengeance on the enemy
of His Majesty, the King [i.e., ‘Ali], O Man of Good Repute!”

(4) As soon as the old man heard these words, tears of blood began to flow from
his eyes [down] his face.

140v RM

(1) He spoke, “O Creator of Earth and Heaven! [1 can see that] you mete out
appropriate punishment to sinners.

(2) “Although I am weak and ashamed, I am thankful that  am among those who
love ‘AlL

(3) “As long as Khiyili is alive, he will look upon himself as the lowliest of the
King’s dogs.

(4) “After that destitute one has died with the King’s name on his lips, the flower
of love will raise its head from his grave.

(5) “But 1 do not have eyes in my head for beholding those who die without
[having mentioned Muhammad] the Prophet and [‘Ali] the Saint.”

(6) Copied by [God’s] humble servant, Abii’l-Qasim bin Kunc.

University of California, Los Angeles



A Nineteenth-Century Master of Turkish Literature:
Notes on Recaizade Mahmut Ekrem (1847-1914) and
His Literature Course

KATHLEEN R. F. BURRILL

The years 1859-1875 represent a turning point in the history of Turkish
literature. It was then that Turkish writers began to break with old forms
and to build a new literature based largely on Western traditions. The
pioneers in the movement were Sinasi (1826-1871),! Ziya Pasa (1825-
1880), and Namik Kemal (1840-1888), and they were soon joined by
younger men. One representative of this second generation was Ekrem
(son of Recai Efendi — scholar and writer, and director of the govern-
ment press), whom Namik Kemal encouraged to publish his first poems
and some translations from French in the early 1860s.

Those familiar with Gibb’s History of Ottoman Poetry? will recall that
Gibb frequently referred to Ekrem’s evaluation of the old poets, but did
not extend his study of the modern school to a discussion of Ekrem
himself. The new edition of the Encyclopaedia of Islam contains an
article on Ekrem by Fahir 1z which gives biographical data, a short
discussion of his works, and a bibliography of eight Turkish works.3
Apart from these two sources, however, information on Ekrem in Western
publications has been scanty.

In Turkish sources Ekrem figures in biographical collections and gen-
eral histories of literature; for instance, twenty-eight pages are devoted to
him in Tanpinar’s work on nineteenth-century Turkish literature.* He is
also represented in most anthologies, albeit not as generously as one might
wish. A good selection of his poetry and a sympathetic profile is given by

Modern Turkish orthography is used for Turkish names and titles.
E.J.W. Gibb, History of Ottoman Poetry, 6 vols. (London, 1900-1909).
The first edition of the Encyclopaedia of Islam carried a very short entry by Huart.

A. H. Tanpinar, Ondokuzuncu asir Tiirk edebiyatt tarihi, 3rd ed. (Istanbul, 1967),
pp. 467-95.

1
2
3
4
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Akyiiz in his anthology of modern Turkish poetry.’ Kaplan, in addition to
dealing with Ekrem in a number of articles, has given a detailed critique of
one of his major poems.® A number of short monographs appeared
between 1890 and the 1940s.” More recently a general study of Ekrem
was the topic of a doctoral dissertation at Ankara University,® and [ am
informed by Dr. Inci Enginiin that another dissertation, concentrating on
Ekrem’s Talim-i edebiyat as a turning point in Turkish poetic theory, is in
the early stages of preparation at Istanbul University.

How is Ekrem judged by the Turks? Abdiilhak Hamit (1852-1937),
most gifted among the first two generations of modern Turkish writers,
valued Ekrem’s poetry well enough to know some of it by heart. Even
Ekrem’s son, however, wrote that although his father was a great figure in
the new literature, he could not be called a great poet. Modern Turkish
literary tastes find some of Ekrem’s best-known poems excessively sub-
jective and sentimental, and his innovations in verse form, meter, and
rhyme are outshone by the many “-isms” of the twentieth century. As for
Ekrem’s prose works, very few of these are read today, even though some
are important landmarks along the road Turkish prose has traveled in the
last hundred years. His reputation rests elsewhere, sanctified through the
title by which he has long been known in Turkey — Ustad Ekrem, or
Ekrem the Master. This title, applied in its broadest sense, recognizes
Ekrem’s role as a leader in the Turkish literary and intellectual move-
ments of his age. In a restricted sense, it is applicable to him as a teacher,
and it is on this aspect of Ekrem’s activities that the present paper
concentrates.

3
* ok

Ekrem’s teaching posts. Ekrem taught literature for some eight years at
the Imperial Civil Service School (hereafter referred to as Miilkiye) and
for a time also at the Imperial Lycée at Galatasaray. One indication of his
success as a teacher is the achievements of his students, especially Tevfik

5 K. Akyiiz, Ban tesirinde Tiirk siiri antolojisi (Ankara, 1953), pp. 69-105.

¢ M. Kaplan, Siir tahlilleri I: Tanzimat’tan Cumhuriyete, 6th ed. (Istanbul, 1978),
pp. 82-91.

7 See F. 1z in the Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2nd ed. (hereafter EI?),vol. 1,s.v. “Ekrem
Bey,” and Akytiz, Ban tesirinde, p. 738.

8 Unfortunately this dissertation, by Ismail Parlatir, was not accessible when 1
prepared this paper.

9 E. E. Talu in “Ekrem, Recaizade, Mahmud,” Ayltk Ansiklopedisi, fasc. 9
(1945), pp. 269-70.
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Fikret (1867-1915), the leading poet of the 1890s and early twentieth
century. More tangibly, we can study part of what Ekrem taught, since he
published some of his Miilkiye lectures in book form under the title
Talim-i edebiyat (Literature Course).'® Below, I shall discuss the back-
ground to the Course and outline its contents and main ideas. First,
however, it should be noted that the Course does not give the full picture
of Ekrem’s theory of literature. He expounded his opinions in other
works, too, and these must be taken into account for any overall study of
Ekrem.!!

Format of the Course. Ekrem planned a two-year syllabus (p. 2),!? and
in 1879 he proceeded to make material available to students at the
Miilkiye in lithograph reproduction. He was dissatisfied, however, com-
plaining of technical problems with this method and of material for his
students being “days late” (p. 3), and so he applied to the Ministry of
Education for permission to publish. Permission was granted, but only
the first part appeared, as a book of 398 pages published in 1882 (a second
edition came out in 1914).13

The title page identifies Ekrem as a member of the Council of State and
carries a short extract from an article on Ottoman literature by Namik
Kemal, which ends with his oft-quoted words: “A nation without a
literature is like a person without a tongue.”* Fourteen pages of pre-
liminaries include a statement of purpose, a copy of Ekrem’s application
to the ministry, introductory comments, acknowledgment to Abdiilha-
mit [T and eulogy of him, acknowledgment to Ahmet Cevdet Paga with his
comments on the Course, and a preface. The text starts with a five-line
statement on the ordering of contents and is then divided into four

6 Varipl_xs translations have been proposed for this title, including “Lessons in
Composition” and “Literature (or Composition) Lessons.” | use Literature Course,
and for ease of reference refer to it here as the Course.

n Of. particular importance is the preface to the last volume of his three-volume
collection of poems called Zemzeme (1885), and Takdir-i Elhan (1886), a critique of a
work by one of his students. His essays and letters are also pertinent, as are some of his
poems.

2 All references to the Course are to the 1882 edition published in Istanbul by the
Mihran Press.

13 Ismail Hikmet, Recaizade Ekrem, Milli Kiitiiphane Edebiyat Serisi, no. 7 (Is-
tanbul, 1932), p. 9, mentions that some parts were published in Hazine-i Evrak. 1
have not been able to verify this statement as yet.

14 Seg Namik Kemal, “Lisan-i Osmaninin edebiyat1 hakkinda bazi miilahazati
sAmildir,” in M. Kaplan, etal., Yeni Tiirk edebiyan antolojisi, vol. 2: 1865-1876 (Istan-
bul, 1978), pp. 183-92,
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sections: (1) Role of the intellectual faculties in literature (pp. 15-60); (2)
Style (pp. 61-125); (3) Stylistic embellishment — the various figures of
speech (pp. 216-324); (4) Verbal artifices (pp. 325-380).

The four sections are divided into chapters containing numerous sub-
divisions. There are also a number of excursuses and a very ample
selection of quotations of all kinds. The concluding statement is followed
by an addendum, an appreciation by Namik Kemal, an apology and
reminder, and an announcement that certain sections promised in the
preface (i.e., further observations, selections, and biographies) are being
prepared as a supplement (this did not materialize).

There is no index and, since topics occur under more than one
heading, the book is difficult to use for reference. Ekrem himself ex-
plained that the volume did not contain a discussion of the educational or
moral value of literature because this was “well-known and accepted by
everyone” (p. 13).!5 Thus, although Ekrem accepted the social role of
literature, he did not allow it priority, as Sinasi and Namik Kemal did. He
treated literature as anindependent art form and, in so doing, represented
a transition from the “art for society” cry of the pioneers to the “art for
art” trend of the Hamidian era.

Aim of the Course. Ekrem wrote (p. 2) that the Course was for students
already familiar with the fundamentals of literary composition and that it
was intended to teach:

the basic rules and important points of acceptable styles of Ottoman writing; to
ensure familiarity for scanning all kinds of Ottoman poems in accordance with the
generally recognized meters; 16 to have them memorize a wide selection of pieces in
prose and especially in poetry; to acquaint them with the famous men of letters
from whose works examples were taken.

The text itself shows that Ekrem’s goal was twofold in its pedagogical
approach, but firmly monolithic in its idealism. As a teacher Ekrem
sought first to improve students’ writing and speaking, and to this end he
had advice on such matters as spelling mistakes (p. 133), general ortho-
graphic problems (p. 283), and the need to avoid foreignisms in speech (p.
131). His second goal was to develop students’ literary appreciation and

15 Ekrem’s text is not completely without reference to this aspect of literature. He
said, for instance, that although comedy contains drolleries and can make the audience
laugh, it must be considered among the important literary genres that aim at moral
improvement of the people (p. 90). ) _

16 Although Ekrem dealt with certain aspects of meter, the text does not discuss
technical details of scanning, etc.
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their good taste. He could readily provide rules for spelling or word usage,
but, as he pointed out when discussing figures of speech, a decision as to
whether a particular figure is suitable or unsuitable must rest not on a
rule, but on good taste (p. 377). Ekrem believed fervently in the new
Turkish literature, and his mission was to make it known and to have it
evaluated by Western standards. He did not exclude the old literature
from such evaluation, but the novelty of his work was in the large number
of quotations it included from contemporary writers.

Ekrem’s style. Ekrem’s preface states that the text is as he delivered it to
students in lectures, which may account for the fact that the singular
usually appears when Ekrem spoke in the first person (pp. 296, 329, 350,
etc.). The first person plural is much less frequent (pp. 289, 290, 299, etc.),
but Ekrem also used bendeniz ‘your servant’(p. 351), and, particularly in
the preliminaries and end matter, referred to the “humble” author or
work (e.g., p. 382). In general the language is clear but formal in syntax,
and although there are occasional sentences that are almost chatty, there
is little evidence of an attempt to write in simple Turkish. Nor does there
seem to have been any effort to make the text entertaining. Students were
no doubt expected to obtain their entertainment from the quotations. I
assume that there was some kind of extempore lecturing, as well; indeed,
there is textual evidence that on occasion Ekrem added explanations that
were not included in the text until later (p. 243). He used a few com-
parisons dealing with music and art (p. 198) and nature (pp. 111, 154, 171,
192). Ekrem’s method was to quote both good and bad examples of what
he was demonstrating, sometimes from the same author. Occasionally,
having pointed out a fault, he suggested a way in which it could have been
avoided (p. 243); or, giving two interpretations for a quotation, he com-
mented on them, stating his preference or even rejecting both (p. 298).

Support and criticism.  The 1892 edition indicates that the Course gained
support from both official and intellectual circles. Ekrem published as a
teacher at the Civil Service School, an institution “honored and blessed
by being under the patronage of His Royal Highness, which brings
adornment to learning” (p. 6). He therefore included a nine-couplet poem
eulogizing Abdiilhamit II (pp. 7-8). This affords an interesting sidelight
on Ekrem’s desire to live with the realities of the period, for it contains
such familiar terms as “Shadow of God,” and “Possessor of Majesty,” and
also refers to the sultan as a gazi. Ekrem praised the buildings and
institutions the sultan had established and referred to his reign as a period
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of blessing and good fortune for the nation; he described Abdiilhamit
himself in glowing terms and prayed, “May God long bring honor to his
exalted throne.”

The appreciation by Kemal included in the back matter says that
Ottoman literature has turned recently to “its natural style” (p. 394), but
that there has remained a special need to put together the canons of
literature as they apply specifically to Ottoman. Ekrem has taken the
initiative and met this need with his Course, Kemal wrote, and he is proud
that it was written by someone who believes, as he does, in supporting the
new style (p. 395).

Ekrem also thanked Ahmet Cevdet Pasa (1833-1895) for having read
his material, and included remarks Cevdet had made on the Course (pp.
9-10). In these Cevdet referred first to the nature of the Ottoman lan-
guage, saying that although it is apparent that Turkish is the basis of
Ottoman, it has been enriched by loans from Arabic and Persian. As a
literary language, it is also “extremely elegant and colorful by reason of
containing so many of the qualities and good points of Arabic and
Persian.” Cevdet discussed the lack of recognized principles for the study
of Ottoman literature, and conceded that the teaching of literature in any
language “must be in conformity with the mood of the period.” He, too,
praised Ekrem’s initiative, calling him a most distinguished and eminent
figure among contemporary men of letters.

The background to Cevdet’s remarks adds significance to their tenor. A
leading statesman, especially active in the field of education and law,
Cevdet was also a scholar. Among his works was a twelve-volume history
of the Ottoman Empire covering the period from 1774 to 1826. He was
also co-author with Fuat Pasa of Kavaid-i Osmaniye (Ottoman Gram-
mar). Published in 1850, the work was reissued in 1873 in simplified form
and redesignated Kavaid-i Tiirkiye (Turkish Grammar), a sign of pro-
gressive thinking on the part of its authors. Cevdet also taught literature at
the law school in Istanbul, and in 1881 (that is, after Ekrem’s Course
material had first been made available) he published a manual on Ottoman
poetics called Beldgat-i Osmaniye (Ottoman Eloquence), based conserva-
tively on the old books of poetics.!” In addition, one of Cevdet’s col-
leagues published an attack on Ekrem’s Course in the publication Saadet.
Ekrem, retaliating in Terciiman-1 Hakikat, was finally adjudged the vic-

17 On the mixture of progressive and conservative in Cevdet Pasa, see H. Bowen in
EI2, vol. 1, s.v. “Ahmad Djewdet Pasha.”
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tor in what was one skirmish in a long vendetta between the respective
supporters of the old and the new. Cevdet’s praise, published in the
Course, was Ekrem’s trophy on this occasion.!8

Preface. 'The preface to the Course (pp. 11-14) showed Ekrem’s out-
look to be indeed “in conformity with the mood of the period.” It opens
with a discussion of the term edebiyat, one used very commonly by
writers, especially — Ekrem wrote — during the last five to ten years,
without giving a satisfactory definition. Ekrem, therefore, took it upon
himself to explain how he defined it to his students. First, literature can be
defined, in broad terms, as any product of thought put into good, me-
thodical order by the art of writing. Second (and this Ekrem considered to
be the definition more widely acceptable), one can limit literature to those
works arising from good taste, feeling, and imagination, and — basing an
evaluation on the same criteria — refer to “knowledge of the rules and
models deduced and taken from the most select and highly esteemed
works of the best known writers.” In short, literature is not simply any
product of the art of writing, but a psychological phenomenon that must
be judged at the highest level of accepted taste.

Ekrem next noted the division of literature into poetry and prose. This
might seem a superfluous statement today, but traditionally Ottoman
literature had meant poetry, and one of the novelties of Ekrem’s approach,
as of the new Turkish literature in general, was its treatment of proseasa
serious art form. Ekrem said that prose was subject to the rules of the
Turkish language and of logic and to what he called two indispensables of
literature: aesthetic sense, and a harmonious and fluent style. In poetry,
attention must also be paid to meter and rhyme. The principles and rules
in force in Ottoman literature correspond, Ekrem maintained, to aesthetic

 taste and are systematized in books of verbal eloquence (beldgat). Here,
in one of his few footnotes, Ekrem referred to Cevdet Pasa’s work as an
example of such a book, stating that part of it had recently been pub-
lished.

This reference to beldgat and Cevdet Pasa immediately precedes Ek-
rem’s discussion of the topics he would deal with. The first is “the quality
and nature of thoughts and feelings” (p. 13), which, he said, “deserve very
first attention in literature.” Here, the fundamental difference between
the two literary men is evident. Cevdet adhered to the old school of

'8 Appreciations, e.g., by Abdiilhak Hamit, appeared in other publications; also see
below (pp. 131-132) for Siileyman Pasa’s reaction.
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Ottoman literary theory, in which form and embellishment were the real
criteria for evaluation. Ekrem, although devoting the greater part of his
book to style, figures of speech, and verbal artifices, nevertheless believed
that none of these can do anything for a writer who has nothing to say.
When discussing style he stressed that although the force of an idea may
be enhanced by the way in which it is expressed, “If the idea is nonsense,
style has no importance at all” (p. 62).

Ekrem’s Turkish sources. Ekrem displayed wide familiarity with the
history and content of the old Turkish literature and quoted from many
writers, the most frequent choices being Fuzuli (d. 1556), Nef’i (d. 1635),
Nedim (d. 1730), and Seyh Galip (d. 1799). Ekrem also included a
Nasreddin Hoca story (pp. 315-316). Of the new writers, he most fre-
quently quoted Abdiilhak Hamit and Namik Kemal. The introduction
states (p. 4) that the author has profited from earlier works on literature
but does not specify which. As we have seen, Ekrem referred to Cevdet’s
Beldgat and quoted Kemal on his title page. He presented more of
Kemal’s ideas in his text (e.g., p. 64), and quoted also (e.g., p. 166) from
the preface to Ziya Pasa’s Harabat (an anthology of Arabic, Persian,
Chagatay, and Ottoman literature published in 1874). Another work that
he surely read is Mebaniyii'l-insa (Foundations of Literary Composition,
also published in 1874) by Siileyman Pasa (1838-1892).

Siileyman Paga, a famous military hero and one of the leaders in the
deposition of Abdiilaziz, was a pioneer in Turcology. As commandant of
the Military Academy, he was active in revising military educational
curricula and wrote a number of texts for students, including the two-
volume Foundations. He used Western sources for the work, and thus
preceded Ekrem in this respect. In addition, according to one critic,
Siileyman’s understanding of language and literature in general was
better than Ekrem’s.!® We do know that Siileyman read the Course,
because he wrote to Ekrem about it. His letter praised the Course extrav-
agantly (and is duly humble about his own work, labeling it merely
imitative). Siileyman wrote that he had a “slight quarrel,” however, with
Ekrem’s use of Ottoman instead of Turkish as the name of their language.
Ekrem himself discussed this usage in his conclusion (p. 386), saying it is
valid because their language was composed of not only Turkish but also

19 V. M. Kocatiirk, Tiirk edebiyati tarihi (Ankara, 1970), p. 687. A study of these two
men’s theories and influence would be useful.
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of Arabic and Persian words, and therefore was subject to the rules of
those languages as well as its own. Siileyman, for his part, argued that
Osmanl (Ottoman) denoted the allegiance of an individual to the state
established by Sultan Osman. Had the Seljuk dynasty been perpetuated
and the Ottomans not come to power, he asked, would Turkish have been
referred to as Selgukiye?20

Ekrem and Western sources. Ekrem made only one short visit to Europe,
to Vienna in 1891. He was educated in Turkey, but in secular rather than
religious schools. At the age of fifteen he entered the chancellery of the
Foreign Ministry as an apprenticed clerk. It was there, and through
association with the progressive intellectuals of the day, that he acquired
his knowledge of the West. He learned French and, like other writers of
this period, came under the influence of the Romantics.2! His little collec-
tion of prose and verse translations entitled Nagiz (4 Trifle), for example,
included works by Bernardin de Saint-Pierre, Chateaubriand, Victor
Hugo, and Lamartine, as well as some fables from La Fontaine. He also
published a translation of Chateaubriand’s Atala and turned this work
into a play. In his preface to the Course (p. 13) Ekrem stated that he did
not hesitate to use French material in its preparation, “nor was I fanatical
about passing on things from their research and literary definitions that I
thought would be of use to us, as well.”

In fact, Ekrem not only passed on to his students some French theories
of literature, but familiarized them a little with French literature and gave
them a few glimpses of French culture and history. For instance, he
referred to Moliére (e.g., p. 90),22 and he related an anecdote about
Richelieu which he said he “saw in a French work” (p. 277). He used a
French proverb to illustrate a neat use of anastrophe (p. 319), and turned
to the wit of a French writer to stress the need for harmony of expression
(p. 172). In pointing out that it takes work and effort to keep from
verbosity, he quoted from a letter of “one of the French writers” which
ends: “My letter has become very long, I know that, but what can I do? I
couldn’t find time to write a short one!” (p. 171).

A number of Ekrem’s quotations are from nineteenth-century Turkish
translations of works by such authors as Rousseau (pp. 29, 30, 308-309,

2 M. Kaplan et al., Yeni Tiirk edebiyati, 2:659-61.
21 Ekrem also studied Arabic and Persian.
22 He also referred to Shakespeare.
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etc.), Fénelon (pp. 249, 353, 362-363), and Bossuet (pp. 186, 279), and he
referred to other translations, for example, from Volney (p. 289). Espe-
cially interesting are the lines he quoted from a Turkish poem by Charles
Vernay. This man had started to learn Persian and Turkish at the age of
eleven, and in 1860 he published in Paris a collection of poems in French,
Italian, Turkish, and Persian. Ekrem commented that among the Turkish
poems are pieces “that are really beautiful in thought and fairly faultless
in language” (p. 132).

As for French works that were of major use to Ekrem, two are men-

tioned by Turkish scholars: Lamartine’s Cours familier de littérature,?
and what is referred to as Emile Lefranc’s Edebiyat (Literature). A
detailed study of the connection between these works and the Course
needs to be undertaken. Meanwhile, 1 offer a few observations.
(1) Lamartine’s Cours was not conceived as a textbook. It is a miscellany
of essays designated “Entretiens avec le lecteur.” These were published ina
series of twenty-eight volumes available on a subscription basis to general
readers over a period of four years (1856-1860). Some of the material was
autobiographical, and the style in general was literary rather than didac-
tic. The conception, format, and style of Ekrem’s Course is quite dif-
ferent. Many of its theories are close to Lamartine’s, however, and it is
more than likely that Ekrem was familiar with part, if not all, of La-
martine’s material. Three of Lamartine’s essays are of particular interest
in this respect: “Qu’est-ce que la littérature?” (vol. 1, 1¢r Entretien, 1856);
“Qu’est-ce que la poésie” (vol. 1, 4° Entretien, 1856); “De la poésie
lyrique” (vol. 5, 17¢ Entretien, 1856). Whether or not Ekrem actually read
them is unimportant. What is important is that they show Ekrem’s
proximity to contemporary French literary theory and taste. One exam-
ple must suffice.

In “Qu’est-ce que la poésie?” Lamartine referred to poetry as the
divinity of language. Man instinctively uses it for things that are above the
customary and rational exercise of thought. The sensitive and thoughtful
man is a sonorous instrument of sensations, sentiments, and ideas. When
he feels extreme pain, his response may be articulated not in prose or
poetry, but in a cry. Otherwise, he normally expresses his emotions in a
language as simple, ordinary, and tempered as they are. When his emo-
tions are truly great, however, he turns to poetry. As the art of arts, poetry

2 For reference to Lamartine as a source, see Kocatiirk, Tiirk edebiyati tarihi, p.
687. ’
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alone sings for all the senses at once as well as for the soul — the divine
and immortal center of all the senses. Thus, for a transcendent impres-
sion, there is a transcendent mode of expression: “Voila, selon nous, toute
I'origine et toute ’explication du vers, cette transcendance de ’expres-
sion, ce verbe du beau, non dans la pensée seulement, mais dans le
sentiment et dans I'imagination.”24

Ekrem, as a theorist and writer, came to believe that rhyme and meter
are not indispensable to poetry and that poetry is any beautiful thing.
Nevertheless, he would have agreed with Lamartine’s general thesis here,
no matter how poetry is defined. Also, above all, it is the same three
elements — thought, feeling, and imagination — that Ekrem presented as
the basis of literature and according to which he evaluated the quality and
beauty of writing.
(2) Recently I noticed in the memoirs of Halit Ziya Usakhgil (1866-1945)
a statement that Ekrem’s Course is based on Emile Lefranc’s Literature.?s
Although not one of his students, Halit Ziya was very close to Ekrem,; the
latter encouraged him when he was beginning to write in Izmir, and later
brought him into the Server-i Fiinun family in Istanbul.26 There is good
reason to believe Halit Ziya’s statement. Lefranc (b. 1798) wrote a num-
ber of works on literature, one of the most important being a Traité
théorique et pratique de littérature. This first appeared in 1838, in three
volumes, for use in institutions that based their teaching on ancient
languages. It was soon followed by a one-volume abridgement designated
“Specialement destinée par sa rédaction aux maisons d’édification ott 'on
ne fait d’études qu’en francais.” It may well be that Ekrem was familiar
with the abridged version, or Abregé, rather than with the original work.
A preliminary reading of the former leads me to recommend a detailed
study of the Lefranc-Ekrem connection. Here, I confine my remarks to
the following.
(a) The Abregé and the Course are both instructional books, didactic in
conception and style. The Abregé has five sections: (1) Style, (2) Compo-
sition, (3) Genres in verse, or poetics, (4) Genres in prose, or rhetoric and
eloquence, (5) Extracts from French writing. Although Ekrem borrowed

24 A. Lamartine, Cours familier de littérature: Extraits, ed. by J. des Cognets (Paris,
1926), pp. 44-46.

25 H. Z. Usakligil, Kiwrk Yul (Istanbul, 1969), p. 274.

% The Servet-i Fiinun (literally Treasury of the Sciences) was a journal that became
the organ of the second school of modern Turkish literature and gave the school its
name.
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from Abregé at large, a basic correspondence of material is limited to:

Course Abregé
Section 2 Section 1
Style = Chap. 1. Style in general

Section 3

Stylistic embellishment Section 1

Chap. 2. Figurative style

Section 4
Verbal artifices

Two questions arise. First, did Ekrem envisage that the further selections
he promised, but did not produce, would correspond to Lefranc’s section
5?7 Second, since only one volume of the Course was published, did Ekrem
intend his second volume to correspond to the remaining sections of
Abregé, i.e., sections 2-4?

(b) No full section in Lefranc corresponds to Ekrem’s section 1, entitled
“The role of the intellectual faculty in literature.” Such topics as thoughts,
feelings, and imagination are dealt with by Lefranc under “Style.” Ekrem,
however, in keeping with the importance he places on these faculties,
dealt with them in a separate (opening) section, in which he also included
taste, ingenuity, memory, genius and skill, and beauty in the arts. At the
same time, however, the Course contains an interesting reflection of the
Abregé, in that Ekrem analyzed thoughts according to general and special
qualities, closely following Lefranc’s analysis of style.

(c) Instances of close textual correspondence between the Course and
Abregé do occur. The following is from Lefranc’s general discussion of
style:

La premiére condition, pour bien écrire est de bien penser; et bien penser, c’est se
rendre maitre de son sujet, au point que les différentes parties de nous en soient
tellement familiéres, qu’il n’y ait plus ni embarras ni obscurité. . . . Le style est
quelque chose par lui-méme, indépendamment de la pensée. En effet, presque
toujours les choses qu’on dit frappent moins que la maniére dont on les dit; car les
hommes ont tous & peu prés les mémes idées de ce qui est 4 la portée de tout le
monde: la différence est dans I'expression ou le style. Le style rend singuliéres les
choses les plus communes, fortifi les plus faibles, donne de la grandeur aux plus
simples; en un mot, c’est I’ame de tous les ouvrages qui sont faits pour plaire ou

pour instruire. . . . Bien écrire, c’est tout 4 la fois bien penser, bien sentir, et bien
rendre; c’est avoir en méme temps de I'esprit, de 'ame, et du gout.?’

27 E. Lefranc, Abregé du traité théorique et pratique de littérature, 8th ed. (Paris,
1846), pp. 3-4.
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We can compare this with a statement of Ekrem’s (pp. 63-64):

To write well consists in thinking well, in feeling deeply {literally, well], and in
expressing oneself well. To think well is to comprehend the subject of thought in
such a way as to leave no point unknown or vague as regards its various aspects.
For whatever degree of clarity or vagueness our thoughts reach, our words will be
in keeping. That is, the better a thing is understood, the better it will be expressed.
And as for words and expressions, they coincide easily with the mind.

Style of expression is distinct from thought; it is completely independent. And
this matter is clear in that a number of unimportant things that have been stated
continually may suddenly attract attention by a sudden change of style in the way
they are expressed. In the majority of ordinary matters, men’s ideas and con-
ceptions are in agreement. The difference among them is seen in their words,
that is, in their styles of expression. Style of expression makes the most com-
monplace and general ideas special, and gives elevation to the most simple and
unimportant.

The Course as a point of departure. Tanpinar speaks of Ekrem’s Course
as a point of departure, the start of the Turks’ settling accounts with the
Arabs’ theory of literature.® Ekrem’s teaching did, in fact, offer his
students a new breadth of vision and a new freedom — not from all rules,
but from the excesses of the old technical restrictions and priorities.

Ekrem insisted that the basic beauty of literature is in the thought,
feelings, and imagination that produce it. Thoughts must be true and
logically sound, they must have clarity and order. They may also have
simplicity, ingenuousness, subtlety, force, brilliance, or elevation (pp.
17-31). Yet thoughts alone, even if expressed in good style, do not
produce real literature. The things that strike our minds must also be felt
in the heart (p. 31). Our feelings must be true and natural (pp. 33-35).
They may be ingenuous, tender, aroused, or elevated (pp. 37ff.). As for
the imagination, it is this faculty that creates, illuminates, and beautifies;
it does for literature what color does for painting (p. 48).

Discussion of style occupies more than one-third of the Course. Ekrem
(like Lefranc) cited Buffon’s “Le style est ’Thomme méme,” and he saw
style as a mirror of each man’s temperament, moral qualities, deeds and
behavior (pp. 61-62). A passage quoted earlier shows that his main
theory was based on the words of Lefranc.?? He also introduced his
students to the following division of style: sade (simple), miizeyyen
(decorative), and dli (elevated or sublime) (pp. 190ff.). Ekrem told them,

28 Tanpinar, Ondokuzuncu asir Tiirk, p. 492.
2%  See above, p. 135.
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moreover, that usually only a great writer can express a simple idea
colorfully (p. 21), but he carefully added that this does not mean a simple
idea is of itself useless. For sometimes the simplest observation, expressed
in a spontaneous and natural way, can soar to great heights.

Ideas such as these are among the most important Ekrem gave his
students. Together with his insistence on clarity and on moderation in
such things as embellishment, use of Persian vocabulary and grammatical
constructions, and manipulation of Turkish words to fit the meter, they
showed the younger generation a way to build a literature that would be
truly Turkish. Ekrem’s stress on literature’s being an art form rather than
a socio-political tool led, for a time, to a slowdown in the process of
building a modern Turkish literature. He nevertheless remains a master,
however, and a pioneer in the teaching of a new theory of literature.

Columbia University



The Biography of the Empress Cabi
in the
Yiian shih

FRANCIS WOODMAN CLEAVES

PRELIMINARY REMARKS

The Yiian shih,' the official dynastic history of the Mongolian rule in
China,? contains the biographies of a number of imperial wives and
concubines.> Among them is that* of Cabi, one of the wives of Qubilai.s

Although the biographies were rewritten by K‘o Shao-min® in his Hsin
Yiian shih? (i.e., New Yiian shih), and by T‘u Chi® in his Meng-wu-erh
shih-chi® (i.e., Historical Records of the Mongols), we must not overlook

' For the Yiian shih, cf.,, e.g., E. Bretschneider, M.D., Mediaeval Researches from
Eastern Asiatic Sources, vol. 1 (London, 1910), pp. 180-91; Paul Ratchnevsky, Un
Code des Yuan, vol. 1, Bibliothéque de P'Institut des Hautes Etudes Chinoises, vol. 4
(Paris, 1937), pp. v—vi; and William Hung, “The Transmission of the Book Known as
The Secret History of the Mongols,” Harvard Journal of Asiatic Studies (hereafter
HJAS) 14, nos. 3/4 (1951): 433-92 (p. 472). For this article  have used the Po-nag-pen
Erh-shih-ssu shih edition published by the Commercial Press.

2 For the problem of dating the dynasty, cf. Francis Woodman Cleaves, “The Sino-
Mongolian Inscription of 1362 in Memory of Prince Hindu,” HJAS 12, nos. 1-2
(June 1949): 1-133 and plates 1-27 (p. 38, fn. 6).

3 Cf. the “Hou-fei [Empresses and Concubines]” in the Yiian shih 114 (ts'e 36).1r4—
13r4.

4 For another biography, namely, that of the Empress Budasiri (< Sanskrit Budd-
hagri), cf. Francis Woodman Cleaves, “The Sino-Mongolian Inscription of 1335 in
Memory of Chang Ying-jui,” HJAS 13, nos.1-2 (June 1950): 1-131 and plates 1-35
(pp. 35-36, fn. 35).

5 See fn. 2 to the translation of the biography below.

6 1850-1933. For his biography, cf. Howard L. Boorman, ed., and Richard C.
Howard, assoc. ed., Biographical Dictionary of Republican China, vol. 2: Dalai-Ma
(hereafter Dalai-Ma) (New York and London, 1968), pp. [241]a-[242]a.

7 Cf. Boorman and Howard, Dalai-Ma, pp. [241]b-[242]a.

8 1855-1921. Cf. Yao Yii-hsiang (a posthumous publication), “Min-kuo li-shih-
hsiieh-jen piao [Table of Historians of the Republic],” (Skang) [1], Ta-lu tsa-chih, 27,
no. 6 (30 September 1963): 183 (19)-190 (26) (p. 186 [22]. For this reference I am
indebted to my former student and colleague, Dr. Paul H. Ch‘en, who kindly com-
municated it to me on 30 August 1979.

9 Chien-i-huan ed., 1934.
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the fact that the Yiian shih is in and of itself a primary source and, despite
the additions and modifications of these later scholars, should be regarded
as such.!0 For this reason I view the biography of Cabi in the Yiian shih,
whatever its shortcomings, as a text which merits independent translation
and annotation. Eventually, this document, together with other Chinese
sources, as well as the Jami* al-tawarix!! (i.e., Collection of Histories) of
the Persian historian Ra8id al-Din,!2 and the Erdeni-yin tobdi'3 (i.e.,
Precious Buiton = Historical Résumé) of the Mongolian historian Sa-
vang Secen,!4 should be used in the compilation of a truly comprehensive
biography of the remarkable lady. Nor should we overiook among the
sources for such a biography the Hu-lan deb-ther!s (i.e., The Red Regis-
ter) compiled by the Tibetan historian Kun-dga’ rdo-rje!¢ in 1346.

It is with particular pleasure that I offer the work that follows to my
dear friend Omeljan Pritsak on the occasion of his sixtieth birthday. In
bringing to our shores an historical-philological tradition that reflects
centuries of scholarship, he has invigorated Altaic studies in general and
Turcological studies in particular, pursuing them far beyond the confines
by which most of us are restrained. Tiimen nasulatuyai!

10 A reading of the biography as rewritten by K'o Shao-min, as well as of that by
T‘u Chi, reveals, for example, that the precious text of the patent of canonization
has been totally omitted, even though replaced by a summary of the events to
which it alludes.

11 Cf. The Successors of Genghis Khan, trans. by John Andrew Boyle, Persian
Heritage Series (New York and London, 1972), pp. 7-13. For references to the
empress called Cabai Xatan (“Chabui Khatun” in Boyle’s translation), cf. pp. 228,
229, 241, 242, 243, 245, 248, and 288.

12 Cf. Boyle, Successors, pp. 3-6.

13 Cf. the Erdeni-yin tobd&i: Mongolian Chronicle by Sayang Secen, with an introduc-
tion by Antoine Mostaert and an editor’s foreword by Francis Woodman Cleaves, in
Scripta Mongolica I1, pt. 1 (Cambridge, Mass., 1956), pp. 38-41. Cf. also Isaac Jacob
Schmidt, ed., Geschichte der Ost-Mongolen und ihres Fiirstenhauses Ssanang Ssetsen
Chungtaidschi der Ordus (St. Petersburg, 1829). For references to the empress called
Cambui, cf. Schmidt, Geschichte, p. 114, 1. 6: Cambui T'oo-a (“ Tschambui Goa” in
Schmidt’s translation, p. 115), p. 114, 1. 7: Cambui Qatun (“Tschambui Chatun” in
Schmidt’s translation, p. 115), p. 114, 1. 10: gatun (“ Chatun’ in Schmidt’s translation,
p. 115), p. 114, 1. 14: Cambui Qatun (* Tschambui Chatun” in Schmidt’s translation,
p. 115), p. 116, 1. 19: Cambui Qatun-u ecige inu (“vondem Vater der Tschambui[119]
Chatun” in Schmidt’s translation, pp. 117-19),and p. 118, 11.9-10: I'oo-a Cambui [10]
Qatun (“von seiner Gemahlinn Goa Tschambui” in Schmidt’s translation, p. 119).
14 1604-167?. Cf. Mostaert, Erdeni-yin tob¢i, pp. 7 and 27.

15 Cf. §. Bira, “Some Remarks on the Hu-lan deb-ther of Kun-dga’ rdo-rje,” Acta
Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 17, no. 1 (1964):[69]-81 (especially
pp. [69]-70, fn. 2). In the Hu-lan deb-ther and other Tibetan sources the empress is
called Cha'u and Cha-bu. Cf. Bira, “Some Remarks,” p. 79, fn. 35.

16 Cf. Bira, “Some Remarks,” pp. 70-71.
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Yiian shih
114 (ts’e 36).2r9-4r9

The Chao-jui shun-sheng Huang-hou' (Bright and Wise, Compliant and Saga-
cious Empress) of Shih-tsu,2 Ch‘a-pi> (Cabi), née Hung-chi-la (Qunggi-

! The posthumous title granted in the 5th moon of the 31st year of the Chih-yiian period,
that is, 26 May-24 June 1294. See below 3v5-6 and 4r7.

2 Le., Qubilai, canonized Se¢en Qayan, who was born on 23 September 1215, ascended
the throne on 6 May 1260, and died on 18 February 1294. Cf. A. C. Moule, “A Table of the
Emperors of the Yilan Dynasty,” Journal of the North China Branch of the Royal Asiatic
Society 45 (1914): {124] and “A Table, etc.” Cf. also The Rulers of China 221 B.C.-A.D.
1949, with chronological tables comp. by A. C. Moule and an introductory section by W.
Percival Yetts (London, 1957), p. 103, F. Cf. further Paul Ratchnevsky, Un Code des Yuan,
Bibliothéque de I'Institut des Hautes Etudes Chinoises, vol. 4 (Paris, 1957), p. xi, fn. 4. Cf.,
finally, Paul Pelliot, Notes on Marco Polo, vol. 1 (Paris, 1959), pp. 565-69: “186. Cublai.”
3 Inthe entry in the “Hou-fei piao [Table of Empresses and Concubines]”in the Yiian shih
106 (ts‘e 36).3ra—3va, Ch'a-pi is registered under the “Ti-erh wo-erh-to [Second Ordo]” of
Qubilai. Cf. also Pelliot, Notes on Marco Polo, 1: 567. As to her name, Pelliot (pp. 567-68)
cited the forms: “(2) % # Ch'a-pi, s = Cabui in Rasidu-'d Din, altered to Cambui in «Sanang
Setsen» [568] «Cabui» remains unexplained; contrary to Blochet (Bl 11, 352), it can have
nothing to do with Skr. jambu.” Confronted by the forms Ch‘a-pi in Chinese, Cabal in
Persian, and Cambui in Mongolian we are, indeed, in the presence of a philological
problem. That the Chinese Ch'a-pi represents a Mongolian Cabi seems, nonetheless,
virtually certain. (No credence can be given, of course, to the ridiculous revised transcription
Ch'a-po-erh of the Ch‘ien-lung period, for which cf. Francis Woodman Cleaves, “The Sino-
Mongolian Inscription of 1335 in Memory of Chang Ying-jui,” HJAS 13, nos. 1-2 (June,
1950): 1-131 and plates 1-35 [pp. 5 and 17, fn. 12].) There is, moreover, an immediate
explanation of this form as such, for in the Chung-t‘ang shih-chi of Wang Yiin, found in his
Ch'iu-chien hsien-sheng ta-ch'iian wen-chi 80 (ts‘e 20), we can read (22r6-7) in reference
to K‘ai-ping fu: “Not [quite] ten /i to the north-east from the capital, there is a great pine
forest. Among the unusual birds which flock [here] are the ch‘a-pi ku [‘¢abi falcons’]. It
would seem that they are native here.” Cf. also Yan-shuan Lao, “The Chung-t‘ang shih-chi
of Wang Yiin: An Annotated Translation with an Introduction” (Ph.D. diss., Harvard
University, 1962), p. 102, fn. 405.

With this established, we may then proceed to observe that C. Brockelmann, Mirtel-
tiirkischer Wortschatz nach Mahmiid al-Kasyaris Divan luyat at- Turk, Bibliotheca Orien-
talis Hungarica, vol. 1 (Budapest and Leipzig, 1928), p. 51, registered: “daviy (R. 111, 1936) 1.
Falke I, 360, 11; ....” V. M. Nadeljaev et al., Drevnetjurkskij slovar’ (Leningrad, 1969), p.
142b, also registered: Cavii 11 coxon (MK 2174).” Richard N. Frye, in his review of Fikret
Igiltan, Die Seltschuken-geschichte des Akserayi (HJSA 10, no. 2 [September 1947]:
230-37), identified (p. 233) the first of two puzzling words as “the modern Turkish ¢avit
‘young hawk or falcon’; cf. W. Radloff, Versuch eines Worterbuches der Tiirk-Dialekte (St.
Petersburg, 1905) 3.1936.” Cf. also Wilhelm Radloff, Versuch eines Worterbuches der Tiirk-
Dialekte, vol. 3 (The Hague, 1960), p. 1936, where for the Osmanli Turkish,a y \>we
find: “ein junger, noch nicht dessirter Falke, ein Sperber.”

If the Mongolian &abi is a derivative of the Turkish &avii, it is obvious that in Turkish
itself or in the passage of the word from Turkish to Mongolian the / of &ev/i was lost. For
examples of the loss of / in Turkish, my colleague and friend Dr. Sinasi Tekin kindly cited the
following in a communication dated 21 May 1979: armis (< altmug) ‘sixty’ in the present-
day vernacular of Istanbul, otur (< oltur) ‘sit’ in the present-day written language, gay (<
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ra[d]),* was the daughter of An-ch‘en’ (Al&in), Chung-wu Wangs of Chi-ning.”

kalk) ‘get up’ in the present-day Anatolian dialect of Southeast Turkey, gd (< kel) ‘come’
in the present-day Anatolian dialect in West Turkey, and finally ap-kal (< alip kdl) ‘bring’
(literally ‘having taken come’) in Siberian Turkish. Cf. also Martti Résinen, “Materialien
zur Lautgeschichte der Tiirkischen Sprachen,” Studia Orientalia (Helsinki), 15 (1949):
211-12. These examples of the disappearance of / tend to suggest that in &avii, too, the /
disappeared either prior to or in the course of its passage into Mongolian, if &abi in the latter
language is, indeed, the Turkish &avli in origin.

That the v of davii became b in Mongolian is perfectly normal. Cf. the Mongolian éab <
Turkish éav. For detailed remarks in reference to the latter phonological change, cf. Francis
Woodman Cleaves, “Aldar éab ~ Cab aldar,” HIAS 18, nos. 1-2 (June, 1955): 221-33.

As for the form Cabiii in the Persian of Raid al-Din, it would appear to be reflective of a
Turkish form in which the / of éavli had become u with the simultaneous passage of vto b. It
is interesting to observe in passing that there is a male name Yanu in Rasid al-din, Shornik
letopisej, vol. 1, bks. 1, trans. by L. A. Xetagurov, ed. by A. A. Semenov (Leningrad, 1952),
p. 185. However, I do not know whether it is another form of Cabi or not.

As for the form Cambui in the chronicle of Sayang Segen, it is essentially the Cabii of
Rasid al-Din with the additional phonological feature of m before 5. This is not only a
purely secondary Mongolian development, but is also an instance of the inverse of the more
commonly attested appearance of b after m. For the latter, cf. Antoine Mostaert, Sur
Quelques passages de I’Histoire Secréte des Mongols (Cambridge, Mass., 1953), p. 329, LV.

In sum the forms Cabi, Cabiii, and Cambui all appear to reflect an original Turkish davii

‘falcon’, in which the / either in Turkish itself or in Mongolian was subjected to diverse
phonological modifications.
4 For the Hung-chi-la (Qunggira{d]), cf. Paul Pelliot, “Les Formes avec et sans g- (k-)
initial en turc et en mongol,” T"oung pao 37, bks. 3-4 (1944): [73]-101 (pp. 77-78, fn. 1).
5 For Al¢in cf. Paul Pelliot, “Sur un passage de Cheng-wou ts’ing-tcheng lou,” in the Ts'ai
Yiian P'ei Anniversary Volume (= Bulletin of the Institute of History and Philology of the
Academia Sinica), vol. 1 (Peiping, 1934), pp. 907-938 (pp. 908-917 and 924-31, fns. 1-24:
“l. Wo-tch’en-no-yen™).

In the “Hou-fei piao [Table of Empresses and Concubines]” in the Yiian shih 106 (1se
36).3ra-3va we read: “Ch‘a-pi Huang-hou (‘Empress’), née Hung-chi-la (Qunggira[d]),
was the daughter of An-ch‘en Na-yen (Al¢in Noyan), Chung[3v]-wu Wang of Lu.” Again, in
the biography of T‘e Hsieh-Ch‘en (Tei Secen) in the Yiian shih 118 (1s'e 37).1r4-718 we read
(4v10): “Chao-jui shun-sheng Huang-hou (Bright and Wise, Compliant and Sagacious
Empress) of Shih-tsu, named Ch‘a-pi (Cabi), [was] the daughter of An-ch'en (Algin),
Chung-wu Wang of Chi-ning.”

Rasid al-Din also in Boyle, Successors, p. 241, says: “Qubilai Qa’an had many wives and
concubines, of whom the most senior was Chabui Khatun, the daughter of Alchi Noyan of
the family of the rulers of the Qongirat.”

In his article (“Les Formes,” p. 911) Pelliot remarked without comment: “Quand Rasidu-
*d-Din dit (Berezin, 1, 152; Blochet, 11, 352-353) que Khubilai épousa, entre autres o, \» Ja-
bun (2 corriger en s> Cabui), fille d’Ii¢i-noyan, il est clair qu’il s’agit des mémes person-
nages que dans le Yuan che (106, 2b), ou il est dit que Khubilai épousa &« Tch’a-pi (*Cabi),
fille de # 4 » & Ngan-tch’en-no-yen (Al¢in-noyan).” However, in his Notes on Marco Polo
(p. 568), he was constrained to observe that “Cabui was a Qonyrat, and both the Y (106,
2b; 118, 2b) and Ragidu-"d-Din agree in making her a daughter of Al¢in-noyan; this is hard
to believe, as it would make her three generations older than Tagiiliin (cf. also T’u Chi, 19,
7b).”

6 le., “Loyal and Martial Prince.” See fn. 8 below.
7 Le., his enfeoffment. In the Yiian shih 118 (ts'e 37).1v3-4 we read: “In the 2nd moon of
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She gave birth to Yii-tsung.?

At the beginning of [the] Chung-t‘ung [period] [1260] she was set up as Huang-
hou?® (Empress).

In the 3rd [2v] moon of the 10th year of [the] Chih-yiian [period][21 March-18
April 1273] she was presented a patent (¢s‘¢) and a seal (pao) and was offered the
epithet (rsun-hao) Chen-i chao-sheng shun-t'ien jui-wen kuang-ying Huang-hou
(Chaste and Good, Bright and Sagacious, Compliant to Heaven, Wise in Culture,
Brilliant in Responsiveness Empress).10

One day four ch'ieh-hsieh!! (kese[g]) officers memorialized [to the effect] that
the suburb (chin-1i) outside the Capital (ching-ch‘eng)should be set apart to graze
horses!2 (mu ma).

After the Emperor had approved, while they were presenting a map, the
Empress (hou) arrived before the Emperor. As she was about to remonstrate, she
first pretended to rebuke the T ai-pao,!? Liu Ping-chung,!4 saying, “If thou, being
a Han-jen's who art intelligent, speak, then the Emperor will listen to thee. Why
dost [thou] not remonstrate? Formerly, when we arrived to establish the Capital
(tu), if we used the land to graze horses, then it would have done. Now, as for the

the Ist year of Yiian-chen [16 February-16 March 1295] he was posthumously enfeoffed
Chi-ning Wang (‘Prince of Chi-ning’) and was canonized Chung-wu (‘Loyal and Martial’).”
8 This is the posthumous name of Chen-chin, the second son of Qubilai, who died before
his father. Cf. Hambis, Le Chapitre cvii, p. 115, fn. 3. For his biography cf. the Yiian shih
115 (1s'e 37).3v10-10rS. Cf. also “P.P.” apud Hambis, Le Chapitre cvii, p. 115, fn. 2. Cf.,
further, Pelliot, Notes to Marco Polo, 1: 278-80, “156. Cinchim.” Cf. additionally Rasid al-
Din in Boyle, Successors, p. 242: “Second son of Qubilai Qa’an — Jim-Gim.” Cf., finally,
Schmidt, Geschichte, p. 118, 1. 9-10: Tendece Cakraward Seden Qayan-u yoo-a Cambui
qatun-aca t6régsen Dorji Manghala Cinggim: Nomoqan dorben kibegiin Cedeg kemekii
yayéa abayai buyu. In Schmidt’s rendering (Geschichte, p. 119) this reads: “ Tschakrawartin
Ssetsen Chaghan hatte von seiner Gemahlinn Goa Tschambui vier S6hne Namens Dord-
schi, Mangghala, Tschinggim und Nomochan, und eine Tochter Namens Tsetsek.”

9 Cf. the “Hou-fei piao [Table of Empresses and Concubines]” in the Yiian shih 106 (ts'e
36).3va: “At the beginning of [the] Chung-t‘ung [period] [1260] she was set up as Huang-
hou.”

10 Cf. the “Hou-fei piao [Table of Empresses and Concubines]” in the Yiian shih 106 (is‘e
36).3ra-3va, where we read (3va): “In the 10th year of [the] Chih-yiian {period] [1273] she
was presented a patent and seal. Subsequently she was granted the honorific title: Chen-i
chao-sheng shun-t'ien jui-wen kuang-yung Huang-hou (Chaste and Good, Bright and
Sagacious, Compliant to Heaven, Wise in Culture, Brilliant in Responsiveness Empress).”
Cf. also the Yiian shih, Ti-liu-ts’e, Chung-hua shu-chii, p. 2883, fn. 6.

1 For keseg (~ kesig) cf. Ch'i-ch‘ing Hsiao, The Military Establishment of the Yiian
Dpynasty, East Asian Monographs 77 (Cambridge, Mass., and London, 1978), p. 148, fn. 10.
12 This episode is not recorded in the entry on “Ma cheng [Horse Administration]” in the
Yiian shih 100 (ts'e 34).1r5-6v5.

13 l.e., “Grand Guardian.” For the significance of this title, cf. p. 140 of the article cited in
fn. 14 below.

14 Cf. Hok-lam Chan # % # , “Liu Ping-chung 1 % %(1216-74), A Buddhist-Taoist States-
man at the Court of Khubilai Khan,” T"oung pao 53, bks. 1-3 (1967): [98]-146.

15 Le., Northern Chinese. For the history and use of the term, cf. Ch‘i-ch‘ing Hsiao,
Military Establishment of the Yiian Dynasty, p. 176, fn. 70.
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army (chiin) and the chan'¢ (jam), the allotted property (fen-yeh) is already
fixed.!” Would it do to snatch it?”18

The Emperor was silent. He ordered that the matter be pigeonholed (c¢h'in ch'i
shih).

The Empress (hou ) once requisitioned from the T“ai-fu-chien'? silks (tseng-po)
— inners and outers? (/i-piao ) — one each. The Emperor addressed the Empress
(hou), saying, “These are what the army (chiin) and the state (kuo ) need. They are
not things for [our] private family. How should the Empress be able to requisition
[them]?”

The Empress (hou), from this [moment], leading the women of the palace?!
(kung-jen) personally took upon [herself] ladies’ [garment] work (nii-kung). She
collected sundry old bow-strings (kung-hsiian), softened them by boiling (chien)
and twisted (ch‘) [them] into threads (ch'ou) in order to make clothing. Their
pliable texture (jen-mi) was comparable to [that of] damask (ling-ch'i).

As the skins of sheep scapulae2 (vang-nao-p i) in the Hsiian-hui-yiian® were
set aside and not used, the Empress took them and, sewing them together, made

16 Cf. Paul Pelliot, “Sur yam ou jam, ‘relais postal,”” T'oung pao 27 (1930): 192-95.
17 le., assigned.
¥ le., rob Peter to pay Paul.
1 For the entry in the Yiian shih 90(ss‘e 30).17r6-17v2 on the T ai-fu-chien, cf. Francis
Woodman Cleaves, “The ‘Fifteen “Palace Poems”’ by K‘o Chiu-ssu,” HJ/AS 20, nos. 3-4
(December 1957): 391-479 (p. 451, fn. 103).
2 For /li-piao ‘inners and outers’, cf. Francis Woodman Cleaves, “The Sino-Mongolian
Edict of 1453 in the Topkapi Saray1 Miizesi,” HJAS 13, nos. 3-4 (December 1950): 431-46
and plates 1-8 (p. 438, fn. 6).
' For another example of kung-jen, cf. Cleaves, “Biography of Bayan of the Barin,” p.
257.
22 For the use of sheep scapulae by the Mongols for divination, cf. the Yiian shih 149(1se
45).13v1-2, where we read: “Jui-tsung (= Tolui) ordered [his] army (chiin-chung)to pray for
snow and also to scorch sheep scapulae (yang-chia-ku ) to divine. An auspicious omen (chi
chao) was obtained. In the night there was a heavy snowfall three feet deep.”
2 For the Hsiian-hui yilan cf. the Yiian shih 87(1s'e 29).15r9-16r6, where we read
(15r9-15v4): “Principal third grade in rank. It had charge of the provisioning of imperial
food (pii-shih). All sundry items such as (shu-p‘in chih shih) cereals (tao-liang), sacrificial
meat (sheng-lao), beverages (chiu-li), vegetables and fruits (su kuo), things pertaining to
the entertainment of imperial relatives and guests (ven-hsiang tsung-ch'i pin-k‘o chih shih)
as well as things such as food for the chu-wang (‘princes’), imperial guard, and cheh-lin
k'ou (kerin ke'ii), the service (ch‘ai-fa) which the Meng-ku (Mongyol[l]) wan-hu (‘myri-
archs’) and ch'ien-hu (‘chiliarchs’) should contribute, the grazing and raising of livestock
(mu-yang 1z‘u-hsii) belonging to the government or levied [by it] as shares (hsi-kuan ch'ou-
Jen), the annual defrayment of the cost of fodder, millet and pulse, sheep and horses (sui
chih ch*ou-ts‘ao su shu yang-ma chih shih), and the receipt of lost objects (shou-shou lan-i)
together with the three Chii (‘Bureaus’) — the Shang-shih (‘lmperial Food’), Shang-vao
(‘Imperial Medicine’), and Shang-yiin (‘Imperial Wine’) — which were in all cases subject
to its jurisdiction. If the subordinate organs (ssu-shou) which it controlied employed people,
then they made the selection themselves.”

For a splendid annotated translation of this same text as well as a subsequent portion in
the Yiian shih, cf. Ratchnevsky, Un Code des Yuan, pp. 143-46.
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rugs (ti-t‘an). As for her diligence and frugality, such are the examples of her
being economical and not wasteful (yu chieh erh wu ch'i wu).

In the 13th year [18 January 12765 January 1277], when the Sung were
conquered, the young ruler? came to pay court at Shang-tu.2 There was a grand
banquet and the multitude all rejoiced exceedingly. Only that the Empress (how)
did not joy.

The Emperor said, “1 have now conquered Chiang-nan.?¢ From henceforth
there shall be no need of warfare (pu yung ping-chia). The multitude of persons all
rejoice. Thou alone dost not joy. Why?”

The Empress (hou) knelt and memorialized, saying, “[Thy] ch‘ieh?” hath heard
that from antiquity there have been no states of a thousand years [of duration]. If
my descendants are not brought to (wu shih . . . chi) this,28 then [I] shall be
grateful.”

The Emperor took old things (ku-wu) in the Sung treasury (fu-k‘u) and
assembled and placed [them] each in the audience hall (zien-t‘ing). His Majesty
summoned the Empress (hou ) to view them. The Empress viewed [them] thorough-
ly and straightway departed.

The Emperor dispatched a eunuch to overtake [her] and inquire as to what the
Empress (hou) wished to take.

The Empress (hou) said, “The Sung-jen 29 stored [them] up in order to bequeath
[them] to [their] descendants. The descendants were not able to keep them and
they have come into our possession. How can 1 bear to take a single thing?”

At that time the Sung T'ai-how,’ née Ch‘iian,?! arrived at the Capital (ching).
As she was not accustomed to the northern climate (pei-fang feng-1'u), the
Empress (hou) memorialized for [her] to let her return to Chiang-nan. The
Emperor refused (pu yiin). By the time that she had memorialized thrice the
Emperor then replied, saying, “Thou, [being] a woman, hast no distant concerns.3?
If we let her return to the south, in the event that a rumor should arise (fou-yen i
tung), her family shall be straightway destroyed.3? It is not to do her a favor. 3 If

24 1., Chao Hsien canonized Ying-kuo Kung. For his reign cf. the Sung shih 47(is'e
12).1r4-22v3. Cf. Herbert A. Giles, A Chinese Biographical Dictionary (London and
Shanghai, 1898), pp. 61-62, no. 156, Paul Pelliot, “L’Edition collective des oeuvres de Wang
Kouo-wei,” T'oung pao 26 (1928): [113]-182 (pp. 136-37, fns. 20-23); and Cleaves, “Biog-
raphy of Bayan of the Barin,” pp. 257-58, fn. 649. ‘

25 On 14 June 1276. Cf. Cleaves, “Biography of Bayan of the Barin,” p. 233, fn. 337, for
Shang-tu as such, and p. 257 for the date of arrival.

2 lLe., the region south of the Ch'ang-chiang. Cf. Cleaves, “Biography of Bayan of the
Barin,” p. 208, fn. 44.

27 For union with a ch'ieh, or “femme secondaire,” of. Paul Ratchnevsky, Un Code des
Yuan, vol. 2, Bibliothéque de I'Institut des Hautes ftudes Chinoises, vol. 4 (Paris, 1972), p.
125, fn. 5.

% Le., such a fate — the loss of our country and being made captive of another court.
2% |e., Sung people.

% le., Empress Mother.

3t Cf. the Yiian shih 9 (zs'e 3).7v7. Cf. also the Sung shih 47(1s‘e 12).115.

32 Le., “Thou dost not see the problems afar (= temporally and spatially).” In other words,
“Thou lackest foresight.”

33 The Sung might well take her presence as a pretext to restore the dynasty. The Yiian
troops in the south would then kill her and her family.

34 Literally, “It is not whereby we may spare her.”
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(kow) we are able to favor3s her, it is to comfort and relieve her frequently so that
she may be comfortable and secure. [That] would do.”

The Empress withdrew and treated her the more generously.

As to the northern3¢ cap (hu-mao), formerly it had no visor (ch'ien-yen). The
Emperor, on the occasion of shooting, was blinded by the sun in his eyes.?” He told
the Empress (hou) about it. The Empress (hou) straightway added a visor®
(ch‘ien-yen). The Emperor was very happy and, as a result, ordered that it become
a model.

Moreover, she fabricated one garment. In front there was the shang* without a
Jjen40; in the back it was twice as long as in the front. And it had neither collar nor
sleeves (ling-hsii). She basted it with two loops*! (liang p‘an). It was called pi-
chia.*> With [it] one facilitated [the use of] bows and horses (kung ma). At the
time everyone imitated it.

The Empress by nature was intelligent. She understood matters of moment. As
to the early governance of the nation (kuo-chia), she adjusted (k‘uan-cheng) to
the right or to the left.#3 At that time she participated in the effortful.+

She died in the 2nd moon of the 14th year4s [6 March-5 April 1277].

In the 31st year [28 January - 18 December 1294] Ch'eng-tsung*® ascended the
throne.

35 Literally, “spare.” The implication is that we might not be able to do her a favor, for she
might even commit suicide. Hence, “To detain her is to do her a real favor.”

36 For some of the diverse applications of the word Au, used here of the Mongols, cf.
Mikinosuke Ishida, “Etudes sino-iraniennes, I: A propos du Hou-siuan-wou# w #,” Mem-
oirs of the Research Department of the Toyo Bunko (The Oriental Library)(Tokyo), 1932,
no. 6, pp. [61]-76 (pp. 63-64).

37 Literally, “[As for] the Emperor, on the occasion of shooting, the sun color dazzled his
eyes.”

38 Literally, “fore-eave.”

% Cf Herbert A. Giles, A Chinese-English Dictionary, 2nd rev. ed. (Shanghai and
London, 1912), p. [1181], no. 9734: “The clothes on the lower half of the body.”

a Cf. Giles, Chinese-English Dictionary, p. [700], no. 5613: “The breast of a coat,
buttoned under the right arm.” .

41 For a translation of this passage cf. Henry Serruys, Sino-Mongol Relations during the
Ming, pt. 2: The Tribute System and Diplomatic Missions ( 1400-1600), Mélanges
Chinois et Bouddhiques, vol. 14 (Brussels, 1967), p. 245, fn. 105.

42 For other examples of the term pi-chia which, as it stands, would appear to mean
“comparable to armor” in Chinese, cf. Serruys, Sino-Mongol Relations, pp. 245, 249, and
251. For a discussion of the term, including observations on its occurrence in the biography
of Cabi as well as elsewhere, cf. Serruys, Sino-Mongol Relations, pp. 246-47, fn. 105.
43 Literally, “to the left or to the right”; i.e., without resorting to extremes.

4“4 Cf. the “Hou-fei piao [Table of Empresses and Concubines]” in the Yiian shih 106(ts’e
36).3va: “The Empress by nature was intelligent. She understood matters of moment. Asto
the governance of [the] Chih-yiian [period]{1264-1294] she rectified mistakes. At that time
it was considered that it was probably effortful.”

45 In the “Hou-fei piao [Table of Empresses and Concubines]” in the Yiian shih 106(1s’e
36).3va we read: “She died in the 18th year [1284].” Ra8id al-Din in Boyle, Successors, pp.
241-42, says: “She died before Qubilai Qa‘an, in the bichin [242] yil, the Year of the Monkey,
corresponding to 682/1283-1284.” Boyle, Successors, p. 242, fn. 1, remarks: “Actually
1284.” Cf. also the Yiian shih, Ti-liu-ts’e, Chung-hua shu-chii, p. 2883, fn. 7.

4 1e., Temir, canonized Oljeitii Qayan, born on 15 October 1265, ascended the throne on
10 May 1294 and died on 10 February 1307. Cf. Moule, “Table of the Emperors,” p. [124];
Moule and Yetts, Rulers of China, p. 103, G.
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In the 5th moon [26 April-25 June 1294] she was canonized Chao-jui shun-
sheng Huang-hou (Bright and Wise, Compliant and Sagacious Empress).4’

The text of the patent (ts‘e-wen) reads:

To uphold ancestry (feng hsien) and to be mindful of filiality (ssu hsiao)[arein
keeping with] the deepest emotions (chih ch'ing) of subject sons* (ch'en tzu).

‘To mete out generosity* (chieh hui) and to change a names® (i ming) [constitute]
an important ceremony (/a-tien) of the past and the present (ku-chin).

Mindful that Sungs' of Yin’2 had the title of Ming-te33 (“Brilliant Virtue™)
and that Jen> of Chou’ manifested the appellation of Ssu Chao,56

47 In the “Hou-fei piao [Table of Empresses and Concubines]” in the Yiian shih 106(1s‘e
36).3va, we read: “In the 31st year [28 January-18 December 1294] she was presented the
honorific posthumous title: Chao-jui shun-sheng Huang-hou (Bright and Wise, Compliant
and Sagacious Empress).”

“  For another example of ch'en-1zu, cf. Francis Woodman Cleaves, “The Sino-Mongolian
Inscription of 1338 in Memory of Jigiintei,” HJ/AS 14, nos. 1-2 (June 1951): 1-104 and
plates 1-32 (p. 39, fn. 32).

% For other examples of chieh hui ‘to mete out generosity’, cf. Cleaves, “Biography of
Bayan of the Barin,” p. 298, fn. 19.

0 Neither in the Yiian shih, Ti-erh ts‘e, Kuo-fang yen-chiu-yiian/ Chung-hua ta-tien pien-
yin-hui ho-tso (T ai-pei, 1966), p. 1111a, L. 2, nor in the Yiian shih, Ti-liu-ts'e, Chung-hua
shu-chi, p. 2872, 1. 7, has the word wu been corrected to i, For other examples of i ming ‘to
change the name’, cf. Cleaves, “Biography of Bayan of the Barin,” p. 298, fn. 18, and p- 302,
fn. 41. Cf. also the Kuo-ch‘ao wen-lei (Ssu-pu ts‘ung-k'an ed.) 11 (1s% 3).9r5.

5t The text has Jung, an error for Sung, the family name of the second wife of the Emperor
K‘u. Cf. the ode entitled “Ch'ang fa” (“Long had there Appeared”) in the Shif ching (James
Legge, The Chinese Classics, vol. 4, pt. 2, pp. 638-39), where we read (op. cir., p. 639): Yu
Sung fang chiang “Then the State of Sung began to be great.” Cf. also Edouard Chavannes,
Les Mémoires Historiques de Se-ma Ts’ien traduits et annotés, Publication encouragée par
la Société Asiatique, vol. 1 (Paris, 1895), p. 41: “Sa seconde femme était une fille de la famille
des princes de Song 4 # & et s’appelait Kien-ti # 2x; elle enfanta Sié % (C’est I’ancétre de la
dynastie Chang).” Cf. also Chavannes, Les Mémoires Historiques, p. [173]: “La mére de
Sié, (ancétre des) Yn, s’appelait Kien-ti; c’était une fille de la famille princiére de Song; elle
était I'épouse en second de 'empereur K'ow.” In fn. 2 on the same page Chavannes re-
marked: “D’aprés le commentaire Tcheng i, Song est une localité correspondant 2 la
circonscription de P'ou. Aujourd’hui, préfecture de P'ou-tcheous  f, province de Chan-si.
— L’expressiont « signifie proprement «la famille qui posséde Song» et ¢'est pourquoi je
traduis: la famille princiére de Song.”

2 Called Shang at first, this dynasty was subsequently called Yin. Cf. the opening line of
the ode cited above (Legge, Chinese Classics, p. 638): Jui che wei Shang ‘Profoundly wise
were [the lords of] Shang’. Cf. also the citation from Chavannes, Les Mémoires Historiques,
in fn. 51 above. Cf. further Chavannes, Les Mémoires Historigues, p. [173], fn. 1, wherein
we read: “Sié fut le premier ancétre # . de la seconde dynastie. Cette dynastie s’appela
d’abord Chang #, du nom de la terre qui, comme on le lira quelques lignes plus bas, fut
donnée a Sié par 'empereur Choen; elle prit ensuite le nom de Yn lorsque P’an-keng
& X transféra son peuple dans la terre de ce nom.”

33 The source of this title is subject to further research.

% Le., T‘ai Jen, mother of Wen Wang. Cf. the ode entitled “Ssu chai” in the Shik ching
(Legge, Chinese Classics, pp. 446-48) which opens: Ssu chai T'ai jen, Wen Wang chih mu
(“Pure and reverent was T‘ae-jin, The mother of King Wan”). For Tai Jen, cf. Legge, Chi-
nese Classics, p. 433 11, 2. Cf. also Chavannes, Les Mémoires Historigues, p. 215, where we
read: “L’Ancien duc avait un fils ainé qui s’appelait T"ai-po et un second fils qui s’appelait
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Therefore, we consulted old statutes (chiu-chang) and reverently exalted the
honorific canonization (tsun-shih).

[We] respectfully observe that, [as to] the former Huang-hou, [her] liberal
virtue (hou-te) carried creatures’ (ssai wu) and [her] orthodox position (cheng-
wei) was next to Heaven® (ch'eng t'ien).

She elevated good housekeepings® (nei-chih) in the princely palace (kung
kung).

She exemplified the great relationship® (ta-lun) in the empire (t‘ien-hsia).

Formerly she managed the mansion where the dragon was submerged®! (lung-
ch'ien-chih-ti) as well as encountered the autumn when the tiger changeds? (hu-
pien-chih-ch'in).

Yu-tchong. Tai-kiang enfanta le plus jeune fils, Ki-/i; Ki-li prit pour femme T"ai-jen. (T ai-
kiang et T'ai-jen) furent toutes deux des épouses parfaites.” In fn. 3 on the same page
Chavannes remarked: “Dans les noms de Tai-kiang A %et de T'ai-jen A #, Kiang et Jen
sont des noms de clan. Ces deux femmes sont mentionnées dans le Lié niu tchouan ou
Biographies des femmes remarquables.”

55 1e., the Chou dynasty. Cf. Chavannes, Les Mémoires Historiques, pp. 214-15,fn.5:“La
ville fondée par [215] Tan-fou s’appela Tcheou j ou Tcheou-yuen 7 & et c'est de la que
vint plus tard le nom de la dynastie.”

56 This appellation is from the opening line of the ode so entitled in the Shik ching, which
has been cited in fn. 54 above. For its possible meanings, cf. Legge, Chinese Classics, p. 446,
“St. 1.7

7 She is compared to Earth. For tsai wu in the Chung-yung, cf. James Legge, The Chinese
Classics, 2nd rev. ed., vol. 1 (Oxford, 1893), p. 419, “The Doctrine of the Mean”: so-i tai wu
yeh (“This is how it [i.e., sincerity — F.W.C.] contains al/ things”). Cf.alsoibid., p. 429: Ti
chih so tai (“wherever . . . the earth sustains”).

58 .., the Emperor.

59 Literally, “internal management.”

6 Le., husband and wife. For the term 1a-lun, cf. Paul Ratchnevsky, Un Code des Yuan,
2: 109, fn. 3: “Dans la terminologie confucianiste A # ta-louen désigne le principe moralqui
régit les rapports entre suzerain et sujets, pére et fils, mari et femme, frére ainé et cadet et
entre amis.”

6l [e., where Qubilai lived as crown prince. With the words /ung-ch ‘ien-chih-ti compare
the words lung-ti-chih-ch'ien “the submersion of the dragon mansion” in the Yiian shih 68
(1s'e 23).3v4. For the locus classicus of the term ch'ien lung (“submerged dragon”) cf. the
Chou i 1(1s'e 1).1r3, where we read: Ch'u chiu ch'ien-lung. Wu vung. James Legge, The
Sacred Books of China: The Texts of Confucianism, pt. 2: The Yi King, 2nd ed., The Sacred
Books of the East, ed. by F. Max Miiller, vol. 16 (Oxford, 1899), p. [57]: “I. In the first (or
lowest) line, undivided, (we see its subject as) the dragon lying hid (in the deep). Itis not the
time for active doing.” The same words (ch‘ien-lung) occur several times in subsequent
passages. Cf., e.g., 1{ts%e 1).2r2-3, 2vl, 2v4, 3v9, and 4rS.

62 The unrest after the death of Mongke, i.c., the revolt of Ariy Bske et al. The words Au
pien are found in the Chou [ 5(zs% 1).9v8 and 9v9 in the following passages (9v8-9): Chiu
wu ta-jen hu-pien wei chan yu fou and (9v9-10): Hsiang viieh ta-jen hu-pien ch'i wen ping
veh. Legge, Chinese Classics, pp. 168 and 328, translated these, respectively, as follows: “5.
The fifth line, undivided, shows the great man (producing his changes) as the tiger (does
when he) changes (his stripes). Before he divines (and proceeds to action), faith has been
reposed in him”; “5. ‘The great man produces his changes as the tiger does when he changes
his stripes:’ — their beauty becomes more brilliant.”
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That he withdrew [his] forces (pan shih) [from] the bank of O3 [was that] she
thoroughly underst