Anatoly T. Fomenko

LR -

W LR RS YRR
|




Antiquity and The Bible were crafted in XV-XVI century.
The Old Testament refers to mediaeval events.

Apocalypse was written after 1486 A.D.

Dr Prof Anatoly Fomenko and team dissect Almagest of
“ancient” Ptolemy compiled allegedly in 150 A.p. and
considered to be the corner stone of classical history.
Their report states: Almagest was compiled XVI-XVII cy
with astronomical data of IX-XVI cy.

Allegedly ancient Egyptian horoscopes painted in
Pharaohs tombs of the Valley of Kings or cut in stone
in Dendera and Esna for centuries considered impene-
trable are decoded at last! All dates contained therein
turn out definitely medieval and pertain to the XI cy A.p.
the earliest.

Discover highly interesting angles, chunky facts and
updates to the biographies of the famous medieval
astronomers Tycho Brahe and Copernicus.

Reading this book resembles a test flight to the distant
past landing a conclusion: the past is eventually both
drastically closer and dramatically different from one
taught in school. Fasten your seatbelts, please.

The publishers will pay a 10,000 dollars USA in cash to
the first person who will not only declare but prove con-
sistently, with adequate methods and in sufficient detail
on the same or better academic level that the New Chron-
ology theory of Full member of the Russian Academy of
Science Dr Prof Anatoly T. Fomenko, Head of the Chair of
the Differential Geometry of MSU and his team is wrong,.

This is History in the Making

ISBN 2-913k21-10-4

90000
Delamere Publishing ml || || “
9 7829131621107

PARIS +: LONDON + NEW YORK




History is a pack of lies about events that never
happened told by people who weren’t there.

GEORGE SANTAYANA
American philosopher
(1863-1952)



Anatoly T. Fomenko, Gleb V. Nosovskiy

History:
Fiction

or Science?

C H R ON OL O G 'Y

@elamere Publishing

o e T e

PARIS - L ONDUON - NEW Y O R K



History: Fiction or Science?

Fomenko, Anatoly Timofeevich (b. 1945). Full
Member (Academician) of the Russian Academy of
Sciences, Full Member of the Russian Academy of
Natural Sciences, Full Member of the International
Higher Education Academy of Sciences, Doctor of
Physics and Mathematics, Professor, Head of the
Moscow State University Section of Mathematics of
the Department of Mathematics and Mechanics.
Solved Plateau’s Problem from the theory of minimal
spectral surfaces. Author of the theory of invariants
and topological classification of integrable Hamil-
tonian dynamic systems. Laureate of the 1996 Na-
tional Premium of the Russian Federation (in Math-
ematics) for a cycle of works on the Hamiltonian
dynamical systems and manifolds’ invariants theory.
Author of 200 scientific publications, 28 monographs
and textbooks on mathematics, a specialist in geome-
try and topology, calculus of variations, symplectic

topology, Hamiltonian geometry and mechanics,
computer geometry. Author of a number of books
on the development of new empirico-statistical
methods and their application to the analysis of
historical chronicles as well as the chronology of
antiquity and the Middle Ages.

Nosovskiy, Gleb Vladimirovich (b. 1958). Candidate
of Physics and Mathematics (MSU, Moscow, 1988),
specialist in theory of probability, mathematical sta-
tistics, theory of probabilistic processes, theory of
optimization, stochastic differential equations, com-
puter modelling of stochastic processes, computer
simulation. Worked as researcher of computer geom-
etry in Moscow Space Research Institute, in Moscow
Machine Tools and Instruments Institute, in Aizu
University in Japan. Faculty member of the Depart-
ment of Mathematics and Mechanics MSU.

Kindly order History: Fiction of Science? Volume 1 (ISBN 2-913621-07-4),
Volume 2 (1SBN 2-913621-06-6) and Volume 3 (1SBN 2-913621-08-2)
with Amazon.com or Atlasbooks.com

Published by Delamere Resources LLC
Professional Arts Building, Suite 1, 206 11th Avenue S.E., Olympia WA 98501
http://history.mithec.com

ISBN 2-913621-10-4 | EAN 9782913621107

Anatoly T. Fomenko asserts the moral right to be identified as the author of this work.
Translated from Russian by Michael Jagger. Cover by Polina Zinoviev. Design & layout by Paul Bondarovski.
Project management by Franck Tamdhu.

Copyright © 2007 Delamere Resources LLC.
All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted, in any form
or by any means, without the prior permission of the publisher. Critics are welcome, of course,
to quote brief passages by way of criticism and review.



A. T. Fomenko
Chronology 1

Introducing the problem. A criticism of the Scaligerian chronology.
Dating methods as offered by mathematical statistics. Eclipses and zodiacs.

A. T. Fomenko

Chronology 2
The dynastic parallelism method. Rome. Troy. Greece. The Bible. Chronological shifts.

A. T. Fomenko, T. N. Fomenko, V. V. Kalashnikov, G. V. Nosovskiy
Chronology 3

Astronomical methods as applied to chronology. Ptolemy’s Almagest.
Tycho Brahe. Copernicus. The Egyptian zodiacs.

A. T. Fomenko, G. V. Nosovskiy
Chronology 4

Russia. Britain. Byzantium. Rome.

A. T. Fomenko, G. V. Nosovskiy
Chronology 5

Russia = Horde. Ottomans = Atamans. Europe. China. Japan. The Etruscans. Egypt. Scandinavia.

A. T. Fomenko, G. V. Nosovskiy
Chronology 6

The Horde-Ataman Empire. The Bible. The Reformation. America. Passover and the calendar.

A. T. Fomenko, G. V. Nosovskiy
Chronology 7

A reconstruction of global history. The Khans of Novgorod = The Habsburgs. Miscellaneous information.
The legacy of the Great Empire in the history and culture of Eurasia and America.

This seven volume edition is based on a number
of our books that came out over the last couple of
years and were concerned with the subject in ques-
tion. All this gigantic body of material was revised
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previously unpublished data. The reader shall find
a systematic rendition of detailed criticisms of the
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tions of the methods offered by mathematical sta-
tistics and natural sciences that the authors have

discovered and researched, as well as the new
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subject of chronology were created in the period of
naissance and rather turbulent infancy of the new
paradigm, full of complications and involved is-
sues, which often resulted in the formulation of
multi-optional hypotheses. The present edition pi-
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that apparently is supported by a truly immense
body of evidence. Nevertheless, it is understandable
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From the Publishers

History: Fiction or Science? contains data, illustrations, charts
and formulae containing irrefutable evidence of mathemati-
cal, statistical and astronomical nature. You may as well skip
all of it during your first reading. Feel free to use them in
your eventual discussions with the avid devotees of classical
chronology. In fact, before reading this book, you have most
probably been one of such devotees.

After reading History: Fiction or Science? you will develop a
more critical attitude to the dominating historical discourse
or even become its antagonist. You will be confronted with nat-
ural disbelief when you share what you've learned with oth-
ers. Now you are very well armed in face of inevitable scepti-
cism. This book contains enough solid evidence to silence any
historian by the sheer power of facts and argumentation.

History: Fiction or Science? is the most explosive tractate on
history ever written — however, every theory it contains, no
matter how unorthodox, is backed by solid scientific data.

The dominating historical discourse in its current state was es-
sentially crafted in the XVI century from a rather contradic-
tory jumble of sources such as innumerable copies of ancient
Latin and Greek manuscripts whose originals had vanished in
the Dark Ages and the allegedly irrefutable proof offered by late
mediaeval astronomers, resting upon the power of ecclesial
authorities. Nearly all of its components are blatantly untrue!

For some of us, it shall possibly be quite disturbing to see the
magnificent edifice of classical history to turn into an omi-
nous simulacrum brooding over the snake pit of mediaeval
politics. Twice so, in fact: the first seeing the legendary mil-
lenarian dust on the ancient marble turn into a mere layer of
dirt — one that meticulous unprejudiced research can even-
tually remove. The second, and greater, attack of unease comes
with the awareness of just how many areas of human knowl-
edge still trust the elephants, turtles and whales of the con-
sensual chronology to support them. Nothing can remedy
that except for an individual chronological revolution hap-
pening in the minds of a large enough number of people.
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Foreword

In the present book we are operating within the
framework of the New Chronology that was con-
ceived and introduced with the use of mathematical
methods and empirico-statistical results of our re-
search as related in CHRON1-CHRON3, and also in
CHRrONG6, Chapter 19. Apart from that, one can find
related materials in the mathematical and statistical
Annex to CHRON?. The primary chronological shifts
as discovered in “ancient” and mediaeval history were
presented as the Global Chronological Map (GCM)
compiled by A. T. Fomenko in 1975-1979.

The present book is written in a manner that stip-
ulates no special knowledge from the part of the
reader. All it requires is a genuine interest in history
as well as the wish to unravel its numerous conun-
drums. However, it has to be emphasised that every-
thing we relate below was discovered as a result of
long and arduous scientific research, which began
with the denial of the consensual version of history
by certain critically-minded scientists of the XVII-
XIX century. We find Sir Isaac Newton among their
ranks, whose primary works on chronology have been
subjected to the policy of obmutescence up until rel-
atively recently. However, it appears that these very
works were the first attempt to rectify the errors of
history with the use of natural scientific methods. Yet
Sir Isaac himself proved incapable of solving this
problem in full; he simply voiced a number of valu-
able observations in this respect. The problem of
chronological rectification was addressed by N. A.
Morozov, the Russian scientist and encyclopaedist

(1854-1946) more successfully and in greater depth
than by any of his predecessors; however, he never
managed to construct a correct and final chronolog-
ical scale — his reconstruction was rather sketchy and
still erroneous, although less so than the consensual
version.

Over the last 27 years, starting with 1973, the prob-
lem of reconstructing the correct chronology of the
antiquity and the Middle Ages has been dealt with by
a group of mathematicians (at the initiative of A. E.
Fomenko and after his supervision), from the Mos-
cow State University for the most part. Although this
particular line of work isn’t our primary specializa-
tion (our main interests lay in the field of pure and
applied mathematics), it has required a great deal of
time and effort from our part.

Let us give a general overview of what we are re-
ferring to presently. Readers interested in the scien-
tific aspect of the problem can study the history of the
issue as well as the modern mathematical methods
used for dating the ancient events if they turn to
CHRON1, CHRON2 and CHRON3.

The aim of the scientific project we call “the New
Chronology” can be formulated as the discovery of in-
dependent methods used for the dating of ancient
and mediaeval events. It is a complex scientific prob-
lem whose solution required the application of the
most intricate methods offered by the modern math-
ematical science, as well as extensive computer calcu-
lations. Publications on this topic have been appear-
ing in scientific journals ever since the 1970s, and



6 | HISTORY: FICTION OR SCIENCE?

books have been coming out ever since 1990. There
are several monographs on the subject published in
Russia to date (in several versions), and a few more
abroad. Thus, the works on the new chronology have
been coming out published by academic publishing
houses for over twenty years now, although they may
remain unknown to the general audience so far.

The “New Chronology” project is far from com-
pletion. However, the results that we came up with
give us a right to claim that the version of ancient and
mediaeval history that we’re taught in school con-
tains substantial and numerous errors that stem from
a false chronology. The New Chronology that we con-
structed with the aid of mathematical methods is
often at great odds with the chronology of J. Scaliger
and D. Petavius that is still being used by historians.
The latter owes its existence to the scholastics of the
XVI-XVII century, and contains very serious errors,
as we discover nowadays. These errors, in turn, lead
to a great distortion of the ancient and mediaeval
history viewed as a whole.

One might wonder why professional mathemati-
cians would develop an interest in chronology, which
is considered a historical discipline nowadays. The
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answer is as follows: chronology belongs to the do-
main of applied mathematics, since it has the esti-
mation of certain dates, or numbers, as its goal.
Furthermore, chronology was considered a mathe-
matical discipline at dawn of its creation, in the XV-
XVI century. The problem is that the mathematical
science of that epoch was incapable of solving chrono-
logical problems — very complex ones, as it turns out.
They can only be solved by means of modern math-
ematics, with the aid of well-developed methods and
powerful computational means, none of which had
existed in the XVI century. This might be why the
scholastics ended up dealing with chronological prob-
lems. Historians were the next ones to take charge of
the discipline, which was declared auxiliary and there-
fore of minor importance. It was then “shelved” and
presumed complete. We are attempting to revive an
old tradition and marry chronology with applied
mathematics yet again.

Dozens and dozens of people have helped us with
this complex task. We are most grateful to them all
for assistance and support.

A. T. Fomenko, G. V. Nosovskiy.



Introduction

1.
GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

1) We must warn the reader that the ancient and
mediaeval history known to us today (including that
of Russia) is the furthest thing from obvious and self-
implied ~ it is extremely vague and convoluted. In
general, history of the epochs that predate the XV-XVI
century and the invention of the printing press is
anything but accounts of real events based on, and
implied by, authentic ancient documents. On the con-
trary, historical events that predate the XVI-XVII cen-
tury in their consensual version came into existence
courtesy of historians and chronologists — several
generations of those, in fact. They all attempted to re-
construct the events of the past. However, the result-
ing picture is hardly indubitable. And yet most of us
are certain that reconstruction of past events is rather
easy in principle, believing that it suffices to take a
chronicle and translate it into the modern language.
The only complications that may arise presumably
concern details of minor importance and little else.
This is what the school course of history makes us as-
sume. Sadly, this is not the case.

2) History known to us nowadays is written his-
tory — based on written documents, in other words.
All of them have been edited, revised, recompiled etc
for a very long time. Some of the things are written
in stone — however, these morsels of information only
begin to make sense after the entire edifice of chronol-
ogy is already constructed — and chronicles are the
main construction material of history.

When we say that Brutus killed Caesar with a
sword, the only thing it means is that some written
source that managed to reach our time says so, and
nothing but! The issue of just how faithfully docu-
mented history reflects real events is very complex
and requires a special study. It is really a problem
posed by the philosophy of history rather than doc-
umented history per se.

Readers are prone to thinking that nowadays we
have chronicles written by the contemporaries of
Genghis-Khan and eyewitnesses of the events that
took place in his epoch. This isn’t so. Nowadays we’re
most likely to have a rather late version at our dis-
posal, one that postdates the actual events by several
centuries.

It goes without saying that written documents re-
flect some sort of reality. However, one and the same
real event could be reflected in a multitude of writ-
ten documents — and very differently so; at times the
difference is so great that the first impression one gets
precludes one from believing the two to be different
reflections of the same event. Therefore, phrases like
“such-and-such historical figure is a duplicate of an-
other character” that the reader shall encounter in
the present book by no means imply the existence of
two real characters, one of which is the doppelganger
of another. This would make no sense whatsoever, ob-
viously enough.

We are referring to an altogether different phe-
nomenon — namely, the fact that our “history text-
book” may contain several reflections of the same
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real character — Genghis-Khan, for instance. These
reflections will have different names and be ascribed
to different epochs. However, the person in question
only became “duplicated” on paper and not in real-
ity; as for the issue of just when and where a given
person had lived, it is anything but easy. Another ex-
tremely contentious issue is that of a person’s real
name. The ancients would often have a multitude of
names and nicknames; furthermore, they would re-
ceive new ones once they made their way into chron-
icles — names that their contemporaries had never
used. Many factors may have come into play here —
errors, confusion and distortions in translation. In
the present work we do not envisage it as our goal to
find out the exact names used by the contemporaries
of historical figures for referring to the latter.

3) In one’s study of written history, one must al-
ways bear in mind that words in general and names
of people or places in particular may have attained
different meanings with time. The name “Mongolia”
is an excellent example; we shall relate this in more
detail below. Furthermore, many geographical names
would migrate to new longitudes and latitudes with
time. Geographical maps and the names inscribed
thereupon have only become more or less uniform
with the invention of the printing press, which made
it feasible to produce many identical copies of the
same map for the practical purposes of seafaring,
learning etc. Before that epoch, each map had been
unique, and usually at odds with other maps to some
extent.

Characters that we’re accustomed to consider “an-
cient” nowadays are frequently manifest in mediae-
val maps as mediaeval heroes. Even historians recog-
nize this rather noteworthy tendency, writing that
“ancient characters are drawn on maps as mediaeval
townsmen and knights” ([953], page 21).

Ancient texts would often transcribe names with-
out vocalizations — no vowels at all, just the conso-
nant root. Back in those days vocalizations would be
added by the reader from memory. This would be es-
pecially manifest in Arabic languages, where virtually
all the vowel sounds are memorized, and subject to
a certain degree of randomness. And seeing how
Arabic letters were used for some other languages be-
sides Arabic in the Middle Ages, vowels would fre-
quently become dropped in those languages as well,
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even if they had originally been more or less con-
stant. Obviously enough, names were the first to be
affected by this process.

Quite naturally, with the course of time the vow-
els would become confused for one another, forgot-
ten or replaced with other vowels. Consonants set
down in writing demonstrate higher stability. For in-
stance, we may recollect that many ancient texts fre-
quently allude to the “Greek Faith” However, it is pos-
sible that the word Greece is but a derivative of the
name Horus, or Christos (Christ). In this case, the
“Greek Faith” is nothing other than the Christian faith.

Russian history is naturally in close relation to
global history. All kinds of chronological and geo-
graphical shifts one might find in Russian history in-
variably lead to the discovery of similar problems in
history of other countries. The reader must let go of
the opinion that ancient history rests upon an im-
mutable foundation — it appears that chronological
problems do exist in history of Rome, Byzantium,
Italy and Egypt. They are of an even graver nature
than the problems of Russian history. See CHRrON],
CHRON2 and CHRrONS3 for further reference.

4) The authors are naturally interested in the his-
tory of the ancient Russia, the Russian Empire and its
closest neighbours the most. The knowledge of
Russian history as a whole is extremely important
and affects the very foundation of world civilization,
and therefore its most crucial moments are to be stud-
ied with the utmost care and attention. Nowadays we
are well familiar with numerous examples of how
often certain historical facts become distorted to suit
passing political trends. In CHrRON1, CHRON2 and
CHRON3 we have exposed a great many cases when
such distortions became rigidified as indisputable
truths that migrated from textbook to textbook. One
must invest a gigantic amount of labour into “chis-
elling off later glazing” in order to pour light onto the
true nature of the ancient events.

Historical distortions are unacceptable in any
state’s history — as for the authors’ very own native his-
tory, the investigation needs to be conducted with
the utmost clarity, and we have to opt for a com-
pletely unbiased approach. No authority can be rec-
ognized as such in these matters.

Why do we have to mention all of the above? The
reason is that the consensual chronology of Russian



history is full of grave contradictions. They were ini-
tially pointed out by Nikolai Morozov ([547]).
However, our analysis demonstrates that he wasn’t
even aware of the actual scale of the problem.

Russian history is considered to be relatively
“young” by many historians nowadays, who compare
it to the “old cultures” — Rome, Greece etc. However,
in CHRON1, CHRON2 and CHRON3 we demonstrated
that all of these “ancient chronologies” need to be
made significantly shorter. It is most likely that the
“old cultures” need to be shifted forwards, into the in-
terval between the XI and the XVII century A.p. The
consensual history of the X-XIII century is a prod-
uct of collation and “summarization” of the real
events dating from the epoch in question (which was
described rather sparsely in the surviving documents)
and the duplicates of events from the more eventful
epoch of the XIII-XVII century. We are naturally re-
ferring to the amount of surviving accounts of events
rather than eventfulness per se. The immutable pe-
riod in history begins with the XVII century A.p.

It is presumed that documented Russian history
begins with the IX-X century A.p. This means that
about 300 years of its chronology fall over the “du-
plicate danger zone”. Our accumulated experience in
this field leads us to the expectation of a chronolog-
ical shift here, which will move some of the events for-
wards, into the epoch of the XIV-XVII century A.D.
This expectation is fulfilled by the authors’ discovery
of a 400-year shift, which had first become manifest
in the statistical volume analysis of the ancient texts
(see CHrON1, Chapter 5:2), and was later discovered
independently in our study of dynastic parallelisms,
qv below.

5) We occasionally point out certain linguistic par-
allels and unexpected phonetic similarities between
the ancient names encountered in various chroni-
cles. Let us emphasise that such parallels are by no
means presumed to prove anything at all; we merely
allude to them in order to demonstrate that unvo-
calized ancient texts could be read in a great variety
of ways. Nevertheless, such parallels are usually ex-
plained by our reconstruction quite well.

In the present introduction we shall give a brief
outline of the main problems inherent in the Russian
chronology and suggest our new conception thereof,
which is radically different from both the Scaligerian-
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Romanovian version and N. A. Morozov’s recon-
struction ([547]). In the chapters to follow we shall
be providing an account of our systematic analysis of
Russian history.

2.
OUR CONCEPTION IN BRIEF

We shall encapsulate our hypothetic conception
immediately, without preparing the readers for it in
any special way. Such narration style might seem to be
insufficiently convincing; nevertheless, we suggest that
the readers should carry on reading instead of jump-
ing to any conclusions. Factual data to validate our the-
ory shall be presented in the following chapters.

Let us pay attention to the following facts, which
we find very odd. However, this oddness is only based
on consensual chronology and the version of ancient
Russian history that we learnt in school. It turns out
that a change in chronology eliminates a great many
oddities and puts things into a more logical perspec-
tive.

One of the key moments in the history of the an-
cient Russia is the so-called “Mongol and Tartar yoke”.
The Horde is presumed to have originated from the
Far East, China or Mongolia, conquered a great many
countries, enslaved all of Russia, and moved further
westwards, reaching Egypt and establishing the
Mameluke dynasty there. However, this version con-
tains many inconsistencies even within the frame-
work of Scaligerian history, and they are more or less
well known.

We shall begin with the following observation.
Had Russia been conquered from either the East or
the West, there should be surviving accounts of con-
flicts between the invaders and the Cossacks who had
lived near the western borders of Russia, as well as the
lower Volga and Don regions. One must note that
school history textbooks say that the Cossack troops
only appeared in the XVII century — presumably
formed from yeomen who had escaped and settled on
the banks of the Don. However, historians themselves
are well aware of the fact that the Cossack State of
Don had existed as early as in the XVI century, with
independent legislation and a history of its very own.
Furthermore, it turns out that the origins of the
Cossack history date to the XII-XIII century. See
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[183], for instance, as well as Sukhorukov’s publica-
tion by the name of “The History of the Don Troops”,
Don magazine, 1989.

Thus, the Horde, wherever it came from, would in-
evitably move upwards along the Volga and attack
the Cossack states — and yet there are no records of
this anywhere. Why would this be? The natural hy-
pothesis can be formulated as follows: the Horde did-
n't fight the Cossacks because the Cossacks were a
part of the Horde. This hypothesis is backed by some
substantial argumentation in the book of A. A.
Gordeyev ([183]). In his attempt to fit the hypothe-
sis into the consensual Millerian version of Russian
history, Gordeyev was forced to assume that the Tartar
and Mongol Horde had taken to Russian ways very
rapidly, and the Cossacks, or the warriors of the
Horde, gradually turned Russian ethnically as well.

Our primary hypothesis (or, rather, one of our
primary hypotheses) is as follows: the Cossack troops
weren’t merely a part of the Horde, but also the reg-
ular army of the Russian state. In other words, the
Horde was Russian from the very start. “Horde”
(“Orda”) is the old Russian word for regular army.
Later terms “voysko” and “voin” (“army” and “war-
rior”, respectively) are Church Slavonic in origin, and
not Old Russian. They were only introduced in the
XVII century. The old names were “orda” (horde or
army), “kazak” (Cossack) and khan.

The terminology would alter eventually. A pro-
pos, as recently as in the XIX century, the words “czar”
and “khan” were interchangeable in Russian folk say-
ings; this becomes obvious from the numerous ex-
amples that one finds in Dahl’s dictionary (such as
“wherever the khan (czar) may go, the horde (or “the
folk”) will follow” etc). See [223] for further reference
(the “orda” entry).

By the way, the famous town of Semikarakorsk
still exists in the Don region, and there’s also a village
called Khanskaya in the Kuban. Let us remind the
reader that the birthplace of Genghis-Khan is sup-
posed to have been called Karakorum ([325], page
409). Another known fact is that there isn’t a single
trace of Karakorum anywhere near the place where
the historians of the Scaligerian-Romanovian school
are still stubbornly looking for this town ([1078],
Volume 1, pages 227-228).

According to the rather desperately-sounding hy-
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pothesis that our brave scholars have put forth, “the
Erdinidsu monastery, founded in 1585 [several cen-
turies later than Genghis-Khan had lived — Auth.]
was erected upon the ruins of Karakorum” ([1078],
Volume 1, page 228). This monastery, which had sur-
vived until the XIX century, was surrounded by a
mile-long rampart. Historians are of the opinion that
the entire “Mongolian” capital of Karakorum, a city
of great renown, had occupied the tiny piece of land
where the monastery was built subsequently ([1078],
Volume 1, page 228).

The name Karakorum can however be encoun-
tered in the Don region. For instance, in the map en-
titled “The Southern Part of the Great Russia” dating
from 1720, the entire Cossack region of Don is called
“The Lesser Tartaria”; we also see a river by the name
of Semi Karak here, one of Don’s tributaries on the
left-hand side. The full name of the map reads as fol-
lows: “Tabula Geographica qua Russiae Magnae
Pontus Euxinus. Johan Baptist Homann. Nirnberg,
ca 1720. The name Karak is therefore found in the
area of the Cossack = Tartar Don. The name Kara-
korum may simply have meant “the Karak area”

Furthermore, in the map of Russia dating from
1670 (Tabula Russia vulgo Moscovia, Frederik de Wit,
Amsterdam, ca 1670) we find a town called
Semikorkor in this very region, near the Don. On yet
another map, one that dates from 1736 (Theatre de
la Guerre sur les Frontieres de Russie de Turquie,
Reiner & Joshua Ottens, Amsterdam, 1736) one of
Don’s tributaries bears the name of Semi Korokor.
The authors have seen all of these maps personally,
at the exhibition of old maps of Russia that took place
in February 1999 in a private collection museum af-
filiated with the A. S. Pushkin Museum in Moscow.

Thus, we see several versions of the name Korokor
in the Don region — in the name of a town and in that
of a river. A Romanised version of the name could
have had the suffix “um” at the end, which would
transform the Cossack name of Korokor into Koro-
korum - the famous birthplace of the Conqueror of
the World. In this case, the great conqueror Genghis-
Khan was born in the Cossack town of Korokor near
Semi Korokor, the tributary of Don.

Let us return to the issue of the Horde. According
to our hypothesis, the Horde had borne no relation
to any foreign conquering armies, but rather was the



regular army of the Eastern Russia, an integral part
of the ancient Russian state. Furthermore, the period
of the “Tartar and Mongol yoke” is nothing but the
time of military rule in Russia, when the commander-
in-chief, or the Khan, effectively functioned as the
king (czar); cities were governed by princes, who
weren’t part of the army but collected taxes in order
to support it. The ancient Russian state can therefore
be regarded as a united Empire, where professional
soldiers were a separate stratum of society and called
themselves the Horde; other strata had no military
formations of their own. We are of the opinion that
the so-called “raids of the Tartars” were nothing but
repressive actions against the areas of Russia that
would refuse to pay taxes for one reason or another.
The mutineers were punished by the regular Russian
army. Typically, the prince would leave the town be-
fore such a raid.

3.
THE TRUE IDENTITY OF MONGOLIA AND
THE TARTAR AND MONGOL INVASION.
THE COSSACKS AND THE GOLDEN HORDE

Let us contemplate the etymology of the word
Mongolia. It may have derived from the Russian word
mnogo (a lot, a mass — of people etc), or the words
mosch, mog (a possible precursor of the word “Ma-
gog”) and mogoushchestvo, translating as “might
(noun)”, “could, was able to” and “power”, respec-
tively. N. A. Morozov voiced the theory that the word
“Mongolia” stemmed from the Greek word “Mega-
lion”, or The Great One. However, the Greek word
may just as well be a derivative of the Slavic “mog” and
“mnogo”. In fig. 0.1 one sees a photograph of the an-
cient inlay from the Chora church in Istanbul. We
see the word “Mongolia” spelt as “Mugulion” — virtu-
ally the same as Megalion, see fig. 0.2. Eastern Russia
is still known as the Greater Russia, or Velikorossiya.
According to our hypothesis, the “Mongolian” Empire
is but another name for the Great Empire, or the me-
diaeval Russia.

Is there any evidence that could back this hy-
pothesis? There is, and a substantial amount of evi-
dence at that. Let us see what the Western sources tell
us about the so-called “Mongol and Tartar invasion”.

“The notes of the Hungarian king and a letter to
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Fig. 0.1. Mosaic from the Church of the Holy Saviour in
Chora, Istanbul. Dated to the XIV century. We see “Melania
the Nun, Queen of the Mongols”, according to the legend
that we see above her head. The word “Mongolia” is written
in Greek as “Mugulion”, or “Megalion”, which translates as
“The Great”. This confirms the hypothesis that the words
“Mongolia” and “Megalion” are derived from the Russian
word “mnogo” (“many”), or “mnogo” + “vel” (“great”).
Taken from [1207].

Fig. 0.2. Mosaic from the Church of the Holy
Saviour in Chora, Istanbul. A fragment.

the Pope that mentions Russian troops as part of Batu-
Khan’s army serve as evidence of the latter’s structure
and composition” ([183], Volume 1, page 31).
“Batu-Khan founded a number of military settle-
ments on the right bank of the Dnepr for the pur-
poses of observation and protection of the frontiers;
they were populated by the inhabitants of Russian
principalities... there were lots of Russians among
the borderland settlers on the Terek line as well... the
governing system created by the Golden Horde was
implemented and maintained by the Russians pre-
dominantly” ([183], Volume 1, page 40-42).
Furthermore, it appears that “Russia was made a
province of the Mongolian empire and became
known as the Tartaro-Mongolia” ([183], Volume 1,
page 35). Could it be that Tartaro-Mongolia was sim-
ply another name of Russia, or the Great Empire
(Mongolia) whose population partially consisted of
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Muslims, or Tartars - just as we witness to be the case
nowadays.

The more mediaeval sources are brought to our at-
tention, the more we learn and understand once we
break free from the confines of consensual historical
paradigm as reflected in textbooks, complete with
vivid imagery of the “Mongolian conquest”. For in-
stance, it turns out that “at the very dawn of the
Horde’s existence, [the very first days, mind you! —
Auth.] an Orthodox church was built in the Khan’s
headquarters. As military settlements were founded,
Orthodox churches were built everywhere, all across
the territory governed by the Horde, with the clergy
called thereto and Metropolitan Cyril relocated to
Kiev from Novgorod, thus completing the restora-
tion of the pan-Russian ecclesiastical hierarchy”
([183], Volume 1, page 36).

Let us stop and reflect for a moment. All of the
above is very odd indeed from the consensual point
of view. Indeed, a Mongolian conqueror (who most
probably didn’t even speak Russian, let alone share the
Russian faith) builds Orthodox temples, which must
be thoroughly alien to him, all across the newly con-
quered empire, and the Russian Metropolitan moves
to Kiev as soon as the city is taken by Batu-Khan the
“Mongolian”!

Our explanation is as follows. A foreign invasion
is nothing but a fantasy. What we see is the Russian
military government (a. k. a. “The Horde”) taking
care of typical domestic affairs, such as the con-
struction of imperial institutions. All of these events
are perfectly typical for a developing state.

To quote from L. N. Gumilev:

“Let us take the veil of confusion away from our
eyes and consider the situation in Russia during the
epoch of the yoke. Firstly, every principality retained
its boundaries and territorial integrity. Secondly, all
institutes of administrative government consisted of
Russians throughout the entire territory of the em-
pire. Thirdly, every principality had an army of its
own. Finally — and this may be the most important
fact, the Horde destroyed no churches and demon-
strated great religious tolerance, which is character-
istic for such states. It is a fact that the Orthodox re-
ligion was supported in every which way. The church
and the clergy were completely freed from all taxes
and contributions. Apart from that, one of the Khan’s
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Fig. 0.3. Paiza, a token of the Horde’s power in Russia. In its
top part we see an octagonal star, which is a Christian sym-
bol. It is likely that the modern military shoulder straps with
stars upon them are related to the “Mongolian” paiza. Taken
from [331], Volume 1, page 78.

decrees declared that whoever dared to slander the
Orthodox faith was to be executed with no right of
appeal” ([214], pages 265-266).

We also learn that the Russian system of commu-
nication that had existed until the end of the XIX
century — the coachmen service, was created by the
Mongols. Coachmen were known as yamshchiki, and
the very word is of a Mongolian origin: “there were
stables with up to 400 horses along all the lines sep-
arated by 25-verst intervals [1 verst = 3.500 feet or
1.06 km]... there were ferries and boats on every
river; these were also run by the Russians... Russian
chroniclers stopped keeping chronicles when the
Mongols had come, which is why all information con-
cerning the internal structure of the Golden Horde
comes from foreigners travelling through its lands”
([183], Volume 1, page 42).

In fig 0.3 we see a paize, or a token used by the rep-
resentatives of the Horde’s governing structures in
Russia. The word is apparently related to the Slavic
poyti (“to go”), and possibly a precursor of the Rus-
sian word pogon (meaning “shoulder-strap”, among
other things.) Even in Romanovian Russia, one
needed a document called “pogonnaya gramota” in
order to travel along the state-owned communica-
tion lines on state-owned horses”. In figs 0.4 and 0.5
we see two other “Mongolian” paize found in Siberia
and the Dnepr region.

We see that foreigners describe the Golden Horde



as a Russian state. Russians don’t describe it at all, for
some reason, relating the most mundane things in-
stead — built churches, weddings etc, as if they were
“completely unaware” of their country being con-
quered and their lands made part of a gigantic for-
eign empire, with new and exotic systems of com-
munications, ferries etc introduced all over the coun-
try. It is presumed that foreigners didn’t mention
Russia during the time of the “Mongolian” conquest,
since the country “had changed its name to Tartaro-
Mongolia” ([183], Volume 1, page 35).

We are of the following opinion: “Tartaro-Mon-
golia” is a foreign term that was in use before the XVI
century. From the XVI-XVII century and on, for-
eigners started to call Russia “Moscovia”, having
simultaneously stopped making references to “Mon-
golia”. However, the territory of the Russian empire
and even a somewhat larger area had remained
known as “the Great Tartaria (Grande Tartarie)”
among the Western cartographers up until the XVIII
century. There are a great many such maps in exis-
tence. One of them, which we find very representa-
tive, can be seen in fig. 0.6. It is a French map from
the Atlas of the Prince of Orange, dated to the XVIII
century ([1018]).

We may encounter references to the invasion of the
Tartars and the Mongols being reflected in Russian

Fig. 0.4. A “Mongolian”

paiza discovered in Siberia.
Taken from [1078], Volume 1,
inset between pages 352-353.

of the Dnepr in 1845.
Taken from [1078],
Volume 1, inset between

Fig. 0.5. A “Mongolian” paiza
discovered in the vicinity i
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pages 352-353.

chronicles as counter-argumentation. The actual age
of those chronicles shall be discussed below; the
analysis of the latter demonstrates that the surviving
chronicles were written or edited in the Romanovian
epoch. Actually, historians have still got enough prob-
lems with chronicles as they are. For instance, G. M.
Prokhorov, the famous researcher, writes the follow-
ing: “the analysis of the Lavrentyevskaya chronicle
(dating from 1337) demonstrated that the authors of
the chronicle replaced pages 153-164 with new pages,
some of them repeatedly. This interval includes all the
data concerning the conquest of Russia by the Tartars
and the Mongols” ([699], page 77).

According to what A. A. Gordeyev tells us, “his-
torians remain silent about the historical evidence of
the Cossacks amongst the ranks of the Golden
Horde’s army, as well as the Muscovite armies of the
princely predecessors of Ivan the Terrible” ([183],
Volume 1, page 8).

Further also: “the very name ‘Cossacks’ referred
to the light cavalry that comprised a part of the
Golden Horde’s army” ([183], Volume 1, page 17).
Apart from that, we learn that “in the second half of
the XII century there were independent tribes in-
habiting parts of Eastern and Central Asia known as
‘Cossack hordes™ ([183], Volume 1, page 16.

The Russian word for Cossack (kazak) may be de-
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Fig. 0.6. A map of Asia dating from the XVIII century. We see the Asian
part of Russia referred to as “The Great Tartary” on this map; the
country comprises Korea as well as parts of China, Pakistan and India.
The name “Russian Empire” is altogether missing. According to our
reconstruction, the name Great Tartary had once been used by
foreigners for referring to the Great Russia. As we can see, the carto-
graphers from the Western Europe had remembered this fact up until

the XVIII century. Taken from a French atlas ([1018]).

rived from the words “skok” and “skakat” used for re-
ferring to horseback-riding.

Let us now consider the figure of the famous Batu-
Khan. After the “conquest” of Russia by Batu-Khan,
“the clergy was exempted from paying taxes; this also
covered ecclesiastical possessions and the populace
in the church’s charge. Yaroslav Vsevolodovich, Prince
of Suzdal, was made First Prince of the Russian Prin-
cipalities by the Mongols” ([183], Volume 1, page 33).

Shortly afterwards, “prince Yaroslav had been sum-
moned to Batu-Khan’s headquarters and sent to
Karakorum in Mongolia, where the Great Khan was
to be elected... Batu-Khan didn’t go to Mongolia
himself, sending Prince Yaroslav as his representative
[in other words, Batu-Khan didn’t care enough about
the elections of the Great Khan to attend them per-
sonally — Auth.]. The sojourn of the Russian prince
in Mongolia was described by Plano Carpini” ([183],
Volume 1, page 33).

Thus, Plano Carpini is telling us that the Russian
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Prince Yaroslav went to represent Batu-Khan
at the Great Khan’s elections for some bizarre
reason. Could it be that the hypothesis about
Batu-Khan sending Yaroslav in his stead was
invented by modern historians with the sole
purpose of making Carpini’s evidence concur
with the obvious necessity of Batu-Khan’s
presence at the elections of the Great Khan?
What we see here is merely documental ev-
idence testifying to the fact that Batu-Khan is
none other than the Russian prince Yaroslav.
This is also confirmed by the fact that Alexan-
der Nevsky, the son of Yaroslav, had also been
the “adopted” son of Batu-Khan, according to
historians! Once again we witness the two fig-
ures to be identical (Yaroslav = Batu-Khan).
In general, it has to be said that “Batu” (“Batyi”
in Russian) may be a form of the word “batya’,
or “father”. A Cossack military commander is
still called a “batka” (“father”, “dad” etc). Thus,
Batu-Khan = the Cossack batka = Russian
prince. Similar names are found in the bylini,
or the Russian heroic epos — two of them are
called “Vassily Kazimirovich Takes the Tribute
Money to Batey Bateyevich” and “Vassily Ig-
natievich and Batyga” ([112]).
We are also told that “having conquered the
northern Russian principalities, Batu-Khan placed his
troops everywhere, together with his representatives
(called the baskaks) whose function was to bring 1/10
part of property and the populace to the Khan” ([183],
Volume 1, page 29). Our commentary is as follows.
It is a known fact that “the Tartar tribute is a tenth
of the whole”. However, foreign invasion has got noth-
ing to do with this. The Orthodox Church had always
claimed the tribute called desyatina — literally, “tenth
part”. As we have seen, a tenth part of Russian popu-
lation was drafted in order to maintain the ranks of
the Russian army, or the Horde. This is perfectly nat-
ural, given that the Horde was the name of the reg-
ular Russian army that never got disbanded and took
care of border patrol, warfare etc; they would obvi-
ously have neither time nor opportunity for planting
and harvesting crops, or indeed supporting them-
selves independently in general. Furthermore, agri-
culture had remained strictly forbidden for the Cos-
sacks up until the XVII century. This is a well-known



fact, and also a very natural one for a regular army.
This is mentioned by Pougachyov in his Notes on
Russian History and Gordeyev in [183], Volume 1,
page 36. Therefore, the Horde had to draft every tenth
member of the population as regular Russian army,
and demand the ten per cent contribution in sup-
plies and provision.

Furthermore, a regular army is constantly on the
move, and requires depots for the storage of provi-
sion, weapons and ammunition. Therefore, a system
of depots must have existed on the territory of Russia.
One of the most commonly-used Russian words for
“depot” (or “storage facility”) is saray. Military lead-
ers, or khans, needed headquarters, which would nor-
mally be located right next to these depots. What do
we see? The word “saray” surfaces very frequently in
history of the “Golden Horde of the Tartars and the
Mongols” — the word is often encountered in Russian
toponymy. Many towns and cities have the root SAR
as part of their name, especially in the Volga region.
Indeed, we see Saratov, Saransk, Cheboksary, Tsaritsyn
(Sar + Tsyn) here, as well as the episcopal town of Za-
raisk in the Ryazan region of Russia and Zaransk in
the West of Russia. All of them are large towns and
cities, some of them also capitals of autonomous re-
gions.

One may also recollect Sarayevo, the famous
Balkan city. We often encounter the word Saray in
old Russian and mediaeval Turkish toponymy.

We proceed to find out that “Sultan Selim wrote the
following to the Khan of the Crimea [presumably in
the early XVI century — Auth.]: Theard about your in-
tentions to wage war against the land of the Musco-
vites — beware; do not dare to attack the Muscovites,
since they are great allies of ours ... if you do, we shall
raid your lands’ Sultan Seliman who ascended to the
Turkish throne in 1521 confirmed these intentions
and forbade campaigns against the Muscovites. .. Rus-
sia and Turkey exchanged embassies and ambassa-
dors [in the XVI century — Auth.]” ([183], Volume 1,
pages 161-163).

The relations between Russia and Turkey were sev-
ered already in the XVIII century.

One might wonder about the dislocation of the
Russian troops when they fought the Tartars and the
Mongols who had “raided Russia”? Right where the
Russian “army of resistance” would congregate, as it
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turns out — for instance, in 1252 Andrei, Prince of Vla-
dimir and Suzdal set forth from Vladimir to fight the
Tartars and met them at river Klyazma, right outside
the city gates of Vladimir! All the battles against the
Tartars that were fought in the XVI century took place
near Moscow, or near river Oka the furthest. One
might find it odd that Russian troops always have a
mile or two to go, whilst the Tartars have to cover
hundreds of miles. However, our reconstruction ex-
plains all of the above — as the regular Russian army,
the Horde was used for punitive expeditions against
disobedient subject. It would naturally approach the
rebellious town that tried to oppose the military gov-
ernment.

4.
BATU-KHAN WAS KNOWN AS
THE GREAT PRINCE

We are accustomed to believe that the Tartar gov-
ernors used to call themselves Khans, whereas the Rus-
sians were Great Princes. This stereotype is a very
common one. However, we must quote rather note-
worthy evidence from the part of Tatishchev, who tells
us that the Tartar ambassadors called their ruler Batu-
Khan Great Prince: “We were sent by the Great Prince
Batu” ([832], Part 2, page 231). Tatishchev is rather
embarrassed by the above, and tries to explain this
title by telling us that Batu-Khan had not yet been a
Khan back in those days. However, this is of minor im-
portance to us. The thing that does matter is the fact
that a Tartar governor was called Great Prince.

5.
THE ROMANOVS, THE ZAKHARYINS AND
THE YURYINS. THEIR ROLE IN RUSSIAN
CHRONOGRAPHY

Let us conclude the present introduction with an
important question which needs to be answered be-
fore one can understand why the Russian history that
we got used to from our schooldays had “suddenly”
turned out incorrect. Who would distort the true his-
tory of Russia, and when did this happen?

In 1605, the Great Turmoil begain in Russia. 1613
marks a watershed in Russian history — the throne was
taken by the pro-Western dynasty of the Romanovs,
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the Zakharyins and the Yuryins. They are responsi-
ble for the “draft version” of the contemporary Rus-
sian history; this happened under Czar Mikhail and
Patriarch Philaret, possibly later. We shall present our
reconstruction of the Great Turmoil in the chapters
to follow.

The Cossack Horde was banished from Moscovia
under the Romanovs, the Zakharyins and the Yuryins.
Its banishment symbolizes the end of the old Russian
dynasty. The remnants of the old Empire’s resisting
army, or the Horde, were chased away from the cen-
tre of the Muscovite kingdom. As a result, nowadays
we see Cossack regions at the periphery of Russia and
not the centre. All these regions are legacy of the
Russian “Mongolian” Horde. Kazakhstan, for instance,
can be interpreted as Kazak-Stan, which translates as
“Cossack Camp” or “Cossack Region”; alternatively,
the name may have derived from Kazak s Tana or
Cossacks from the Don.

One may well wonder how the professional regu-
lar army of the Horde could have lost the civil war.
This issue is indeed of great importance. One may
theorize at length about this; we hope that the pres-
ent book will help the future researchers of the
Russian history to find the answer.

The defeat of Razin and later Pugachyov is the
final defeat of the Horde. After this military success,
the Romanovs edited official documents and declared
the Horde “foreign”, “evil” and “an invader on the
Russian land”. In the minds of their descendants the
Horde was transformed into a hostile foreign inva-
sion force and moved to the far and mysterious Orient
to boot; this is how Mongolia (Megalion, or The
Great, or the Russian Empire) transformed into an
Eastern country. A propos, something similar hap-
pened to Siberia, which had moved there from the
banks of Volga.

When the Romanovs came to power, they tried to
erase as much of the old Russian history as they could.
The historians of the Romanovian epoch received ex-
plicit or implicit orders to refrain from digging too
deep. This was a mortal danger — they must have re-
membered the fate of Viskovatiy, qv below.

Our own impression of the works published by the
XVII-XIX century historians confirms this idea. They
circumnavigate all rough corners and instinctively
shun the very obvious parallels, questions and oddi-
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ties. This point of view makes the books of Solovyov,
Kluchevskiy and other historians of this epoch seem
to be the most evasive of all — for instance, their la-
borious attempts to read the name “Kulichkovo field”
as “Kuchkovo field” followed by lengthy hypothesis-
ing about the existence of mythical boyars by the
name of Kuchki that the field had allegedly got its
name from ([284]; see also CHroN4, Chapter 6).

It is a known fact that the genealogical chronicles
were burnt in the reign of Fyodor Alekseyevich, the
older brother of Peter the Great and his precursor —
this happened in Moscow in 1682, qv in [396] and
[193], page 26. Apparently, this was done to erase the
information concerning the origins of the boyar fam-
ilies. All genealogy was thus effectively erased. Now-
adays this is presumed to have been a “progressive”
act aimed against the order of precedence — in other
words, to keep the boyars from arguing about sen-
iority by erasing all documental proof of their origins
([193], page 26). Our point of view is as follows: the
Romanovs were destroying the real ancient genealogy
in order to make place for their new dynasty. The
“ranks from Ryurik” that have survived until the pres-
ent and cited in M. V. Lomonosov’s Complete Works
must have appeared later than that.

Let us point out a curious fact. During their en-
tire history the Romanovs took brides from the same
geographical region — Holstein-Gottorp near the city
of Liibeck. It is known that the inhabitants of this
part of Northern Germany are of Russian descent, qv
in Herberstein’s book ([161], page 58). We learn of the
following: “Liibeck and the Duchy of Holstein had
once bordered with the land of the Vandals with its
famous city of Vagria — the Baltic sea is presumed to
have been called after this very Vagria — “the Varangian
Sea”... the Vandals were mighty, and had the same
language, customs and religion as the Russians”
([161], page 60).

It is obvious that the ascension of the Romanovs
must have been declared to serve the country’s greater
good during their reign. Although the duchy of Hol-
stein had once been populated by Russians, they had
lost a great part of their Russian populace starting
with the XVII century. In general, the Romanovian
policy was purely Teutonic for the most part, and
their governing methods pro-Western. For instance,
the oprichnina period between 1563 and 1572, when



the Zakharyins and the Romanovs became the de
facto rulers, is the time that the first mentions of re-
ligious persecution date back to. The Muslims and the
Judeans who refused to convert to Christianity were
destroyed. We know of no such occurrences in any
earlier epoch of Russian history. Russia had adhered
to the old “Mongolian” and Turkish principle of re-
ligious tolerance.

The reign of the first Romanovs — Mikhail, Aleksei
and Fyodor Alekseyevich is characterized by mass
burnings of books, destruction of archives, ecclesias-
tical schism and campaigns against the Cossacks, or
the Horde. More or less well-documented Russian
history begins with the reign of Peter | Romanov. His
epoch was preceded by a time of strife, turmoil and
civil war, with the Cossacks (the Horde) being the
main enemy; they had settled in the Don area by that
time. This is also the epoch that the beginning of
agricultural activity in the Cossack regions dates to;
it had been forbidden for them before that. We must
also point out that the Romanovs had made lots of
efforts to prove to the Westerners that the point of
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view about Stepan Razin being of royal blood, rather
popular in the West, was “perfectly untrue”. Western
sources call him Rex, or King. However, it is known
that a certain “prince Aleksei” was part of Razin’s en-
tourage, qv in CHrRON4, Chapter 9:4. Apparently, the
epoch of Razin, the entire XVII and even the XVIII
century is the epoch when the Romanovs had fought
against the old dynasty, which was backed by the
Horde and its Cossacks.

After the fall of the Romanovs in 1917, the spell
of taciturnity ended. Indeed, many excellent works on
ancient Russian history began to appear, written by
Russian emigrants, exposing numerous oddities,
which had remained hidden for a long time. For in-
stance, the book by A. A. Gordeyev that we occa-
sionally quote had first been published in the West;
its Russian publication took place fairly recently. Of
course, nowadays it is considered mauvais ton to men-
tion the Romanovs in a critical context. However, sci-
entific research cannot be limited by political con-
siderations. The plaster is coming off, revealing parts
of the original ancient artwork.
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CHAPTER 1

Russian chronicles
and the Millerian-Romanovian
version of Russian history

1.
THE FIRST ATTEMPTS TO WRITE DOWN
THE HISTORY OF THE ANCIENT RUSSIA

A good overview of the attempts to put Russian
history down in writing is given by V. O. Klyuchevskiy
([396], pages 187-196). The facts that he relates aren’t
known to a very wide audience, yet they are very in-
teresting indeed. We shall cite them here according to
Klyuchevskiy’s account.

1.1. The XVI-XVII century and the edict of
Aleksey Mikhailovich

It is known that the origins of Russian history date
to the XVIII century, and that it was written by
Tatishchev, Miller and Schlezer. What did people
know about the Kiev Russia before them? Virtually
nothing, as it turns out. Nevertheless, it is known that
Russians were demonstrating an interest in their an-
cient history already in the XVI-XVII century.

According to V. O. Klyuchevskiy, “the initial idea
of studying our history collectively predates Schlezer
by a great many years... the XVI century is particu-
larly prominent in this respect, since it was the
chronographical heyday... a great many individual
chronicles were compiled into extensive and com-
prehensive works with detailed tables of contents and

genealogical tables of Russian and Lithuanian
rulers... We are beginning to see signs of historical
criticism in the chronographical narrative, there are
attempts of making it correspond to a methodical
plan and even of introducing certain well-known po-
litical ideas into it... A gigantic collection of chron-
icles is compiled, beginning with the legend of
Vladimir Monomakh crowned as the Byzantine em-
peror” ([396], page 188).

Apparently, the version of Russian history that
began with Vladimir Monomakh was created around
this time. We shall consider the process of its creation
in the chapters to follow; for the meantime, let us
just note that the early Kiev Russia, or Russian his-
tory before Vladimir Monomakh, appears to have
been excluded from this version.

This was followed by a spell of inactivity ending
around the middle of the XVII century, when “on
3 November 1657 King Aleksey Mikhailovich gave
orders to create a special bureau known as the Chron-
icle Office and appoint a clerk named Koudryavtsev
to “write down the royal orders and ranks, starting
with the Great King Fyodor Ivanovich” — in other
words, the clerk was to continue the Book of Ranks
(Stepennaya Kniga), which ended at the reign of Ivan
the Terrible. The head of the new bureau was sup-

posed to be assisted by two scriveners and six minor
officials...
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This “historiographical commission”, for want of
a better word, had faced a great many problems with
establishing itself; when it finally happened, the his-
toriographers moved into a cramped and squalid
wooden hut, which they had to share with convicts
and their guards. One finds this to be at odds with the
royal edict. There were no minor officials appointed
at all; the Ambassadorial Bureau also firmly refused
to provide the commission with any paper. The search
for sources had been a truly arduous task... [Koud-
ryavtsev] would address one bureau after another, al-
ways getting the answer that there were no books
available except for the regular clerical documenta-
tion, despite the fact that some very useful documents
and manuscripts were found there later on...

Around the end of 1658 the Czar himself had
turned his historiographer’s attention to an important
archive of historical documents — the Patriarchal
Library. Koudryavtsev got hold of the library cata-
logue and pointed out the manuscripts that he needed.
However... the royal order remained unfulfilled once
again... the Patriarchal bureau responded that there
were “no records available” with the information on
the patriarchs, metropolitans and bishops from the
reign of Fyodor Ivanovich and on. None of the other
offices and bureaus bothered with giving Koudryavtsev
any response at all, despite his numerous reports...

When Koudryavtsev was being relieved of his of-
fice in the beginning of 1659, there were no fruits of
his historiographical labours of 16 months to be
found anywhere. His successor marked that “the
Chronicle bureau didn’t even begin to fulfil the royal
order”. Even the old Book of Ranks, which the bureau
had been supposed to continue, was missing, and
none of the officials had any idea of how it ended or
what could be written in the new chapters. However,
the second clerk didn’t manage to get any work done,
either” ([396], pages 189-190).

All of the above leads us to the following obvious
conclusions:

1) The first records of royal orders to “begin the
writing of historical chronicles” date to the middle of
the XVII century — the reign of Aleksey Mikhailovich
Romanov.

2) The persons responsible for the fulfilment of
this order didn’t manage to find any records cover-
ing so much as the last century of Russian history.
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3) The disappearance of the famous Book of Ranks
is very odd indeed.

4) The working conditions created for this first
historiographical commission mysteriously failed to
correspond with the status of the latter. The royal
edict was de facto sabotaged!

It appears that V. O. Klyuchevskiy was right in his
observation that “neither the minds of the Muscovites,
nor the documents they’d had at their disposal in that
epoch... were ready for a task such as this one” ([396],
page 190). The implication is that the documents ap-
peared later. Were manufactured later, perhaps? In that
case, it is hardly surprising that that Koudryavtsev
never found anything. The edict of Aleksey Mikhailo-
vich must have served as the incentive for the creation
of documents — therefore, they “surfaced” at the end
of the XVII century. Klyuchevskiy tells us directly that
“some very useful documents and manuscripts were
found there later on” ([396], pages 189-190).

Of course, Klyuchevskiy appears to refer to the
sources dating to the late XVI — early XVII century
exclusively, or the documents of the epoch that pre-
ceded the reign of Aleksey Mikhailovich immediately.
The conclusion he makes is that these documents ap-
peared already after Aleksey Mikhailovich. In this
case, it makes sense to assume that if the commission
failed to have found any documents of the XVI-XVII
century, the situation with earlier epochs was even
worse. One may well wonder about whether the “large
compilation of chronicles” with renditions of histor-
ical events starting with the reign of Vladimir
Monomakh had really existed in Koudryavtsev’s
epoch, likewise the “Book of the Czars” describing
the epoch of Ivan the Terrible. Could they have been
written, or at least heavily edited, already after
Koudryavtsev’s time?

Apparently, we are fortunate enough to have stum-
bled upon the very time when most “ancient” Russian
chronicles were created. Even the famous “Povest
Vremennyh Let” (“Chronicle of Years Passed”) is most
likely to have been created a while later, qv below.
Nowadays it is extremely difficult to say what real
historical evidence all these “ancient” chronicles-to-
be were based upon. Such evidence must have ex-
isted in the epoch we are concerned with presently,
yet most of them must have perished before our day.
Nowadays the only means of studying the pre-
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Romanovian history is the distorting prism of the
chronicles that were written or edited already after the
epoch of Koudryavtsev.

We must jump ahead and tell the reader that a
number of ancient documents dating from the XV-
XVI century have nevertheless reached our epoch —
edicts, contracts, printed books, ecclesiastical sources
etc. However, their detailed study reveals an altogether
different picture of Russian history that the one taught
in schools nowadays. The latter owes its existence to
the edict of Aleksey Mikhailovich and the works of the
XVIII century historians — Tatishchev, Bayer, Miller
and Schlezer. We shall discuss this in more detail below.

1.2. The XVIil century: Miller

After telling us about the clerk Koudryavtsev,
Klyuchevskiy skips Tatishchev and proceeds to tell us
about Miller, whose historical research commenced
in the epoch of Yelizaveta Petrovna. Let us enquire
about the reason why Klyuchevskiy fails to mention
Tatishchev. After all, the latter had lived in the epoch
of Peter the Great — earlier than Yelizaveta Petrovna,
that is. It is common knowledge that Tatishchev was
the first Russian historian. Why would Klyuchevskiy
decide to omit him? It appears that he was perfectly
right in doing so.

The matter is that Tatishchev’s book entitled
Russian History from the Earliest Days to Czar Mik-
hail was first published after the death of Tatishchev
— by none other than Miller! Therefore, the first ver-
sion of Russian history was made public by Miller, a
German, qv below.

Let us quote another passage from Klyuchevskiy:

“Let us travel to the epoch of Empress Yelizaveta
and the first years of her reign. It was in those days
that Gerhard Friedrich Miller, a foreign scientist, was
involved in laborious research of Russian history,
working at the Academy of Sciences. He spent almost
ten years travelling all over Siberia and studying local
archives. He had covered more than thirty thousand
verst, and brought a tremendous bulk of copied doc-
uments to St. Petersburg in 1743” ([396], page 191).
Miller is known as one of the founders of the Russian
historical school, together with Bayer and Schlezer.

Let us sum up:

1) Miller was the first to have published the com-
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plete version of Russian history in the very form that
is known to us today.

2) It is very odd that Miller should bring histori-
cal documents “from Siberia” — not even the docu-
ments themselves, but rather handwritten copies that
he had made himself. Does that mean he could find
no old chronicles anywhere in Moscow or St.
Petersburg — or, indeed, central Russia in general. Isn’t
this a replay of the scenario with the edict of Aleksey
Mikhailovich, when his own clerk could find no his-
torical sources anywhere in the capital?

3) Starting with Miller and onwards, the consen-
sual version of Russian history has remained virtu-
ally immutable. Therefore, later renditions done by
Karamzin, Solovyov, Klyuchevskiy and others are of
little interest to us in this respect. In reality, they were
all processing Miller’s materials.

1.3. Brief corollaries

The consensual version of ancient Russian history
was created in the middle of the XVIII century and
based on sources that were either written or edited in
the late XVII — early XVIII century. Apparently, the
time between the end of the XVII century and the
middle of the XVIII is the very epoch when the mod-
ern version of Russian history was created. In other
words, Russian history in its present form came to ex-
istence in the epoch of Peter the Great, Anna
Ioannovna and Yelizaveta Petrovna. After the publi-
cation of Karamzin’s History, this version became
widely known (only a select few had been familiar
with it before). It eventually became introduced into
the school course of history.

Our analysis demonstrates this version of Russian
history to be erroneous. See more about this in the
following chapters.

2.
CONSENSUAL VERSION OF RUSSIAN
HISTORY AND ITS GENESIS
The reasons why all the founders of the
Russian historical school were foreign

Above we have followed Klyuchevskiy’s account
of the first steps in the creation of Russian history. Let
us remind the reader of the following facts:
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1) The XVI century was the heyday of historiog-
raphy. The chronicles of the epoch apparently began
with the legend of Vladimir Monomakh being
crowned as the Byzantine emperor.

2) Bear in mind that on 3 November 1657 Czar
Aleksey Mikhailovich gave orders for clerk Koud-
ryavtsev to continue the Book of Ranks, which ended
abruptly at the reign of Ivan the Terrible. Koudryavtsev
couldn’t fulfil the royal order, since he couldn’t find any
suitable sources in either the royal or the Patriarchal li-
brary. He hadn’t even managed to find the very Book
of Ranks that he was supposed to continue.

In this case, how can it be true that in 1672 “the Am-
bassadorial bureau had prepared the “Great Stately
Book, or the Roots of the Russian Rulers” (also known
as the Titular Book, qv in [473], page 8)? This book had
contained portraits of Great Princes and Czars, start-
ing with Ryurik and ending with Aleksey Mikhailovich,
all placed in chronological sequence. Let us consider
the above more attentively. No century-old documents
could be found anywhere, yet the book contained a
portrait of Ryurik, presumably 800 years old.

This is the same time when a great many private
genealogical books were verified and processed ([473],
page 8). They were compiled into a single official
source —“The Royal Book of Genealogy”. The official
Romanovian version of Russian history appears to
have been created around the same time; it is for a
good reason that its first printed version, the so-called
“Synopsis”, came out in 1674.

Next came the publication of the “Velvet Book”,
which contained the genealogical trees of the Russian
boyars and aristocracy ([473], page 8). This coincides
with the period when books were widely confiscated
for “correction”, as a result of Patriarch Nikon’s re-
forms.

The confiscation of books continued under Peter
the Great. One must pay attention to the following im-
portant fact: on 16 February 1722, “Peter the Great ad-
dressed all churches and monasteries with the follow-
ing decree. They were to “send all chronicles and chron-
ographical materials that had been in their possession
to the Muscovite Sinod, on parchment and paper
alike”; it was forbidden to keep anything back. It was
also promised that said materials would be returned
after copying. Simultaneously, the Sinod received or-
ders to send representatives to all parts, who would
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Fig. 1.1. V. T. Tatishchev. Engraving by A. Osipov,
the XVIII century. Taken from [331], Volume 1, page 359.
See also page 64.

study and collect these chronicles” ([979], page 58).
This must have been another purge of Russian li-
braries undertaken by the Romanovs, its goal being the
destruction of all Russian historical sources. One may
well wonder whether Peter had really kept his prom-
ise to “return the handwritten originals” to faraway
monasteries and contended himself with the copies?
We find this to be most doubtful indeed.

It is common knowledge that the consensual “sci-
entific” version of Russian history can be traced back
to Tatishchev, Schlezer, Miller and Bayer, who had all
lived in the second half of the XVIII century. We shall
give a brief rendition of their biographies.

Tatishchev, Vassily Nikitich — 1686-1750, Russian
historian and state official. In 1720-1722 and 1734-
1737 he had managed the state-owned factories in
the Ural region; this was followed by the period of his
Astrakhan governorship, 1741-1745 ([797], page
1303). However, it turns out that the exact nature of
his writings, or indeed the very fact of his authorship,
are an issue of the utmost obscurity, qv below as well
as in [832] and [979]. Tatishchev’s portrait can be
seen in fig. 1.1.

Bayer, Gottlieb Siegfried — 1694-1738, German
historian and philologist, member of the St. Peters-
burg Academy in 1725-1738, the “author of the
pseudo-scientific Norman theory” ([797], page 100).
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His 12-year sojourn in Russia notwithstanding, he
had never learnt the Russian language ([979], page 4).
V. O. Klyuchevskiy wrote the following about Bayer
and Miller: “The learned foreign academicians were
forced to tackle the [Varangian — Auth.] issue... their
familiarity with the Russian language and... its his-
torical sources had been poor or nonexistent...
Bayer... was ignorant of the fact that... the Synopsis
had never actually been a chronicle” ([396], page 120).

Let us explain that the Synopsis is the first pub-
lished version of the Romanovian history of Russia.
It has got nothing in common with a chronicle, and
was compiled to serve as a textbook of Russian his-
tory. The fact that Bayer couldn’t tell it apart from a
chronicle tells us volumes about his familiarity with
Russian historical sources.

Miller, Gerhard Friedrich — 1705-1783. German
historian. He came to Russia in 1725. Miller had “col-
lected a great number of copied documents [one won-
ders about the fate of the originals — Auth.] on Russian
history (the so-called Miller’s portfolios)” - see [797],
page 803.

Schlezer, Augustus Ludwig — 1735-1800. German
historian and philologist. Remained in Russian serv-
ice between 1761 and 1767. He became a honorary
foreign member of the St. Petersburg Academy of Sci-
ences in 1769, having returned to Germany in 1768
([797], page 1511). He was the first researcher of the
original of the oldest Russian chronicle — the Radzi-
vilovskaya Letopis, or the famous Povest Vremennyh
Let ([715], Volume 2, page 7; see below).

It has to be said that it makes sense to exclude
Tatishchev from the list of the first Russian histori-
ans due to the fact that his History, presumably writ-
ten before Miller, had vanished. Tatishchev’s Drafts
published by Miller remain the only written materi-
als under Tatishchev’s name that we have at our dis-
posal. See below and in [832].

Despite all this, already in the XX century, after the
revolution of 1917, historians had found a number of
manuscripts in private archives, which they suggested
to be versions of the “real” Tatishchev’s History. How-
ever, historians themselves concede that all these copies
are done in different handwriting. Tatishchev is sup-
posed to have “edited” them, and possibly written sev-
eral minor passages ([832], Volume 1, pages 59-70).

The creation of Tatishchev’s History and the rea-
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sons why he failed to have published it are docu-
mented in Schlezer’s memoirs ([979]; see also [832]).
We are informed of the following: “V. N. Tatishchev...
had received a copy of Nestor from Peter’s own
archive in 1719 [a copy of the Radzivilovskaya chron-
icle manufactured for Peter the Great in Kénigsberg
— Auth.], which he immediately copied for himself...
in 1720... Tatishchev was sent to Siberia... where he
found an old copy of Nestor in the possession of some
old-believer. He was completely flabbergasted by the
discovery that this copy was drastically different from
the previous one. Like yours truly, he was of the opin-
ion that there had only been one Nestor and a single
chronicle” ([979], pages 52-53).

This opinion eventually “manifested as truth”, since
nowadays all we have in our possession is but a single
text describing the history of the ancient Russia — the
Povest Vremennyh Let. Other sources, including the
old originals, were apparently destroyed or concealed.

Let us proceed with quoting:

“Tatishchev eventually managed to collect ten
copies. He used them, as well as other versions he learnt
of, to compile the eleventh... in 1739 he brought it
from Astrakhan to St. Petersburg... He demonstrated
the manuscript to a number of persons; however, in-
stead of encouragement and support, he would en-
counter bizarre objections and receive advice to keep
well away from this endeavour” ([979], pages 52-53).

Shortly after that, Tatishchev fell under suspicion
of being a freethinker and a heretic. We are told that
“he was careless enough to have voiced a number of
daring considerations, which could lead to an even
more dangerous suspicion of political heresy. This is
doubtlessly the reason why the fruit of his two decades
of labour wasn’t published in 1740 ([979], page 54).
Tatishchev tried to get his work published in England
afterwards, but to no avail ([979], page 54).

Thus, the work of Tatishchev was lost and subse-
quently published by Miller in accordance with un-
identified manuscripts. It is presumed that Miller pub-
lished this very lost oeuvre written by Tatishchev using
the “drafts” of the latter ([832], Volume 1, page 54).

“Miller writes about... the ‘poor copy’ that was at
his disposal... and pledges having been unable to cor-
rect the numerous ‘slips of the pen’ that the chronicle
presumably contained... In his foreword to the first
volume Miller also mentions his editorship of Tatish-
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chev’s text... All the subsequent criticisms of Miller
were nothing but reiterations of what he was saying
in these forewords, since none his critics ever came
across the manuscripts | Tatishchev’s] used by Miller,
nor indeed any other manuscripts of Tatishchev’s
History; even the first ones [allegedly used by Miller
— Auth.] disappeared and remain undiscovered until
this day” ([832], Volume 1, page 56).

Further in [832] we find the opinion of G. P. Bout-
kov, “the famous academician and the author of The
Defence of Russian Chronicles” on this subject. Ac-
cording to Boutkov, Tatishchev’s history “was by no
means published in accordance with the original, but
rather a copy of very poor quality... ” Also, “when
this copy was published, all of the author’s opinions
that seemed too libertarian [to Miller] were omitted
from publication, and there are many other lacunae.”
Boutkov came to the conclusion that it was “impos-
sible to tell where exactly Tatishchev had stopped
chronologically, which parts of the texts he did or did
not write, and whose fault it was that there are many
‘inconsistencies and discrepancies’ between the actual
text and the commentary” ([832], Volume 1, page 56).
In other words, Tatishchev’s comments to Miller’s
publication contradict the text.

Moreover, Miller’s publication of Tatishchev’s work
doesn’t contain the first part of his oeuvre for some
reason, one that describes Russian history before
Ryurik. “Tatishchev’s text of the first part of The Rus-
sian History was omitted from the manuscript dating
to 1746, where it was replaced. .. by a brief account of
this part’s contents” ([832], Volume 1, page 59).

One cannot help pointing out that Tatishchev
found Povest Vremennyh Let to be anything but trust-
worthy — its first part, at the very least. The manu-
scripts ascribed to him (the ones found in the private
archives in the XX century) tell us explicitly that “the
monk Nestor didn’t know much of the old Russian
Princes” ([832], Volume 1, page 108). The informa-
tion he did find reliable came from the manuscripts
and folk tales declared preposterous by modern his-
torians. Apparently, Tatishchev managed to under-
stand a great deal more of Russian history than he was
“supposed to”. His book was apparently destroyed,
and the author declared a heretic; nevertheless, his
name was cynically used post mortem.

The modern commentator writes the following in
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his attempt to find an “excuse” for Tatishchev: “Can
we really blame a historian who lived in the first part
of the XVIII century for having believed the Ioakimov-
skaya Chronicle, when even in our days there are au-
thors who rake through the fable-like tales of Artynov
from Rostov searching for reflections of real events
dating almost from the times of Kiev Russia?” ([832],
Volume 1, page 51).

Finally, let us point out a vivid detail that makes our
suspicions even more valid and demonstrates just how
quickly the situation with Russian historical materials
could change in the XVIII century. It turns out that
“Tatishchev had used the very materials that didn’t
survive until our day” ([832], Volume 1, page 53). This
makes him strangely different from Karamzin.
Apparently, “almost the entire work of Karamzin is
based on sources that we still have in our archives, with
the sole exception of the Troitskaya Letopis, which was
written on parchment” ([832], Volume 1, page 53).

How did Tatishchev manage to choose the very
sources for his work that would “mysteriously” per-
ish shortly afterwards?

Here is a possible explanation. Apparently, Tatish-
chev had used the sources of the XIV-XVI century,
which pertained to the history of Siberia and the
Volga region, as well as “the archives from Kazan and
Astrakhan which haven’t reached our time” ([832],
Volume 1, page 53).

We are of the opinion that these archives were sim-
ply destroyed in the XVIII century, already after
Tatishchev. As we understand today, the XIV-XVI cen-
tury sources from the Volga region and Siberia must
have related the true history of Russia-Horde. Even
after the first purges of the archives by the Romanovs,
some information must have remained there.

The archives contradicted Scaligerian and Roman-
ovian history, and were therefore eradicated com-
pletely.

Let us now turn to the figure of the Professor of
History and the official historiographer of the St. Pe-
tersburg Academy of Sciences — G. E. Miller, who had
received an order to write the history of Russia. He
also didn’t manage to find any historical sources in
the capitals and thus had to undertake a journey
through provincial Russia in 1733-1743. His itiner-
ary lay through Siberia, which means that the chron-
icles that Russian history is based on nowadays were
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presumably “brought” from those parts. Nevertheless,
it is commonly known that they possess distinctive
stylistic characteristics of the Russian South-West.

After his return from Siberia, Miller was given the
position of a historiographer. However, when he en-
tered the service, he had to swear non-disclosure of
what we would call classified information nowadays.
This is what Schlezer tells us: “Miller was talking about
secrets of the State, ones that must be made known
to someone involved in the creation of Russian his-
toriography; however, such a person would have to
enter State service for life... Back then I wasn’t aware
of the fact that Miller made this mistake himself...
denying himself... the opportunity of a discharge”
([979], page 76).

A. L. Schlezer was hired by Miller as a private tutor
for his children and also invited to take part in Miller’s
historical and geographical research. This is what
Schlezer writes about the archive of Russian chroni-
cles that was at Miller’s disposal in his memoirs: “The
Kiev chronicle of Father Feodosiy and the anony-
mous chronicle of the XIII century... would be of
the greatest utility if they were published... since...
[they] describe the history of the most important
rulers and princes, and also inform us of great land
acquisitions from the ancient times” ([979], page 46).

Schlezer refused to give the oath of non-disclosure,
and therefore didn’t receive access to Miller’s archives.
The chronicles edited by Schlezer were found by the
latter in the archives of the Academy of Sciences.

All of this means that the conception of Russian
history that we’re accustomed to nowadays is of a
very late origin. Apart from that, it turns out that the
modern version of Russian history was created by
foreigners exclusively. Modern historians demagogi-
cally use the name of Tatishchev, the first Russian his-
torian, to “defend themselves”, as it were — after all,
the first one was Russian, wasn’t he? The fact that
Tatishchev’s work was in fact lost and then recon-
structed by Miller from unidentified manuscripts is
mentioned very seldom.

The atmosphere of the Romanovian-Millerian
school of history was captured well by S. M. Stroyev,
who wrote that “these volumes betray signs of nu-
merous efforts, all of them pursuing the same goal: to
prove, validate, confirm and propagate the same pos-
tulations and the same hypotheses — only collective
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and prolonged works of all the scientists that worked
in this field could make those hypotheses look like
the kind of truth that would cater to the ambitions of
researchers and readers alike. .. one’s objections aren’t
met by counter-argumentation, but rather get buried
under a pile of names under the assumption that they
will secure taciturnity out of respect for the author-
ity of said names” ([774], page 3-4).

Our analysis of Russian history, which discovered
the gravest errors in the version of Bayer/ Miller/
Schlezer, leads us to an altogether different opinion
of their entire “scientific work”. The latter may be
partially explained by the fact that Russia had been
under a dominant foreign influence in that epoch,
which was instigated by the Romanovs, which means
that the distortion of the true Russian history in the
version of Schlezer/ Miller/ Bayer can be easily ex-
plained as one of the most important ideological ob-
jectives of the Romanovs themselves as a dynasty. The
German professors simply carried out the order, and
quite conscientiously at that. Had the orders been
different, they would have written something else.

One is perfectly right to enquire about Russian his-
torians and there whereabouts in that epoch. Why was
the Russian history written by foreigners? Are there
any other European countries where the history of
the State would be written by foreigners exclusively?

The most commonly suggested answer is known
quite well — Russian science is presumed to have been
in a rudimentary state back in that epoch, therefore
one had to rely on the enlightened Germans. We are
of a different opinion. It is most likely that after the
Tatishchev debacle, the Romanovs decided that for-
eigners would handle secrets of the State that con-
cerned Russian history better, being more obedient,
unfamiliar with the language and unattached to
Russian history emotionally.

M. V. Lomonosov was one of Miller’s principal
opponents. He had claimed that the Slavs had a his-
tory, which was just as long as that of any other na-
tion, and backed his claim with a number of sources.
He wrote the following in his Brief Chronicle, basing
it on the works of the “ancient” authors: “In the be-
ginning of the sixth century from Christ the name of
the Slavs had spread far and wide; not only did
Thracia, Macedonia, Istria and Dalmatia fear the
might of their nation — they had played an important
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part in the very decline of the Roman Empire” ([493],
page 53).

In the early XIX century, a new “sceptical” school
of Russian historians emerged. It was led by Professor
M. T. Kachenovskiy. The essence of the contentious
issues was encapsulated well in the preface to P.
Boutkov’s book that was eloquently enough entitled
The Defence of Nestor’s Chronicle from the Slander of
the Sceptics ([109]).

According to the sceptics, the ancient Russian
chronicles were “an eclectic mixture of real facts and
myths based on distant repercussions of historical
events found in folk tales, as well as forgery, unau-
thorised apocrypha, and the application of foreign
events to Russia. In other words, the sceptics want us
to think of Ryurik, Askold, Dir and Oleg as of myths,
and also to limit what we know of Igor, Olga,
Svyatoslav, Vladimir and Yaroslav to what foreigners
tell us of these rulers, simultaneously refusing to date
the epoch of our Northern Slavic migration and the
foundation of Novgorod to an earlier period than the

Jumping ahead, we may as well mention that the
reconstruction of Russian history that we suggest pro-
vides a perfect explanation of the fact that the Russian
sceptics who had criticized the Millerian-Romanovian
version of history were insisting on the Slavs being an
ancient nation, quoting “ancient” sources as proof, on
the one hand, and vehemently resisted the arbitrary
extra age ascribed to Russian history on the other.
This contradiction stems from great chronological
shifts inherent in the entire edifice of Scaligerian his-
tory; it disappears completely as soon as we move the
“ancient” history into the Middle Ages, as per our re-
construction.

Let us conclude the present paragraph with an-
other quotation, which demonstrates that the delib-
erate destruction of the Old Russian sources contin-
ued well into the XVIII and even the XIX century. It
refers to the manuscript archive of the Spaso-
Yaroslavskiy Monastery. “Among the manuscripts that
were kept in the library of the monastery there were...
three chronicles of a secular nature — namely, histor-
ical works: two Paleias and the famous Spaso-Yaro-
slavskiy Khronograph. All of them... disappeared
from the Spasskaya Library around the middle of the
XVIII and in the XIX century” ([400], page 76).
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3.
THE RADZIVILOVSKAYA CHRONICLE FROM
KONIGSBERG AS THE PRIMARY SOURCE
OF THE POVEST VREMENNYH LET

3.1. The origins of the chronicle’s most
important copies

The modern version of the ancient Russian history
was initially based on a single chronicle — the Radzi-
vilovskaya Letopis. This is what historians themselves
are telling us in a very straightforward manner, calling
this copy the oldest Russian chronicle ([716], page 3).

Let us turn to the fundamental multi-volume edi-
tion entitled The Complete Collection of Russian
Chronicles published by the USSR Academy of Sci-
ences. In the foreword to its 38th volume the histo-
rian Y. S. Lourie informs us of the fact that “the Rad-
zivilovskaya Letopis is the oldest chronicle to have
reached our time” ([716], page 3).

We must instantly note that this chronicle looks
like a standard handwritten book, with pages made
of paper and a XVIII century binding, qv in [716] and
[715], as well as fig. 1.2. This isn’t an archaic scroll of
parchment like the ones that artists frequently por-
tray the Russian chroniclers with. We know the fol-
lowing about the Radzivilovskaya chronicle (accord-
ing to [716], pages 3-4):

1) The copy of the chronicle that we have at our
disposal nowadays is presumed the oldest to have
reached our age, qv in [716], page 3. It dates from the
alleged XV century. It is presumed that the chronicle
describes historical events that took place in Russia
from the earliest days and up until the alleged year
1206, which is where it ends abruptly.

2) It is the very Radzivilovskaya chronicle that the
entire modern concept of the history of Kiev Russia
is based upon. This concept was born in the XVIII
century.

3) The Radzivilovskaya chronicle becomes known
and introduced into scientific circulation in the early
XVIII century. We find the following passage in [716],
page 4: “In 1713 Peter ordered a copy of the Radzi-
vilovskaya chronicle as he was passing through
Konigsberg, complete with miniatures. This was the
copy used by V. N. Tatishchev when he started his re-
search of Russian chronicles, likewise M. V. Lomono-
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Fig. 1.2. The Radzivilovskaya Chronicle: a general view.
We see a typical book of the XVII — early XVIII century.
Taken from [715].

sov. The actual original was brought to St. Petersburg
after the Russian army had taken Kénigsberg after
seven years of warfare, and given to the library of the
Academy of Sciences in 1761 ([716], page 4).

4) Just one of the chronicle’s copies is dated to the
XV century — this is the actual Radzivilovskaya Leto-
pis as it is known to us today.

5) There are other copies of the same chronicle in
existence — however, they all date from the XVIII cen-
tury, thus being substantially more recent in their ori-
gins. Historians presume them to be copies of the
XV-century Radzivilovskaya Letopis.

We must note right away that the intermediate
copies of the Radzivilovskaya chronicle didn’t reach
us for some reason — where are the copies made in
the XVI-XVII century?

3.2. The numeration of the chronicle’s pages
and the “bull's head” watermark

Let us study the copy of the Radzivilovskaya chro-
nicle that dates from the alleged XV century. For this
purpose we shall turn to the description of the man-
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uscript that is given in the Complete Collection of
Russian Chronicles ([716]). It turns out that this copy
has distinctive marks that betray a more recent ori-
gin — namely, the XVIII century. Therefore, the “old-
est copy” of the Povest Vremennyh Let that we have
at our disposal was made around the same time as its
so-called “copies” — or, in other words, the copies that
were made around the same epoch, the XVIII century.

Take a close look at how the pages of the chroni-
cle are numbered. We see two kinds of numeration at
once — Arabic and Church Slavonic. The latter is pre-
sumed to have been the original predating the Arabic
numeration by a long period of time. It is written that
“one finds the old Cyrillic numeration in the bottom
right corner of every page” ([716], page 3).

Furthermore, it is presumed that the Church Slav-
onic numeration was present in the chronicle from
the very manufacture — nothing extraordinary about
it, since a published chronicle should contain page nu-
meration.

However, we immediately encounter the follow-
ing amazing comment of the modern commenta-
tor: “The Church Slavonic numeration was made
after the loss of two pages from the chronicle...
Furthermore, some of the pages at the end of the
book were put in the wrong order before the nu-
meration ([716], page 3; also [715]). The same is
true for the Arabic numeration ([715]). Therefore,
both numerations were introduced after the book
had already been bound — otherwise the misplaced
pages would be restored to their correct places be-
fore the binding. Seeing as how the chronicle still
exists in this form, it must have only been bound
once — when it was created.

Furthermore, we learn that “the three first pages
of the chronicle are marked with the Roman letters
a, b and ¢” ([716], page 3), and also that these pages
are dated to the XVIII century by the watermarks
that they contain (ibid). Could this mean that the en-
tire manuscript was written and bound in the XVIII
century? It is possible that the manuscript was created
just before it was shown to Peter, and specifically for
this purpose — see more on this below. In fig. 1.3 one
can see page a. It is the first page in the chronicle. By
the way, it begins from a foreword in German.

Other pages of the chronicle are dated to the XV
century by watermarks; historians justify this with
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the hypothesis that the “bull’s head” watermark dates
from the XV century. However, the “watermark dat-
ing”, much like the palaeographical dating, quite ob-
viously cannot be considered an independent dating
method, since it is completely dependent on the
chronology of the sources used for reference and iden-
tification of old handwriting styles and watermarks.
Any change in the source chronology will immedi-
ately affect the entire system of palacographical and
watermark-based dating.

In other words, in order to date written sources by
handwriting style and/or watermarks, one needs ref-
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Fig. 1.3. The first page of the Radzivilovskaya Chronicle — al-
legedly the “oldest chronicle in Russia”. It is most likely to
have been written in Kénigsberg around the XVII-XVIII cen-
tury. In the first pages of the chronicle we see a foreword,
which is in German, surprisingly enough. Taken from [715].
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erence materials, which are presumed to contain the
correct datings. Newly found texts are dated by the
watermarks they contain, which ties them to the ref-
erence materials used for past datings. If these prove
incorrect, other datings are also likely to be erroneous.

Moreover, it is possible that stocks of XVI-XVII
century paper were used in the XVIII century in order
to create manuscripts that would “look old”. Also, the
“bull’s head” watermark found on the sheets of the
chronicle and the variations thereof could be used
by the factory that made paper in the XVI, the XVII
and the XVIII century — especially seeing how histo-
rians themselves date the first three pages to the XVIII
century using the same general principle — the wa-
termark method.

N. A. Morozov had apparently been correct in his
opinion that the copy of the Radzivilovskaya Letopis
brought by Peter the Great served as the base for all
the other copies of the Povest Vremennyh Let. He
wrote that “after the seven-year war had broken out,
our Academy of Sciences purchased the Kénigsberg
original in 1760 and published it six years later in St.
Petersburg — in 1767... this is the true origin of the
Russian chronicles, and should someone care to tell
me that Nikon’s manuscript had existed before Peter,
I shall require proof of this declaration” ([547]).

4.

FORGED FRAGMENTS OF THE
“RADZIVILOVSKAYA LETOPIS” — THE COPY
THAT SERVED AS BASIS FOR THE “POVEST

VREMENNYH LET”

4.1. Publications of the Radzivilovskaya Letopis

Historians write that “The Radzivilovskaya Letopis
is one of the most important chronographical sources
of the pre-Mongolian epoch... this chronicle is the
oldest to have survived until our day; its text ends with
the beginning of the XIII century” ([716], page 3).

We proceed to learn of the following important
circumstance: “The Radzivilovskaya Letopis hadn’t
come out as an academic publication” until 1989
([716], page 3). There were only two prior editions;
just one of them followed the original. The first “edi-
tion of 1767, prepared in accordance with a copy [not
the Radzivilovskaya Letopis itself, but rather a copy
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thereof — Auth.]... contained a great many omissions,
arbitrary addendums, textual modifications etc... in
1902, the primary copy of the chronicle... was pub-
lished... with the use of the photomechanical method
[but sans transcription]” ([716], page 3).

It was as late as 1989 that the 38th Volume of the
Complete Collection of Russian Chronicles was pub-
lished, which contained the Radzivilovskaya Letopis.

4.2. History of the copy known as
the Radzivilovskaya Letopis

According to the historical overview of the infor-
mation we have about the copy known as the Radzivi-
lovskaya Chronicle that one can find published in
[715], Volume 2, pages 5-6, the study of this copy
began as late as 1711, when “Peter had paid a brief
visit to the royal library of Konigsberg and ordered
to make a copy of the Radzivilovskaya chronicle for
his private library. He received the copy in 17117
([715], Volume 2, page 6).

However, historians tell us that the origins of the
copy can presumably be traced to the mid-XVII cen-
tury; however, every mention of the chronicle that
predates the alleged year 1711 is based on consider-
ations of an indirect nature, which is made obvious
by the description given in [715]. All of them might
well reflect nothing but the wish of the modern re-
searchers to trace the history of the famous manu-
script as far back as possible — however, they confess
to their inability to go beyond the middle of the XVII
century ([715], Volume 2, page 5).

After that, in 1758, during the Seven-Year War
with Prussia (1756-1763), K6nigsberg was taken by
the Russians once again. The Radzivilovskaya Letopis
was brought to Russia and given to the library of the
Academy of Sciences, where it remains until the pres-
ent day ([715], Volume 2, page 3).

“When the original became property of the
Academy’s library in 1761... its study was conducted
by A. L. Schlezer, Professor of History who had just
arrived from Germany” ([715], Volume 2, pages 6-7).
He had prepared it for publication, which took place
in Gottingen in 1802-1809, translated into German
and with his annotations ([715], Volume 2, page 7).

The Russian edition was presumably in prepara-
tion, but never got published. It had “remained un-

RUSSIAN CHRONICLES AND THE MILLERIAN-ROMANOVIAN VERSION OF RUSSIAN HISTORY | 29

finished and was destroyed in the fire of 1812” ([715],
Volume 2, page 7). This seems rather odd — the de-
struction is most likely to have simply been ascribed
to “the evil French invaders™

Next we learn that, for some bizarre reason, “the
original of the Radzivilovskaya Chronicle came into
the private possession of N. M. Mouravyov, the Secret
Counsellor... in 1814, after the death of Mouravyov,
the chronicle was taken by A. N. Olenin, the famous
archaeographer and the director of the Imperial
Public Library, who would refuse to return it to the
Academy of Sciences despite the demands of the lat-
ter” ([715], Volume 2, page 7).

It would be interesting to know just why Olenin
refused to return the manuscript. This story is rather
abstruse; the manuscript had already been prepared
for publication “owing to the labours of A. I. Yer-
molayev, a keeper of the Public Library” ([715],
Volume 2, page 7). Instead of publishing, Olenin
asked the Academy of Sciences for three thousand
roubles, presumably to make the edition a more ex-
pensive one. His request was complied with — he did
receive the money. Nevertheless, he kept holding the
manuscript back. This publication never took place.

We learn nothing of how the manuscript was re-
turned to the library of the Academy of Sciences from
[715]. Nevertheless, this is a very important moment
— after all, the chronicle in question is the oldest
known Russian chronicle, and one that never got pub-
lished at that.

Apart from that, we are confronted with a very
important issue — namely, the fate of the chronicle
during the time when it was kept in private collec-
tions. We shall provide our hypothetical reconstruc-
tion thereof below.

4.3. A description of the chronicle

Let us now turn to the academic description of
the Radzivilovskaya Chronicle. We learn the follow-
ing: “The manuscript consists of 32 sections, 28 of
which contain 8 pages, with two more 6-page section
(pages 1-6 and 242-247), one 10-page section (pages
232-241) and one 4-page section (pages 248-251)”
([716], page 4).

This academic description of the chronicle makes
the initial impression of being precise and is sup-
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posed to give us an idea of which sections constitute
the manuscript. It should tell us about the pages that
comprise a section, each one of them being a spread,
or a single sheet of paper. Several such spreads form
a section, and several sections add up to a book. As a
rule, there are an equal number of sheets in every
section — in the present case, the standard number is
four spreads, or eight pages. Having studied the struc-
ture of the sections that the Radzivilovskaya Chronicle
consists of, A. A. Shakhmatov tells us the following:
“it is obvious that each section should contain eight
pages” ([967], page 4).

However, as we have seen, due to an error in the
binding of the chronicle, some of the pages ended up
in different section; as a result, there are sections of
4, 6 and 10 pages at the end of the book.

The first section of the book stands alone; although
it consists of a mere 6 pages rather than 8, or is un-
dersized, we see no oversized sections anywhere near;
it is followed by standard 8-page sections that con-
stitute most of the book. Where are the missing two
sheets from the first section?

4.4. Story of a forgery. The mysterious “extra”
page in the Povest Vremennyh Let

Let us pay close attention to the following strange
circumstance. According to the academic description,
the manuscript consists of sections, each of which
has an even number of pages 4, 6 or 10, qv above.

Therefore, the total number of the pages in the
chronicle must be even. However, the first page is
numbered 1, and the last one 251 — we are talking
about Arabic numeration here, which contains no
gaps or glitches. The book turns out to contain an odd
number of pages; this becomes quite obvious from the
photocopy of the chronicle ([715]).

The implication of the above is that one of the sec-
tions contains an odd “extra” page, which may have
been put there later — or, alternatively, that one of the
pages got lost, whereas the other part of the spread re-
mained. In this case, we must find a gap in the narra-
tive, which will definitely be manifest, unless the lost
page was the first or the last one in the book — for in-
stance, the foreword or the table of contents.

And so we see that the Radzivilovskaya Letopis
contains omissions or insets. Why does the academic
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description tell us nothing about this fact? This de-
scription keeps strangely silent about the exact loca-
tion of the odd page, as well as whether it is a single
such page (strictly speaking, there may be an indefi-
nite random odd amount of such pages which hasn’t
been estimated).

Let us mark that this incompleteness of descrip-
tion renders the latter void of practical utility, since
it is easy enough to understand that the location of
the odd page will affect the distribution of other pages
across the spreads, it becomes unclear which page
numbers mark the end of one section and the be-
ginning of another etc. If the description of a chron-
icle’s section cannot answer such questions, it be-
comes rather useless.

We shall try and find the location of the mysteri-
ous odd page, as well as the information written there-
upon. The very fact that the academic description re-
mains taciturn about it spurs our interest.

A simple calculation demonstrates that the odd
sheet should be somewhere in the first or the second
section. Indeed, the first section consists of 6 pages,
followed by 28 8-page sections, the 30th section of 10
pages etc. We know that the number of the first page
in the 10th section is 232. Therefore, the first 29 sec-
tions contain 231 pages. The number is an odd one,
which means that the odd page should be somewhere
in the first 29 sections.

However, there is nothing to arouse our suspicion
in sections 3-28; each of them contains 8 full pages,
and they’re in a good condition. According to pho-
tographs from [715], all the spreads are whole, and
none of them fell apart.

This isn’t the case with the first two sections — al-
most every spread found there fell apart into two sep-
arate pages, which makes this part of the manuscript
particularly suspicious.

Can we claim the odd page to be located here? Ap-
parently, yes. Fortunately, the manuscript also con-
tains remnants of the old section numeration in ad-
dition to the numerated sheets; this is common for old
books — the first page of every section was numbered.

A. A. Shakhmatov writes that “the ancient count of
sections remains; however, most of the Church
Slavonic numeric markings made in the bottom mar-
gins were cut off when the book was bound. The first
surviving marking is the figure of 5 [the Church Sla-
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The last page of the first gathering, according Inserted The last page of the 2nd gathering, according
to the academic description of the manuscript page? to the Church Slavonic rendition of “16”
Church Slavonic numbers
shifted to the right
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13 14 15
Arabic numeral at
the top of the page [None | 2 | 3 | 4 [ 5 [ 6 |l 7| 8 9 [Nome | 11 |12 | 13 |14 15
Church Slavonic gy Ll Roud el u o
s e i}, (GG | Z OV HATAIT T A LS
of the page
4 5[ 6 7 9(9>10({10>11|11>12| 13 14 16
Traces of Corner] Ink | Fad- Fad-
alterations in the torn stain; | ed ed | Faded | Faded Faded
Church Slavonic off faded | pap- pap-| paper | paper paper
numbers paper| er er

~—
The first six-page gathering
of the manuscript

~—
The second eight-page gathering of the manuscript

(possibly containing an auxiliary page)

Fig. 1.4. A scheme of the alterations introduced in the numeration of the first and the second gathering of the Radzivilovskaya
chronicle. The first row indicates the Arabic numeration, the second — its Church Slavonic equivalent, and the third refers to
traces of alterations affecting the Church Slavonic numeration. Missing Arabic and Church Slavonic numerals are represented

by the word “none”.

vonic “e” — Auth.] is found on page 32 [33 in Church
Slavonic numeration — Auth.], the second, number 9
[Church Slavonic “phita” — Auth.] — on the 64th [65th
in Church Slavonic numeration — Auth.] etc. It is ob-
vious that each section consisted of 8 pages” ([967],
page 4).

Thus, the 33rd page in Church Slavonic numera-
tion falls over the beginning of the 5th section. Page
65 in Church Slavonic numeration falls over the 1st
page of the 9th section, and so on. The implication
is that every section, including the first, had once con-
tained eight pages, and the last page of every section
had possessed a number divisible by eight in Church
Slavonic numeration.

Let us turn to the actual chronicle. The page with
the Church Slavonic number of 8 is simply absent
from the chronicle. The page numbered 16 is pres-
ent, but it is the fifteenth page of the manuscript de
facto. At the same time, its number must make it the
last page of the second section, or the sixteenth page
of the manuscript. Consequently, a page is missing
from one of the first two sections.

However, according to the academic description,
the first section contains exactly 6 pages. It turns out
that two pages are missing — yet we have seen that the
first two sections combined lack a single page; could
this mean that two pages were lost and one inserted?

Maybe. At any rate, we have localized the part of the
chronicle with obvious signs of alterations. It is the
first two sections.

Let us take a look at the chronicle. In fig. 1.4 we
see a diagram that refers to the condition of the Arabic
and the Church Slavonic numeration in the first two
sections of the Radzivilovskaya Letopis. The Arabic
numeration is in the first line, and the Church
Slavonic in the second. The third line refers to signs
of wear affecting the Church Slavonic numeration, or
traces of changes in the latter. If an Arabic or Church
Slavonic number is missing from a page, it is indicated
in the respective cell.

Once we studied the Church Slavonic numeration
of the first two sections attentively, it turned out that
the numbers of three pages (10, 11 and 12 in Church
Slavonic numeration) must have been retouched by
someone — namely, made greater by a factor of one.
Their previous Church Slavonic numbers had been 9,
10 and 11, respectively, qv in the photocopy from [715].

In fig. 1.5 we demonstrate how this was done; this
is most obvious from the page with the Church
Slavonic number 12, qvin fig. 1.6. One needs to write
“Bi” in order to transcribe the number 12 in Church
Slavonic; the chronicle page in question was num-
bered “ai’; or 11. Someone had drawn two lines on the
Church Slavonic “a”, which made it resemble “B”. This
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retouching was done in a rather sloppy manner, and
is therefore very difficult to overlook ([715]).

In figs. 1.7-1.10 one sees the Church Slavonic num-
bers on pages 7, 9, 10 (formerly 9) and 11 (for-
merly 10). It is perfectly obvious that something was-
n’t quite right with the numbers of the pages. They
must have been altered several time; one can clearly
see traces of retouching.

On the first page of the three the Church Slavonic
figure of ten, or “I”, was obviously “manufactured”
from the Church Slavonic figure of nine that used to

Py 910 o~
—_— L ™
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e

10-11
_—
I alteration

Al - Al

alteration
Fig. 1.5. Falsified page numbers
in the Radzivilovskaya
Chronicle.

Fig. 1.6. Slavonic
number on the eleventh
page of the Radzivilov-
skaya Chronicle. It
stands for “twelve”. An
obvious forgery. Taken
from [715].

Fig. 1.7. Slavonic number on
the seventh page of the
Radzivilovskaya Chronicle.
Taken from [715].

Fig. 1.8. Slavonic number
on the eighth page of the
Radzivilovskaya Chronicle.
It stands for “nine”. A for-
gery. Taken from [715].

Fig. 1.9. Slavonic number
on the ninth page of the
Radzivilovskaya Chronicle.
It stands for “ten”. A for-
gery. Taken from [715].

Fig. 1.10. Slavonic number on

the tenth page of the

Radzivilovskaya Chronicle. It
stands for “eleven”. A forgery.
Taken from [715].
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be here before — the “phita”, which had simply lost its
entire right side. However, one can clearly see the re-
mains of its horizontal line, qv in fig. 1.8. Changing
10 for 11 in the second page of the three was hardly
a problem — one would simply have to add the nu-
meric letter “a”. This is why the Church Slavonic num-
ber on page 11 looks clean.

We see that the Church Slavonic numeration of
three pages was shifted forward by a value of one,
making place for the Church Slavonic figure of nine,
which we shall consider below.

However, in case of such a numerical shift one
would expect to see two pages with the Church
Slavonic number of 12 — the original, and the one
“converted” from 11, whereas in reality we only have
the latter. Where did the other one go?

The “extra” page with the original Church Slavonic
figure of twelve is most likely to have been removed;
we see a gap in the narrative where it used to be.
Indeed, the page with the Church Slavonic number
of 12 begins with a miniated (red, done in cinnabar)
letter of the new sentence. Yet the last sentence of the
previous page (number 12 after the alterations were
introduced, and originally 11) isn’t finished — it ends
abruptly.

Of course, the person who had torn the page out
tried to make the gap in the narrative as inconspicu-
ous as possible; still, making it impossible to notice
turned out impossible. This is why the modern com-
mentators point out this strange place; they are forced
to write that the letter was miniated by mistake: “The
manuscript... contains a red led letter that was mini-
ated by mistake” ([716], page 18, see the commentary
to the beginning of the page with the Arabic number
of 12, or page 13 in the Church Slavonic numeration.

Let us linger here for a while. First of all let us re-
mind the readers who are compelled to study the
photocopy from [715] themselves that the full stop
mark in the chronicle plays the part of a modern
comma. The modern full stop that marks the end of
a sentence looks like three triangular points in most
cases. Apart from that, the beginning of every new
sentence is marked by a red (miniated) letter.

Let us take a look at page 11 in Arabic numeration,
where someone had changed the Church Slavonic
number for 12.

The text at the end of the page followed by the gap
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retouching was done in a rather sloppy manner, and
is therefore very difficult to overlook ([715]).

In figs. 1.7-1.10 one sees the Church Slavonic num-
bers on pages 7, 9, 10 (formerly 9) and 11 (for-
merly 10). It is perfectly obvious that something was-
n't quite right with the numbers of the pages. They
must have been altered several time; one can clearly
see traces of retouching.

On the first page of the three the Church Slavonic
figure of ten, or “i’, was obviously “manufactured”
from the Church Slavonic figure of nine that used to
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Fig. 1.5. Falsified page numbers
in the Radzivilovskaya
Chronicle.

Fig. 1.6. Slavonic
number on the eleventh
page of the Radzivilov-
skaya Chronicle. It
stands for “twelve”. An
obvious forgery. Taken
from [715].

Fig. 1.7. Slavonic number on
the seventh page of the
Radzivilovskaya Chronicle.
Taken from [715].

Fig. 1.8. Slavonic number
on the eighth page of the
Radzivilovskaya Chronicle.
It stands for “nine”. A for-
gery. Taken from [715].

Fig. 1.9. Slavonic number
on the ninth page of the
Radzivilovskaya Chronicle.
It stands for “ten”. A for-
gery. Taken from [715].

Fig. 1.10. Slavonic number on

the tenth page of the

Radzivilovskaya Chronicle. It
stands for “eleven”. A forgery.
Taken from [715].
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be here before — the “phita”, which had simply lost its
entire right side. However, one can clearly see the re-
mains of its horizontal line, qv in fig. 1.8. Changing
10 for 11 in the second page of the three was hardly
a problem — one would simply have to add the nu-
meric letter “a”. This is why the Church Slavonic num-
ber on page 11 looks clean.

We see that the Church Slavonic numeration of
three pages was shifted forward by a value of one,
making place for the Church Slavonic figure of nine,
which we shall consider below.

However, in case of such a numerical shift one
would expect to see two pages with the Church
Slavonic number of 12 — the original, and the one
“converted” from 11, whereas in reality we only have
the latter. Where did the other one go?

The “extra” page with the original Church Slavonic
figure of twelve is most likely to have been removed;
we see a gap in the narrative where it used to be.
Indeed, the page with the Church Slavonic number
of 12 begins with a miniated (red, done in cinnabar)
letter of the new sentence. Yet the last sentence of the
previous page (number 12 after the alterations were
introduced, and originally 11) isn’t finished — it ends
abruptly.

Of course, the person who had torn the page out
tried to make the gap in the narrative as inconspicu-
ous as possible; still, making it impossible to notice
turned out impossible. This is why the modern com-
mentators point out this strange place; they are forced
to write that the letter was miniated by mistake: “The
manuscript... contains a red led letter that was mini-
ated by mistake” ([716], page 18, see the commentary
to the beginning of the page with the Arabic number
of 12, or page 13 in the Church Slavonic numeration.

Let us linger here for a while. First of all let us re-
mind the readers who are compelled to study the
photocopy from [715] themselves that the full stop
mark in the chronicle plays the part of a modern
comma. The modern full stop that marks the end of
a sentence looks like three triangular points in most
cases. Apart from that, the beginning of every new
sentence is marked by a red (miniated) letter.

Let us take a look at page 11 in Arabic numeration,
where someone had changed the Church Slavonic
number for 12.

The text at the end of the page followed by the gap
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Fig. 1.11. The
eighth page of the
Radzivilovskaya
chronicle (an in-
sert). Front side.
Taken from [715],
page 8.
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that we are referring two ends with the words “the
reign of Leon, son of Vassily, who had also called him-
self Leo,and his brother Alexander, who had reigned...”
([716], page 18; also [715], the page with the Arabic
number 11, reverse. Next we find a comma.

The next page after the gap (12 in Arabic numer-
ation and 13 in Church Slavonic) begins with a list
of dates: “In such-and-such year” etc.

Whoever was responsible for the forgery must have
thought this place convenient for bridging the gap. His

presumption had been that the words “had reigned”
can be linked with the beginning of the Church Slav-
onic page 13, which would give us a more or less
proper-sounding sentence as a result — “had reigned in
the year” etc.

However, this would require declaring the first
miniated letter to have been highlighted in red by
mistake — and, possibly, altering some parts of the
text, which is the only way in which a proper sentence
could appear.
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Fig. 1.12. The
eighth page of the
Radzivilovskaya
chronicle (an in-
sert). Reverse.
Taken from [715],
Ppage 8, reverse.
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The gap was thus bridged, albeit poorly — however,
whoever was responsible for the forgery didn’t care
much about which page to remove; a minimal dis-
turbance of the narrative was the only criterion, which
is why this page had been chosen.

The main objective of the forgery was to make place
for the page with the Church Slavonic number 9. The
previous page 9 was transformed into page 10 to make
space, qv below.

Thus, it appears as though we found the place in
the chronicle where somebody had planted an extra
page. It is the page with the Church Slavonic num-
ber 9 and the Arabic number 8.

It has to be noted that this page is immediately

conspicuous, since its corners are the most ragged of
all; it is quite obviously a separate page and not a part
of a spread, qv in figs. 1.11 and 1.12.

Moreover, we find a later note attached to one of
its missing corners, which tells us that the page in
question should be numbered 9 and not 8; this note
is making a reference to a book that came out in 1764,
which is therefore the earliest date that the note could
be written (see fig. 1.13).

Let us proceed to read this eighth page.

What shall we find here? Why would someone
prepare a place for this page and insert it into the
book? Was it necessary to discuss it at this great a
length?
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4.5. Who could have planted a page with
the “Norman” theory into the Povest
Vremennyh Let?

What we find in this page is the story about the
Varangians summoned to govern Russia, no less —
the basis of the famous Norman theory, in other
words. Basically, the Slavophils and the Occidentalists
had argued about this very page for the duration of
the entire XIX century. If we are to remove this page
from the chronicle, the Norman theory shall imme-
diately vanish. Ryurik shall become the first Prince of
Russia — and one who came from Rostov at that.

However, the planted page mentions the Ladoga
lake, which rather conveniently indicates that the first
capital of Ryurik was somewhere in the Pskov region,
amidst the swamps.

If we are to remove this page, we shall see that the
geographical roots of Ryurik and his brothers can be
traced to the Volga region — namely, Beloozero, Rostov
and Novgorod; no sign of the Pskov region. As we
shall explain in the chapters to follow, the name
Novgorod was used for referring to Yaroslavl on the
Volga. The meaning of the above shall be made even
clearer by the chapters to follow.

CoroLLARY: by having planted the page with the
Church Slavonic number 9 in the book (Arabic num-
ber 8), the falsifier had provided a base for two fun-
damental hoaxes at once.

FIrsT HOAX: the alleged summoning of the princes
from the North-West, which was later transformed
into modern Scandinavia. This was clearly done for
the benefit of the Romanovs, since their dynasty came
from the North-West — Pskov and Lithuania.

SecoND HoAx: Novgorod the Great was allegedly
located in the Pskov region near Ladoga. This served
as the a posteriori “validation” of what had already
been a fait accompli as a political action — the false
transfer of the Great Novgorod upon the Volga to the
Pskov Region. This served as the “chronographical
basis” for depriving Yaroslavl of its former name, that
of the Great Novgorod.

It becomes clear why the academic description of
the Radzivilovskaya Letopis ([715]) is strangely silent
about the section with the odd page. This is most
likely to be the section with the “Norman” page, or
some odd page right next to it — and traces of forgery
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Fig. 1.13. The lettering glued to the missing upper corner
of the eighth page of the Radzivilovskaya Chronicle. Taken
from [715].

and mystification surrounding the page in question
also make it fall under suspicion.

This criminal fact must have been made known to
as few people as possible in the Romanovian epoch
—just imagine the XIX century Slavophils learning of
the fact that the notorious Norman theory in its Ro-
manovian version, one that they had battled against
with such vehemence, was based on a single suspi-
cious page, and possibly a planted one at that. The sci-
entific circles would have gone amok.

However, we have already seen that no “strangers”
were allowed to access the original of the manuscript
— only “trusted persons”, or those who were prepared
to keep silent. It becomes clear why now.

It would make sense to remind the reader of the
strange story with the dispute between the Academy
of Sciences and A. N. Olenin, the archaeographer and
the director of the Imperial Public Library who would
obstinately refuse to return the manuscript to the
Academy. He is supposed to have “intended to pub-
lish it”, and, according to A. A. Shakhmatov, “asked the
Academy for three thousand roubles; the request was
complied with. The outcome of Olenin’s endeavour
remains unknown, as well as the reasons why the
publication of the Radzivilovskaya Chronicle had
stopped... In 1818, S. Ouvarov, the new president of
the Conference, enquired about this... the confer-
ence replied that ‘it could not be held responsible for
the delay in publication, which resulted from the fact
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that Mr. Olenin was greatly occupied and involved in
numerous affairs’ ([967], pages 15-16).

So, Mr. Olenin was too busy and had no time for
explanations — yet he did take the money, and a hefty
sum at that - three thousand roubles. Why didn’t he
publish anything? What was happening to the man-
uscript? As we realise now, it is most likely that the
“incorrect” pages were being replaced by the “cor-
rect” ones.

4.6. How the “scientific” Norman theory got
dethroned and declared antiscientific

As we already mentioned, the authorship of the
“scientific Norman theory” belongs to Bayer ([797],
page 100). Today we already understand that this
“theory” was based on blatant misinterpretation aided
by artful falsification of real historical facts. The real
Russian Prince (or Khan) called Ryurik, also known
as the Great Prince Georgiy Danilovich according to
our reconstruction, whose another double is Genghis-
Khan — the founder of the cyclopean Great = “Mon-
golian” Empire and the first one to unite the numer-
ous Russian principalities, was declared foreign and
a native of the modern Scandinavia. (We demon-
strate it in “The Origins of Russia as the Horde” that
the image of Ryurik incorporates data pertaining to
the Trojan King Aeneas, who fled from the burning
city of Troy (or Czar-grad) in the early XIII century
and came to Russia.)

The Great Novgorod = Yaroslavl, which had once
been the capital of Ryurik (or, rather, his brother and
successor Ivan Kalita = Batu-Khan), was moved (on
maps) into the swampy wilderness of the Pskov re-
gion, closer to Scandinavia — the alleged “homeland”
of Ryurik.

The general plot of this “theory” must have been
invented by the first Romanovs. However, a scientist
was required for transforming this political theory
into a “scientific” one — someone who would prove
it with the aid of “old documents”.

Such a scientist was found. It might have been Bayer,
which is what the Encyclopaedia is telling us ([797],
page 100). Yet the creation of the “scientific basis” for
this theory, or the insertion of the “Norman page’, must
be credited to Schlezer, who had worked with the ac-
tual Radzivilovskaya Letopis, or one of his predecessors.
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The Romanovian academic science had been de-
fending the Norman theory for many years to follow
— Miller, Karamzin, Solovyov, Klyuchevskiy etc, Lo-
monosov’s attempt to refute the theory long forgot-
ten ([493]). However, after the fall of the Romanovs,
the necessity to keep the “theory” alive became ob-
solete, and it transformed from “scientific” into “anti-
scientific” without too much publicity. It appears as
though the Russian historians took an unbiased look
at the chronicle and discovered that the page with
the “Norman theory” was in fact an inset.

In general, the whole section in question turns out
to consist of overlapping fragments predominantly —
Academician B. A. Rybakov is perfectly correct to note
that “one cannot help noticing the lack of thematic
and even grammatical correlation between certain
fragments [the ones that Rybakov had divided the
first section into — Auth.]... Each one of said frag-
ments fails to demonstrate any kind of logical con-
nexions with the preceding fragment, nor does any
of the fragments constitute a finished whole by itself.
The eclectic terminology also attracts one’s attention
instantly” ([753], pages 129-130).

B. A. Rybakov found gaps, anachronisms and shifts
in the very first section ([753], page 120). There was
no opportunity of discussing any of them openly in
the time of the Romanovs.

However, the “work methods” used by the
founders of the Russian historical science that were
summoned by the Romanovs from Germany in the
XVIII century (arbitrary insets and so on) are usu-
ally omitted from the texts of the modern commen-
tators. It isn’t just a question of the “Norman theory”
— the entire foundation of the Russian history was
shaped in the pro-Romanovian way by these German
“founding fathers”; their involvement in the numer-
ous forgeries will inevitably cast a shadow of suspi-
cion over their entire body of work, or the basics of
the Russian history itself.

Nowadays we can easily understand the true rea-
sons why the publication of the Radzivilovskaya
Letopis had been delayed in this odd a manner and for
so long; the first edition of 1767 wasn’t based on the
original, but rather the copy made for Peter the Great
in 1716 ([967], page 14). According to A. A. Shakh-
matov, this edition even accounted for pencil mark-
ings in Peter’s copy; he claims that it wasn’t a scien-
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tific edition at all, since the latter had a priori allowed
for numerous corrections, sizeable insertions etc.
([967], pages 13-14).

The next publication only took place in 1902! It
was a photomechanical replica of the manuscript, al-
ready detailed enough for the discovery of the for-
geries mentioned above. However, public interest in
the “Norman theory” and Russian history in general
had dwindled by that time, and no one would care
to dig up old manuscripts in order to disprove Miller’s
version, which had already become consensual and
backed by the voluminous academic publication of
Solovyov, Klyuchevskiy and other “specialists in the
field of Russian history”.

Another 87 years passed by. The Radzivilovskaya
Letopis finally became published in the Complete
Collection of Russian Chronicles. This happened in
1989, when Russian history had already been long
past the turmoil and the disputes with the Slavophils.
The Norman theory was declared antiscientific — in
Russia, at least. No more obstacles for publication.

The 1989 edition came out without stirring any
controversy whatsoever, and an excellent colour pho-
tocopy of the chronicle was published in 1995 ([715]).
This can truly be seen as an important event in aca-
demic life; nowadays everyone can witness the fact
that the Radzivilovskaya Letopis contains phenom-
ena even more fascinating that the inset with the
“Norman page”. We shall be discussing them shortly.

4.7. Having planted a page into the chronicle,
the hoaxer prepared space for another, soon
to be “fortunately found”. The chronology
page of the Radzivilovskaya Letopis

There is a peculiar note attached to one of the
missing corners of the “Norman page” ([715]). Ac-
cording to several embarrassed comments, the hand-
writing it is written in dates to one of the three fol-
lowing epochs:

- the late XVIII century ([716], page 15,

comment “x-x”),

- the XIX century ([715], Volume 2, page 22),

- the XX century ([715], Volume 2, page 22).

The note tells us the following: “this place is pre-
ceded by a missing page” ([715], Volume 2, page 22).
The note makes a further reference to the 1767 edi-
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tion, which had “contained [according to historians
themselves — Auth.] numerous gaps, arbitrary ad-
dendums, corrections etc” ([716], page 3).

And so we have an anonymous commentator who
is kind enough to tell us about a whole page that is
missing from the book. Let us examine the text of the
Radzivilovskaya Letopis ([715]) and see what we can
find there. Oddly enough, there is no gap in the nar-
rative; the preceding page ends with an explicit full
stop, which is transcribed as three triangular dots in the
chronicle. The last sentence in this page is complete.

As for the next page, it begins with a red miniated
letter, which marks a new sentence. This sentence can
be considered to continue the previous one — there
is no gap of any kind in the narrative. See for your-
selves — both the end of the page and the beginning
of the next one are cited below.

“They have found the Khazars dwelling in these
hills, and the Khazars said: ‘You must pay us tribute’.
The Polyane pondered this, and each house gave a
sword. Upon seeing this, the Bulgars realised they
could provide no resistance, and implored to be bap-
tised, conceding to surrender to the Greeks. The king
had baptised their prince, and all their nobility, and
made peace with the Bulgarians” ([715], Volume 2,
pages 22-23).

Where is the gap in the narrative? One sees no miss-
ing pages anywhere — what we have in front of us is co-
herent text. Nevertheless, a certain complaisant hand
writes that some page is presumably missing from this
part of the book. This page was “finally found”, cour-
tesy of Schlezer and his “scientific” school. Its contents
have been included in all the editions of the Povest
Vremennyh Let ever since, the photocopy ([715]) being
the sole exception. We even find it in the academic edi-
tion ([716]). What do we see on this page?

We see nothing short of the entire chronology of
the ancient Russian history and the way it relates to
the global chronology, which is why we are calling this
“subsequently discovered” page the “chronology
page”

The page informs us of the following, in particu-
lar: “In the year 6360 of the 8th indiction, the reign
of Mikhail began, and the land became known as the
Russian land. We possess knowledge of this fact, since
the Russian army had come to Czar-Grad under this
ruler, as [the name of the author one expects to find
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here is missing for some reason — Auth.] writes in his
Greek chronicle; therefore, let us begin henceforth,
and use the following numbers:

2242 years passed between Adam and the
Deluge;

1082 years between the Deluge and Abraham;

430 years between Abraham and the Exodus of
Moses;

601 years between Moses and David;

448 years between David, as well as the begin-
ning of Solomon’s reign, and Jerusalem
falling captive;

318 years between the captivity and Alexander;

333 years between Alexander and the Nativity of
Christ;

318 years between the Nativity and Constantine;

another 452 years stand between Constantine
and this Mikhail,

29 years passed between the first year of this
Mikhail’s reign and the first year of Oleg, the
Russian prince;

31 years between the first year of Oleg, who
reigned in Kiev, and the first year of Igor;

83 years between the first year of Igor and the
first year of Svyatoslav;

28 years between the first year of Svyatoslav and
the first year of Yaropolk;

Yaropolk had reigned for 8 years;

Vladimir had reigned for 27 years;

Yaroslav had reigned for 40 years;

thus, we have 85 years between the deaths of
Svyatoslav and Yaroslav;

a further 60 years passed between the deaths of
Yaroslav and Svyatopolk” ([716], page 15).

What we see related here is the entire chronology
of the Kiev Russia in relation to its chronology of
Byzantium and Rome.

If we are to remove this page, the Russian chronol-
ogy of the Povest Vremennyh Let becomes suspended
in the thin air, losing its connexions with the global
Scaligerian history. This leaves room for all kinds of
interpretation — such as different versions of reading
the dates found in the chronicle.

The hoaxers were perfectly aware of just how im-
portant this “missing” page would be for someone
faced by the task of creating the chronology of the
Russian history. It was therefore treated with a great
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deal more care and attention than the “Norman
page”; the latter must have been planted in the book
rather haphazardly, with the task of making heads or
tails of Ryurik’s origin left to the Romanovs as the in-
terested party.

As for chronology, the task proved to be a great
deal more serious; this is becoming more and more
obvious to us today. The issue at hand was that of fal-
sifying global history, and not just that of Russia. Ap-
parently, Schlezer and his XVIII century colleagues
were well aware of this, remembering the labours it
took to introduce the Scaligerian chronology and
concept of history and knowing them to be an arbi-
trary version, propagated by force and still recent in
that epoch.

Therefore, there had been no hurry with the
“chronology page” — the hoaxers simply prepared
space for it, making the sly margin announcement
concerning the missing page. Could another chron-
icle (the so-called Moskovsko-Akademicheskaya Le-
topis, or the “Academic Moscow Chronicle”) have
been manufactured with the whole purpose of justi-
fying the “missing” page? It is contained therein —
possibly to preclude anyone from declaring it apoc-
ryphal.

4.8. The “Academic Moscow Copy"” of the
“Povest Vremennyh Let”

The doubtless relation between the next copy of
the Povest Vremennyh Let that was discovered (the so-
called “Academic Moscow Copy”) with the one
known as the Radzivilovskaya Letopis was mentioned
by Academician A. A. Shakhmatov. He wrote that “the
similarity between large and continuous parts of the
two had led me to the initial hypothesis about the first
part of the Moskovsko-Akademicheskaya Letopis
being... but a copy of the Radzivilovskaya Letopis”
([967], page 44).

Shakhmatov was absolutely right. However, he
must have subsequently become aware of the danger
inherent in this postulation ([967], page 45). It would
automatically mean that the Radzivilovskaya Letopis
was the prototype of the Moskovsko-Akademiches-
kaya Letopis, and that there were numerous errors
and “corrections” in the latter, such as the above-
mentioned “chronology page”.
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The implication is that someone had “touched up”
the Radzivilovskaya Letopis. When did that happen?
Could it be the XVIII century? Apparently, Shakh-
matov was well aware of the fact that this presump-
tion casts a shadow of suspicion over the Moskovsko-
Akademicheskaya Letopis — a copy including later fal-
sifications.

Furthermore, one learns that “the Moskovsko-Aka-
demicheskaya Letopis is suspicious at any rate — for
instance, the fact that it possesses distinctive charac-
teristics of a copy made from an illustrated original
(the actual chronicle hasn’t got any illustrations in
it)” ([967], page 46). The example cited by Shakhma-
tov implies that the miniatures contained in the il-
lustrated original were the same as the ones in the
copy known as the Radzivilovskaya Letopis. More-
over, we learn that “the Moskovsko-Akademicheskaya
Letopis confuses the sequence of events in the exact
same manner... as the Radzivilovskaya Letopis”
([967], page 46). In other words, it was copied from
the latter — complete with the mistakes in pagination
introduced randomly in the process of binding!

At the same time, the chronicle in question con-
tains “many insertions and corrections”.

Our opinion is that all the subsequent full copies
of the Povest Vremennyh Let that repeat the Radzi-
vilovskaya Letopis almost word for word date from
the eighteenth century and not any earlier — their au-
thorship is most likely to be credited to Schlezer and
his colleagues.

4.9. Other signs of forgery in the
Radzivilovskaya Letopis

It turns out that the first eight pages of the man-
uscript that relate the very beginning of Russian his-
tory — the chronology, the origins of the Russian
tribes, the foundation of Novgorod and Kiev etc, ei-
ther contain no numeration whatsoever, or have it in-
dicated in obviously different styles. Moreover, these
pages are odd, meaning that they don’t fit into the
folding of the section, qv in [715].

One gets the impression that this part of the
chronicle was “corrected” by someone, which is also
implied by B. A. Rybakov’s research. By the way, Ryba-
kov bases his corollaries on the analysis of text ex-
clusively, neither mentioning the odd pages, nor the
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gaps in numeration. Yet what he states in re the in-
troductory part of the chronicle being an assortment
of odd and poorly put together passages of a frag-
mentary nature is in perfect correspondence with the
fact that the first section of the manuscript is indeed
a collection of individual pages, with distinct marks
of corrections present in the Church Slavonic nu-
meration. These figures are absent in half of the cases,
qvin [715].

It appears as though the first part of the Radzivi-
lovskaya chronicle was subjected to heavy editing in
the second half of the XVIII century, when the for-
gery of Russian history had already been a fait ac-
compli courtesy of Miller, Schlezer, Bayer et al. The
barebones version of their “scientific” theory was
structured in accordance with the Romanovian court
version of the XVIII century (in order for the latter
to receive validation “from the position of the scien-
tific avant-garde”, as it were); however, some of the de-
tails would subsequently undergo substantial modi-
fication. This must be why the “original source”
needed to be edited upon the completion of the en-
tire body of work.

4.10. What is the chronicle that served as the
original for the “Radzivilovskaya Chronicle”,
also known as the Konigsberg chronicle?

Historians themselves claim the Radzivilovskaya
chronicle to be a copy of a long-lost ancient original
— miniatures as well as the text:

“All the researchers are of the same opinion about
the fact that the illustrators of the Radzivilovskaya
Letopis were copying illustrations that predated their
time” ([715], Volume 2, page 5).

We are being told explicitly that the Konigsberg
copy; or the actual Radzivilovskaya Letopis, was man-
ufactured in the early XVIII century. The original’s
identity is of the utmost interest to us.

The research of the miniatures contained in the
manuscript led the experts to the opinion that the
Radzivilovskaya Letopis is a copy of a certain chron-
icle originating from Smolensk and dated to the XV
century ([715], Volume 2, page 300). This doesn’t
contradict what we were saying above — on the con-
trary, it makes the general picture somewhat clearer.

Our hypothesis is as follows. Some chronicle was
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indeed written in the XV centuryj; it contained the de-
scriptions of XV century events contemporary to the
creation of the manuscript — in particular, the famous
dispute of the epoch between Smolensk, or Western
Russia = Lithuania = the White Horde = Byelorussia
and the Golden Horde = Velikorossiya, or the Great
Russia, whose centre had remained in the Volga region.
Moscow would become capital a lot later.

This chronicle wound up in Kénigsberg, where it
had served as the prototype of the Radzivilovskaya
Letopis, also known as the Konigsberg copy. The copy
was naturally far from exact. The scribes introduced
a new chronology thereinto, as well as the new inter-
pretation of the Russian history — already understood
in the Romanovian spirit; the Romanovs had been
rulers of Russia for a century in that epoch, after all.
If the manufacturers of the copy were indeed trying
to please Peter, they must have introduced political
considerations of some sort into the chronicle.

The implication is that the Radzivilovskaya Letopis
must have been based on the real events of Russian
history, which were seriously distorted by the editors
of the XVII-XVIII century.

4.11. Which city was the capital
of the Polyane = Poles: Kiev or Smolensk?

One mustn’t overlook the fact that historians
themselves are of the opinion that some of the minia-
tures contained in the Radzivilovskaya chronicle de-
pict Smolensk as the centre (or the capital) — see
[715], Volume 2, page 300. One of the examples is as
follows: on the reverse of the fourth page we see “the
advent of the Slavic tribes... from the regions of the
Upper Volga, Dvina and Dnepr; their centre had been
in the city of Smolensk (?)” — [715], Volume 2,
page 304.

The question mark belongs to the historians them-
selves, since the city of Smolensk could in no way
have been a capital around that time, since the epoch
in question is the very dawn of the Kiev Russia. The
foundation of Kiev is still in process — yet, lo and be-
hold, we already have a capital in Smolensk!

This isn’t the only miniature that ascribes exces-
sive importance to Smolensk, according to the mod-
ern commentators, who are irritated by this fact to a
great extent ([715], Volume 2, page 300).

CHRON 4 | PART 1

Au contraire, we find nothing surprising about
this. As we shall discuss below, Smolensk had really
been the capital of the White Horde. This is why one
of the miniatures draws it together with Novgorod
and Kiev — the respective capitals of the Golden Horde
and the Blue Horde ([715], Volume 2, page 300).

Poland (or the Polyane tribe) was part of this very
White Horde in the XV century, which must be why
the Radzivilovskaya Letopis ended up in Konigsberg.
The manuscript was therefore written from the po-
sition of the Polyane, or the Poles.

As for the Golden Horde, it is called Bulgaria, or
Volgaria — “region of the river Volga”; the entire be-
ginning of the chronicle is concerned with the strug-
gle between the Polyane and the Bulgarians. The text
is telling us that the Polyane come from Kiev; how-
ever, the miniatures betray their Smolensk origins. It
is possible that when the text had been edited for the
Radzivilovskaya Letopis, many references to Smolensk
were replaced by those to Kiev; however, the more
succinct indications that one finds in the miniatures
were left unnoticed, and the necessity to alter a few
illustrations didn’t occur to the editors. Nowadays re-
searchers notice the discrepancies between the text
and the illustrations and shake their heads in confu-
sion.

4.12. The arrival of Peter in Konigsberg

It is possible that the Radzivilovskaya Letopis was
prepared specifically for the arrival of Peter the Great
in Konigsberg in 1711, who had seen it before. After
that it has transformed into the primary source of
knowledge on the Russian history.

In general, the manuscript bears distinct marks of
being unfinished and written against a tight deadline
([715]). The outlines of figures are often left with in-
complete colour filling; the ones that aren’t look
rather clumsy nonetheless. Historians themselves
mention the presence of “rather coarse corrections in
most miniatures” ([715], Volume 2, page 5). This is
particularly obvious in comparison with the excellent
miniatures from the Litsevoy Svod. The two schools
of art are obviously very different from each other.

Apparently, apart from the deadline, the K6nigs-
berg artists were affected by the need to copy a style
that was alien and only vaguely familiar to them.
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The incomplete nature of the Radzivilovskaya
Letopis is especially manifest in the fact that the red
miniated letters are missing from every single page
that follows page 107, with the sole exception of page
118 ([716], page 4). One gets the impression that the
final stages of the chronicle’s manufacture were greatly
affected by the hurry factor, and the chronicle was left
unfinished for some reason. The work was inter-
rupted when it had been going full steam, and never
resumed. Even the miniated letters were omitted, let
alone the signs of coarse corrections in the minia-
tures.

We are of the opinion that this is easily explained.
The Konigsberg artists were in a hurry to have the
chronicle ready for Peter’s arrival in Konigsberg. Such
situations usually mean hectic work. Peter was ap-
proaching the city, and the miniatures had still looked
rather raw; some irate official commanded the artists
to hurry up and paint the capital letters red in the be-
ginning of the chronicle at least, since the latter had
to be presented to Peter at once, and the lack of the
miniated letters would look conspicuous.

The artists only got as far as the 107th page; the
miniature was left unfinished and coarse, possibly
bound immediately, with nobody to notice the fact
that the paper used in this process had had a new
type of watermarks upon it; those betrayed its XVIII
century origin. The chronicle must have been given
to Peter some thirty minutes after its completion.

The chronicle caught Peter’s attention and ignited
his interest at once, and he demanded a copy. The
original had no longer been of any use to anyone,
with the manufacture of the copy having become a
new priority. It was abandoned.

How was anyone to know that the war with Russia
would begin in 50 years, which would result in
Konigsberg captured, and the priceless “ancient” orig-
inal triumphantly claimed as a Russian trophy? Had
the Konigsberg hoaxers foreseen this, they would have
certainly painted every single capital letter red.

4.13. A brief summary of our analysis of the
Radzivilovskaya Chronicle

We are therefore of the opinion that the history of
the “most ancient” Radzivilovskaya Chronicle is as
follows. It was manufactured in Konigsberg in the
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early XVIII century, apparently in preparation for the
arrival of Peter the Great, right before it. Some really
old chronicle of the XV-XVI century must have been
used as a prototype; however, this ancient copy had
undergone a substantial transformation before it be-
came the Radzivilovskaya Chronicle. The old origi-
nal was destroyed.

The Konigsberg “Nestors” of the XVIII century
were adhering to the Romanovian version of the old
Russian history for the most part, as related in the of-
ficial Synopsis dating from the middle of the XVII
century. Their goal had been the creation — or, rather,
the forgery of the missing original source, the pre-
sumably ancient chronicle that would confirm the
Romanovian version of Russian history. Peter had
approved of the Konigsberg chronicle, and the Rad-
zivilovskaya Chronicle has been known as the “old-
est Russian chronicle” ever since. The original source
that would serve as foundation for the entire edifice
of Russian history finally came into existence.

However, the foundations of court Romanovian
history aren’t limited to the chronicle in question;
the Romanovs invited foreign professors of history in
order to make their version “conform to international
standards” — Bayer, Schlezer, Miller and others. The
latter carried out their order and dutifully wrote the
“cosmetic” version of the Romanovian history that
would meet the stipulations of the historical science
of that epoch. The Romanovian “court” version had
undergone its transformation into a “scientific” one.

Apparently, when the German professors were ap-
proaching the completion of their work, they con-
scientiously decided to “correct” the original source,
and therefore some of the pages were planted in the
chronicle, and others removed therefrom. Special at-
tention was naturally paid to the “Norman” and the
“chronological” pages. Apparently, these pages needed
to be re-written or even written from scratch in order
to correspond to their new version; consider the
process equivalent to putting the final layer of varnish
on the product.

However, numerous signs of corrections remained
in the Radzivilovskaya Letopis; this could lead to
many unwanted questions. Therefore, the original
had to be kept further away from prying eyes. Its pub-
lication took place a whole century later, when every-
one had already forgotten about the taboo.
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5.
OTHER CHRONICLES THAT DESCRIBE
THE EPOCHS BEFORE THE X1l CENTURY

Apart from the Radzivilovskaya Letopis, we have
several other copies of ancient Russian chronicles at
our disposal to date. The following ones are consid-
ered the most important:

- the Lavrentyevskaya Letopis,

- the Ipatyevskaya Letopis,

- the Academic Moscow Chronicle (also known

as the Troitse-Sergievskiy copy),

- the Novgorodskaya Letopis,

- the Chronograph of Pereyaslavl-Suzdalskiy,
also known as the Archive Chronograph or the
Judean Chronograph.

There are many other chronicles whose first part
describes the Kiev Russia, or spans the historical pe-
riods before the alleged XIII century. However, it turns
out that all the copies known to us nowadays that
contain descriptions of this epoch somewhere in the
beginning are variants of the Povest Vremennyh Let
— or the Radzivilovskaya Letopis, in other words.

A detailed comparison of the existing copies of
the Povest Vremennyh Let was made by N. A. Moro-
zov ([547]). All of these copies turned out virtually
identical, which had been known before. However,
Morozov came to the conclusion that we feel obliged
to cite herein:

“Apart from minor stylistic corrections. .. the main
body of text is virtually the same, notwithstanding the
fact that the three copies were “discovered” at a great
distance from each other: the Radzivilovskaya Letopis
was found in Kénigsberg, the Lavrentyevskaya Letopis
— presumably in Suzdal, and the Troitse-Sergievskiy
copy was discovered in the Province of Moscow. If all
of them are copies of the same older original that
predated the invention of the printing press, one must
think that said original was common for the entire
territory between Konigsberg and the Province of
Vladimir or even a vaster one, which makes it a mys-
tery how the surviving copies, being distant in terri-
tory and in relation to one another, fail to contain sub-
stantially greater textual alterations. One must there-
fore come to the conclusion that both the anonymous
scribe responsible for the Troitse-Sergievskiy chron-
icle and Lavrentiy, the monk from Suzdal, were using
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the popular edition of 1767; thus, the texts date from
the end of the XVIII century, a short while before
their discovery by the laborious searchers of ancient
chronicles like Moussin-Pushkin... this explains the
fact that none of them stops at 1206, which is the
case with the Radzivilovskaya Letopis, but rather car-
ries on with relating the chronology of the events...
and so we discover that the further sequence of events
in one of the copies isn’t repeated in any of the oth-
ers... not a single common word, which is quite nor-
mal for independent records of one and the same
event” ([547]).

Above we cite another observation in favour of
Morozov’s opinion — apparently, all the copies of the
Povest Vremennyh Let known to us today were writ-
ten on the same kind of paper with identical water-
marks — the “bull’s head” and the variations thereof.
It appears that they all came out of the same work-
shop. Could it have been the one in K6nigsberg?

We come to the three following conclusions.

1) Nowadays we have but a single text at our dis-
posal that describes the events of the ancient Russian
history before 1206. Let us remind the reader that
this oldest epoch in the history of Russia is known as
that of the Kiev Russia. In the Millerian version, the
ancient Kiev lost its status of a capital after Batu-
Khan had captured it in 1238.

2) This text exists in copies that are unlikely to
predate the XVIII century, which is when it became
known. The important thing is that the Russian
sources that predate this time contain no references
to the Povest Vremennyh Let whatsoever; apparently,
this text had still been unknown in the beginning of
the XVII century.

3) All the copies of the Povest Vremennyh Let were
apparently written around the same time (late XVII
or the XVIII century), and in the same geographical
location to boot.

6.
THE PUBLICATION RATE OF THE RUSSIAN
CHRONICLES REMAINS THE SAME AS TIME
GOES ON

The publication of the Complete Collection of Rus-
sian Chronicles began as early as in 1841 ([797], page
1028). 24 volumes were published over the course of
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the 80 years that had passed between 1841 and 1921.
This was followed by a 27-year break; then, in 1949,
the publication had resumed. The last volume in the
series to date is the 39th. Fantastic publication speed,
isn't it?

Despite the fact that the publication has been going
on for over 150 years, many Russian chronicles haven’t
been published yet — for instant, the Karamzinskaya
Letopis from Novgorod, qv in [634], page 540.

The grandiose compilation of chronicles known
as the Litsevoy Letopisniy Svod, usually dated to the
XVI century, was only published in 2006. Its volume
amounts to 9000 pages. It spans the period between
the Genesis and 1567 ([797], page 718). In particu-
lar, it contains sixteen thousand excellent miniatures,
many of which are often reproduced. There are many
references to the Litsevoy Svod — and yet not a single
complete edition in existence to predate 2006! The
illustrations were available to the public, but not the
text.

The facsimile edition of the Litsevoy Svod was pub-
lished by the Akteon publishing house in Moscow as
aresult of it being discussed at length by a large num-
ber of people. This was an event of paramount im-
portance.

A propos, the Radzivilovskaya Letopis, presum-
ably the oldest one, was published as late as 1989 —
in the 38th volume of the Complete Collection. Bear
in mind that the publication of the series began in
1841!

What could possibly be the reason for such bizarre
procrastination in the publication of the Russian
chronicles? Judging by the publication speed of the
Complete Collection, we shall have to wait until the
year 3000 to see printed copies of all the other Russian
chronicles that remain unpublished to this day.

Let us mention another thing about the Litsevoy
Svod. Below we shall demonstrate that some of the
allegedly “ancient” Russian chronicles are most likely
to have been created in the XVIII century. This fact
makes us reconsider the Litsevoy Svod as seen in the
context of other Russian chronicles. It may have been
created in the XVII century, thus being the first ver-
sion of the Russian history written at the order of the
Romanovs. In this case it is one of the earliest chron-
icles to have survived until our day, rather than one
of the more recent ones — see chapters 8 and 9.
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1.
THE TRADITIONAL SCHEME OF THE ANCIENT
RUSSIAN HISTORY

In this referential section we shall remind the
reader of the chronology and the primary landmarks
of the ancient Russian history in the version sug-
gested by Miller and his colleagues. We shall be cit-
ing their datings herein; our own datings, as given in
the chapters to follow, shall be substantially different.

1.1. The first period: from times immemorial to
the middle of the IX century A.D.

The Povest Vremennyh Let begins with a short sec-
tion that relates Biblical history, starting with the del-
uge and ending with the Byzantine emperor Michael.
Nowadays this emperor is supposed to have reigned
in the middle of the IX century A. D. This brief in-
troductory part of the chronicle hardly gives us any
information concerning the history of Russia at all.

1.2. The second period: from the middle of the
IX century to the middle of the XII — the Kiev
Russia starting with Ryurik and ending with

Yuri Dolgoroukiy (of Rostov)

This is the epoch of the Great Princes who had
ruled the Kiev Russia, qv in the Radzivilovskaya
Chronicle ([716]). Reign durations are indicated in
parentheses, with several different options given for
joint rules. We must also note that in certain cases dif-
ferent chronicles specify different reign durations; we
shall refer to all such cases discovered in the course
of our research explicitly; see also the work of N. M.
Karamzin ([362]).

We are of the opinion that the existence of nu-
merous discrepancies between various sources —
namely, different reign durations, occasionally also
different names specified by different chronicles, gaps
in dynastic sequences and a general lack of consen-
sus in the descriptions of riots and civil disturbances,
should be telling us that we are dealing with genuine
ancient documents primarily. They have naturally
undergone heavy editing in the XVII-XVIII century,
but nevertheless relate real historical events. Had
Russian history been a mere fantasy of Miller and his
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colleagues, they would have streamlined it and
avoided such obvious discrepancies. All of it leaves
one with the hope that we can yet reconstruct the
true Russian history from the chronicles available to
date.

Ryurik, 862-879, reigned for 17 years, capital in
Novgorod the Great (Velikiy Novgorod).

Igor, 879-945 or 912-945, reigned for 66 or 33
years, capital in Kiev since 882.

Oleg, 879-912, reigned for 33 years, capital in Kiev.

Olga, 945-955 or 945-969, reigned for 10 or 24
years, capital in Kiev.

Svyatoslav, 945-972 or 964-972, reigned for 27 or
8 years, capital in Kiev. Transferred the capital to Pere-
yaslavl. Let us point out the lacuna in the chronicle
that spans the years 955-964; it is unclear whether it
had been Olga’s or Svyatoslav’s reign. Hence the dif-
ferent reign durations.

Oleg Iin 972, reigned for 1 year, capital in the land
of the Drevlyane (Ovrouch?).

Yaropolk, 972-980, reigned for 8 years, capital in
Kiev. Prince of Velikiy Novgorod before 980.

Boris in 1015, reigned for 1 year, capital in Murom.

Gleb in 1015, reigned for 1 year, capital in Vladimir.

Svyatopolk, 1015-1019, reigned for 4 years, capital
in Kiev.

Yaroslav (= Georgiy) the Wise, 1019-1054, reigned
for 35 years. Prince of Velikiy Novgorod before 1019,
moved to Kiev thereafter.

Mstislav Khrabriy (the Brave) in 1035, reigned for
1 year, capital in Tmutarakan. It must be said that ac-
cording to the XVI century sources described in [183],
Volume 2, page 28, Tmutarakan used to be another
name of Astrakhan. Certain historians are still trying
to find the famous Tmutarakan — these efforts are
quite futile, since the learned scholars are searching
in the wrong place.

Izyaslav (= Dmitriy), 1054-1078, reigned for 24
years, capital in Kiev.

Vsevolod, 1078-1093, reigned for 14 years, capital
in Kiev. Originally a Prince of Pereyaslavl; his reign
was preceded by that of his brother Izyaslav, which is
considered to have been a time of embroilment and
strife. The years of Vsevolod’s reign could therefore
have been counted from the date of Yaroslav’s death.
In this case, his reign covers the 39-year period be-
tween 1054 and 1093.
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Svyatopolk (= Mikhail), 1093-1113, reigned for 20
years, capital in Kiev.

Vladimir Monomakh, 1113-1125, reigned for 12
years; alternatively, 1093-1125, in which case his reign
duration shall equal 32 years. Capital in Kiev.

Mstislav, 1125-1132, reigned for 7 years, capital in
Kiev.

Yaropolk, 1132-1139, reigned for 7 years, capital in
Kiev.

Vsevolod, 1139-1146, reigned for 7 years, capital in
Kiev.

Igor in 1146, reigned for 1 year, capital in Kiev.

Izyaslav, 1146-1155, reigned for 8 years, capital in
Kiev.

Youri (= Georgiy) Dolgoroukiy, starting with the
death of his father in 1125 or with 1148, the year
when he was crowned Great Prince in Kiev ([716],
page 117). Alternatively, he could have come to power
in 1155, at the end of Izyaslav’s reign, and reigned
until 1157. We get three versions of his reign dura-
tion as a result — 30 years, 9 years or 2 years. The main
version is the 9-year one: starting with the beginning
of his reign in Kiev and until the actual end of his
reign. The capital is Rostov originally, and then Kiev;
next it gets transferred to Suzdal.

Andrei Bogolyubskiy, 1157-1174, reigned for 17
years, or 1169-1174 and a 5-year reign, accordingly.
Here 1169 is the year when Andrei had conquered
Kiev; his capital was in Suzdal or Vladimir. It is pre-
sumed that the capital was transferred elsewhere from
Kiev in his reign.

CoMMENTARY. Up until the conquest of Kiev by
Andrei, the city had been the capital of the following
Great Princes, which can be regarded as his co-rulers:

Izyaslav Dadidovich, 1157-1159, reigned for 2
years, capital in Kiev.

Rostislay Mikhail, 1159-1167, reigned for 8 years,
capital in Kiev.

Mstislay Izyaslavich, 1167-1169, reigned for 2 years,
capital in Kiev.

This epoch is only known to us in the rendition of
the Povest Vremennyh Let. Nowadays Kiev (the mod-
ern city on the Dnepr) is presumed to have been the
capital of the state. The epoch of Kiev Russia ends
with the transfer of the capital to Suzdal first, and
then to Vladimir — under Youri Dolgoroukiy and And-
rei Bogolyubskiy. This happens in the middle of the
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alleged XII century. The circumstances of the trans-
fer of the capital from Kiev to Vladimir are described
differently in various chronicles, with several datings
of said events specified. The transfer is credited to
Youri Dolgoroukiy in some cases, and to Andrei Bo-
golyubskiy in others. Youri Dolgoroukiy is also said to
have founded Moscow in the alleged year 1147.

1.3. The third period: the Russia of Vladimir
and Suzdal, starting with the middle of the
XIl century and ending with Batu-Khan's
conquest in 1237

Mikhail, 1174-1176, reigned for 2 years, capital in
Vladimir.

Vsevolod “Bolshoye Gnezdo” (“The Great Nest”),
1176-1212, reigned for 36 years, capital in Vladimir.

Georgiy, 1212-1216, reigned for 4 years, capitals in
Vladimir and Suzdal.

Mstislav of Novgorod, reigned from 1212 accord-
ing to [362], Volume 1, page 87, and until 1219, qv in
[362], Volume 1, page 103. His reign duration there-
fore equals 7 years.

Constantine, 1212-1219, reigned for 7 years, cap-
itals in Yaroslavl and Rostov before 1216, Vladimir and
Suzdal after that.

Youri (= Georgiy), 1219-1237, reigned for 18 years
([36], page 30). Capital in Vladimir.

Batu-Khan. In 1237 Batu-Khan defeats Youri, who
dies on the battlefield. This event marks the end of
the Vladimir and Suzdal epoch in Russia.

Once again, the beginning of this epoch is only
known to us in the version of the Povest Vremennyh
Let; the sequence of events related therein ends with
1206 — a few years before Batu-Khan’s invasion, that
is. The last year covered by the chronicles is in close
proximity to the fall of Constantinople in 1204; how-
ever, this famous event is absent from the Povest Vre-
mennyh Let for some reason. This omission is very odd
indeed, since this chronicle pays a lot of attention to
Byzantine events. We shall get back to this later.

The end of the third period is marked by the well-
known “collation” of two different groups of Russian
chronicles. Some of them cease their narration here,
whereas others only start with this epoch. There are
a few chronicles that don’t interrupt at this point for-
mally — the Arkhangelogorodskiy Letopisets, for in-
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stance; however, some of the chronicles manifest a
chronological shift here, qv below. For instance, the
Oustyuzhskiy Letopisets of Lev Vologdin, compiled in
1765, survived in its original form; there are also 22
copies of this chronicle kept in the archives of Mos-
cow, St. Petersburg, Kiev and Oustyug Velikiy ([36],
page 8). All of the editions (the original as well as the
copies) contain “wrong” A.D. datings for the entire in-
terval between 1267 and 1398. The rate of the chrono-
logical shift accumulated, amounting to a hundred
years by 1398 — namely, the chronicle refers to 1398
instead of 1299, which is the “correct” dating. This
year is reflected in a large fragment of text; after that,
the chronicle leaps to 1415, and the chronological
shift disappears. Thus, according to the Romanovian-
Millerian chronology of the manuscript, the latter
contains a gap between 1299 and 1415. Apparently,
Lev Vologdin, a priest of the Uspenskaya Cathedral
in Velikiy Oustyug, was still poorly familiar with the
consensual chronology of the Russian history, which
had still been “polished” by Miller in St. Petersburg.

The fact that the gap in Vologdin’s chronicle is a
centenarian one has an explanation, which will be
related in detail below.

1.4. The fourth period: the yoke of the Tartars
and the Mongols, starting with the battle of Sit
in 1238 and ending with the 1481 “Ougra oppo-

sition”, which is considered to mark the
“official end of the Great Yoke” nowadays

Batu-Khan from 1238 and on.

Yaroslav Vsevolodovich, 1238-1248, reigned for 10
years, capital in Vladimir. Came from Novgorod ([36],
page 70). According to [362], his reign spans the years
between 1238 and 1247, equalling 8 years. According
to [145], he had reigned in 1237-1247 (10 years al-
together).

Svyatoslav Vsevolodovich, 1248-1249, reigned for
1 year, capital in Vladimir ([36]). However, according
to [145], the year of his reign had been 1247-1248.

Alexander Yaroslavich of Novgorod and Kiev (=
Alexander Nevskiy), 1247-1263, reigned for 16 years
([362], pages 41-58). He is referred to as the Prince
of Kievin [145], page 165. He ruled in Suzdal between
1252 and 1262, after the capture of Suzdal by Nevruy,
qv below.
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Lacuna or Nevruy Saltan, 1252-1259, reigned for
7 years ([36]).

Alexander Vassilyevich of Novgorod, 1259-1264,
reigned for 5 years ([36], page 70). This character
might be a duplicate of Alexander Nevskiy for all we
know, in which case Yaroslav’s alias “Vassily” really
stands for “Basileus”, or “King”. It turns out that the
Arkhangelogorodskiy Letopisets doesn’t mention
Alexander Yaroslavich (Nevskiy!) at all, telling us
about Alexander Vassilyevich instead — this must be
the same person as Alexander Nevskiy. The latter is
considered to have been a stepson of Batu-Khan; the
Arkhangelogorodskiy Letopisets, on the other hand,
refers to Alexander Nevskiy as to an actual son of
Batu-Khan, whom we already identified as Yaroslav,
qv below. Other sources collate the reigns of Nevruy
and Alexander, suggesting that the latter had reigned
in Suzdal all the while.

Could “Nevruy” be the “Tartar” name of Nevskiy?
For instance, we have discovered that Batu-Khan was
merely the “Tartar” name of Yaroslav. The Vologodskiy
Letopisets, for instance, is telling us about Alexander
Nevruy who came from the Horde when it relates
the events of 1294. According to the text, this Alex-
ander Nevruy (Nevskiy?) had presided over the coun-
cil of the Princes and been in charge of the division
of principalities. One must note that the names NEV-
ruy and NEV-skiy only differ in suffixes; also bear in
mind that Nevruy was known as “Saltan”, or simply
“Sultan”! The next event mentioned in [145] after
the 1294 assembly of the Princes led by Alexander
Nevruy is the death of “Fyodor, the Great Prince of
Yaroslavl and Smolensk” in 1299. This prince must be
yet another double of Alexander Nevruy, since the
assembly didn’t appoint any other prince. Fyodor, the
Great Prince of Yaroslavl and Smolensk, is a well-
known prince who was canonized as a saint, qv in the
Russian Orthodox monthly books of psalms under
19 September and 5 March (old style). This must be
another reflection of Alexander Nevskiy.

Mikhail Khrabriy (The Brave) of Kostroma, 1249-
1250, reigned for 1 year ([36]), capital in Vladimir.

Andrei of Suzdal, 1250-1252, reigned for 2 years
([36]), capital in Vladimir.

Yaroslav of Tver, 1263-1272, reigned for 9 years ac-
cording to [362]. His capital was in Vladimir. Another
version of his reign duration is 1264-1267 (see [36]).
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Mikhail Yaroslavich, 1267-1272, reigned for 5 years
according to [36]. Some of the other chronicles don’t
mention him at all.

Vassily I of Kostroma with his sons Boris and Gleb
([36], page 70). Reigned in 1272-1277 for a total of 5
years according to [36] and [145], or in 1272-1276 ac-
cording to [362] — 4 years, that is. Capital in Vladimir.

Dmitriy I of Pereyaslavl, 1276-1294, reigned for 18
years according to [362], or 1277-1293 according to
[145]. As for [36], the end of the reign is altogether
omitted. Capital in Vladimir. A propos, the Vologod-
skiy Letopisets calls him “Pereyaslavskiy”, or a native
of Pereyaslavl, as well as Nevskiy! See [145], page 165.

Andrei Gorodetskiy, 1294-1304, reigned for 10 years
according to [362], with his capital in Vladimir. In
[145] he is referred to as “Novgorodskiy”, which means
“a native of Novgorod”, and his reign duration is spec-
ified as just one year, 1293-1294. Somewhat later [145]
mentions Andrei Gorodetskiy of Suzdal and Nov-
gorod; the new reign duration the chronicle gives us
is 1302-1304. The end of Andrei’s reign is altogether
absent from [36], which mentions Ivan Kalita as the
next Great Prince to have succeeded Andrei in 1328.

Mikhail Svyatoi (The Holy), Prince of Tver and
Vladimir, 1304-1319, reigned for 6 years according to
[362]. We find no trace of this character in either [36]
or [145]. Capital in Vladimir.

Youri of Moscow (Moskovskiy), Uzbek-Khan’s son-
in-law, 1319-1325, reigned for 6 years according to
[362]. In [145] his Great Prince’s title is only men-
tioned indirectly, in the account of his son’s death. No
reign durations are given; the capital is in Vladimir.
In [36] Youri isn’t called the Great Prince.

Dmitriy of Vladimir the Bodeful-Eyed (“Groznye
Ochi”), 1325-1326, reigned for 1 year according to
[362] with his capital in Vladimir. Not mentioned as
a great prince in [36], and missing from [145].

Alexander, 1326-1328, reigned for two years with
his capital in Vladimir, according to [362]. Omitted
from both [36] and [145].

The title of the Great Prince goes over to the Mus-
covite princes, beginning with Ivan I Kalita.

Ivan Danilovich Kalita the Ist — 1328-1340, reigned
for 12 years according to [362] and [36]. In [145] we
find two datings marking the possible beginning of
his reign — 1322 and 1328. The beginning of his reign
as the Great Prince is indicated as 1328 the second
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time. The capital is in Moscow. Actually, the name
Kalita is most likely to be a derivative of “Caliph” or
“Khalif”, which is a well-known title. Bear in mind the
flexion of T and Ph (phita).

Simeon Gordiy (The Proud), 1340-1353, reigned
for 13 years according to [362], [36] and [145]. Cap-
ital in Moscow.

Ivan II Krotkiy (or Krasniy) — “The Humble” or
“The Red’, 1353-1359, reigned for 6 years according
to [36] and [362], or 5 years according to [145], be-
tween 1354 and 1359. Capital in Moscow.

Dmitriy of Suzdal, 1359-1363, reigned for 4 years
according to [362], or in 1360-1362 according to [36]
and [145]. Capital in Moscow.

Dmitriy Ivanovich Donskoi, 1363-1389, reigned for
26 years according to [362], or in 1362-1389 accord-
ing to [36] and [145]. Capital in Moscow.

Vassily I Dmitrievich, 1389-1425, reigned for 36
years according to [362], [36] and [145], with his
capital in Moscow.

Youri Dmitrievich, 1425-1434, reigned for 9 years
according to [365], or in 1425-1435 according to [36].
Another version, given in [145], dates the end of his
reign to either 1431 or 1434, qv in [145], pages 169-
170. Capital in Moscow.

Vassily II Tyomniy (The Dark), 1425-1462 accord-
ing to [36] and [362]. [145] doesn’t specify the end
of his reign, the last mention dates to 1450; alterna-
tively, his second reign began in either 1447 or 1448.
The reign duration therefore equals 37 or 14 years.
The capital is in Moscow. Both [145] and [365] spec-
ify his reign as 1450-1462.

Dmitriy Shemyaka the Cross-Eyed (“Kosoi”), 1446-
1450, reigned for 4 years according to [362] and [36].
Capital in Moscow. According to [145] and [362], his
reign spans the years between 1445 and 1450.

Formally, the independence of Russia from the
Horde begins with the reign of the next ruler, Ivan III.
The “Great Yoke” of the Mongols and the Tartars ends.
This dating is however of an arbitrary nature.

The epoch between Ivan Kalita and Ivan III is a
very special period in Russian history, which we shall
discuss in detail below.

It is presumed that Russia had lost independence
in this epoch, transforming into the “Mongol Tar-
taria” in the eyes of the foreigners.

Let us jump ahead and share our opinion that this
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very epoch opens the most important period in the
entire history of Russia (Horde); earlier epochs are
most likely to be phantom reflections of the XIV-XVI
century, and are obscured by impenetrable tenebros-
ity for the most part. We can virtually say nothing at
all about the real history of Russia before the XIII
century.

1.5. The fifth period: the Moscow Russia starting
with Ivan lll and ending with the Great Strife, or
the enthronement of the Romanovs in 1613

Ivan III Vassilyevich the Great, 1462-1505 (accord-
ing to [362]). However, his de facto reign began in
1452, which makes the reign duration equal either
43 or 53 years. 1481 marks the formal independence
from the Horde, which gives us the reign duration of
24 years. Moscow is the capital. He is first mentioned
as a Great Prince in 1452 (according to [36] and
[145]); [36] dates the end of his reign to 1507. His son
and co-ruler is Ivan Ivanovich Molodoi (The Young,
or The Junior), 1471-1490 — 19 years altogether ([794],
page 158). Moscow is the capital.

Vassily 111, also known as Ivan = Varlaam = Gavriil
([161], page 68; see also the chronicle [145], page
173). Reigned for 28 years between 1505 and 1533 ac-
cording to [362]. The capital is in Moscow. According
to [36] and [145], he reigned in 1507-1534.

Youri Ivanovich, 1533, reigned for 1 year accord-
ing to [775] and [776]. The capital is Moscow.

Yelena Glinskaya + Ivan Ovchina, 1533-1538,
reigned for 5 years according to [775], with their cap-
ital in Moscow.

The Semiboyarshchina, or the Reign of the Seven
Boyars (the Guardian Council) — 1538-1547, 9 years
altogether according to [775]. Moscow is the capital.

Ivan IV the Terrible (Grozniy), 1533-1584, reigned
for 51 years according to [775]; capital in Moscow.

Simeon Beckboulatovich, 1575-1576, reigned for 1
year according to [775] with his capital in Moscow.
The alleged “co-ruler” of Ivan the Terrible.

Fyodor Ioannovich, 1584-1598, reigned for 14 years
according to [362]. Capital in Moscow.

Boris Fyodorovich Godunov, 1598-1605, reigned
for 7 years according to [362]. Capital in Moscow.

Fyodor Borisovich, 1605, reigned for 1 year ac-
cording to [362]. Capital in Moscow.
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Dmitriy Ivanovich, or the so-called “False Dmitriy”
(“Lzhedmitriy”), 1605-1610, reigned for 5 years with
his capital in Moscow first, and then Tushino. He was
presumably killed in 1606; however, in the very same
year Dmitriy comes to power again — historians are
of the opinion that this second Dmitriy was a differ-
ent person ([362], Volume 12, page 15). However, his
relatives — the wife, her parents and many others who
had known Dmitriy previously recognized him as the
same old Dmitriy Ivanovich (see [362]; also [183],
Volume 2, page 131, and [436], pages 362-363). This
is why we indicate Dmitriy’s reign as ending with his
murder in 1610; one may also consider this period to
be “the sum of the two Dmitriys”.

Vassily Shouyskiy, 1606-1610, reigned for 4 years
according to [362]. Capital in Moscow.

The Great Strife, 1610-1613, lasted for three years.

According to our hypothesis, the epoch between
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Ivan Il and the Great Strife is the primary source for
all the phantom duplicates inherent in Russian his-
tory and dated to the epochs before the XIV century.
All the epochs in question and a rough scheme of
chronological duplicates in Russian history can be
seen in the illustrations at the beginning of the next
chapter.

1.6. The sixth period: dynasty of the Romanovs

What we have here is a radical change of dynasty;
the new ruling dynasty of the Romanovs comes to
power. The first king of the dynasty is Mikhail Roma-
nov, 1613-1645. We shall refrain from listing the other
Romanovs herein, since Russian history of the Roma-
novian epoch is already beyond our concern; that is
the epoch when the consensual version of the ancient
Russian history was created.



CHAPTER 2

The two chronological shifts
inherent in the history of Russia

1.
A GENERAL SCHEME OF THE PARALLELISM

In the present chapter we shall relate the statisti-
cal parallelism between the dynasties of the Russian
rulers that we discovered in the course of our re-
search, as a result of applying the methods of ancient
dynasty analysis that we have already used extensively,
qv in CHRON1 and CHRON2.

The consensual version of the Romanovian-
Millerian “Russian history textbook” is represented
schematically in fig. 2.1. In fig. 2.2 one sees the real
construction of this “textbook” unravelled by our re-
search and the primary chronological shifts present
therein, whereas fig. 2.3 represents a very general
scheme of Russian chronology in our reconstruction.
In fig. 2.4 we see the scheme of the 400-year paral-
lelism inherent in Russian history as discussed below.
The formal empirico-statistical result of our research
is presented in figs. 2.1-2.6.

1) The period between 1300 and 1600 served as the
original for the ancient and mediaeval history of
Russia.

2) The period between the middle of the IX and
the beginning of the XIII century is a phantom du-
plicate of the above.

3) The period between 1200 and 1600 is a “sum”
of the two chronicles, the first one being the original

that spans the period between 1300 and 1600, and the
second — the very same original, but shifted back-
wards by some 100 years. The superimposition of the
two chronicles gives us the 1200-1600 chronicle ex-
tended by a 100 years.

The entire period between 1327 and 1600 is re-
ferred to as “the Moscow Russia” in modern text-

800
882 A.D. (The campaign of Oleg)
900
1000 Kiev Russia
1100 1155
1200 Vladimir and Suzdal Russia
1237
1300
The “Tartar yoke”
1400
1481
1500
Moscow Russia
1600 - 1605
The Great Strife 1613
The Romanovs

Fig. 2.1. A chronological scheme of Russian history in its
Scaligerian and Millerian version.
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Fig. 2.2. The structure of the shifts inherent in the erroneous chronology of the Russian history. The Scaligerian and Millerian
“Russian history textbook” is compiled of three different versions of a single chronicle.

| The unification of Russia under the
power of Novgorod the Great:

W ~— Rostov, Yaroslavl and Kostroma.

The foundation of the Great =

“Mongolian” Empire.

1300

1400 828
The Battle of Kulikovo

~——The divide of the Great Empire into

N/
1500 two parts: Russia and Turkey

The decline of the Great =
“Mongolian” Empire

Fig. 2.3. A general chronological scheme of the Russian his-
tory after the rectification of the errors inherent in the
Scaligerian and Millerian version. Our reconstruction.

books; however, according to our reconstruction, this
name only applies to the end of this epoch. We have
discovered the period of the XIV-XVI century to con-
tain the originals of all three epochs that Russian his-
tory is divided into nowadays:

- the ancient Kiev Russia,

- the ancient Vladimir Russia,

- the mediaeval Moscow Russia.

Below we cite comparative tables of events for the
discovered dynastical parallelisms inherent in the his-
tory of Russia. It has to be said that the events listed
below are related in accordance with the consensual
Millerian version as opposed to our reconstruction;
nevertheless, we occasionally refer to the results de-
scribed in the subsequent chapters of Part 1, which
we expect the readers to be familiar with for a more
fundamental understanding of the tables and their
content.
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2.
A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE 100-YEAR
SHIFT MANIFEST IN RUSSIAN HISTORY

a = Russian history of the XIV century.
® b = Russian history of the XIII century.

la. The XIV century. Takhta-Khan, 1291-1313,
reigned for 22 years, and Daniel of Moscow,
1281-1303, reigned for 22 years.

® 1b. The XIII century. Genghis-Khan, the alleged

years 1205-1227, reigned for 22 years, and
Vsevolod Bolshoye Gnezdo, the alleged years
1176-1212, reigned for 36 years.

1.1a. The XIV century. Daniel of Moscow is the
founder of the Muscovite dynasty. His reign
was followed by the conflict between the
princes of Moscow and Tver.
® 1.1b. The XIII century. Vsevolod Bolshoye Gnezdo
is the founder of a dynasty, succeeded by
his sons and their offspring. His very name
translates as “The Great Nest” and refers
to his foundation of the Vladimir-Suzdal

dynasty.

2a. The X1V century. Uzbek-Khan, 1312-1340,
reigned for 28 years, and Mikhail, 1304-1319,
reigned for 15 years. Next we have Youri, 1319-
1328, with a reign duration of 9 years, followed
by Ivan I Kalita, or Caliph (Khalif), who had
reigned for 12 years between 1328 and 1340.

u 2b. The XIII century. Batu-Khan (the name Batu
relates to the Russian dialect forms of the
word “father” - batya and batka), 1227-1255,
reigned for 18 years, and Constantine, 1212-
1219, reigned for 7 years. After that we see
Youri’s 18-year reign in the alleged years 1219-
1237, followed by the 8-year reign of Yaroslav
Vsevolodovich (1238-1246).

2.1a. The XIV century. Unlike his predecessors,
Uzbek-Khan left a significant mark in Russian
history, having become a relation of Youri the
Muscovite (the latter was his son-in-law). It is
presumed that Uzbek-Khan had been greatly
influenced by Ivan Kalita (Caliph), who re-
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mained in the Horde all the time; another
presumption is that the power of the Musco-
vite princes was entirely based on the military
potential of the Horde, which is the only rea-
son why they could unite and conquer the en-
tire Russia ([435], pages 189-190).

m 2.1b. The XIII century. Batu-Khan conquers Rus-
sia, which marks the beginning of the Tartar
rule in Russia. The Tartars had presumably
ruled by proxy of the Great Princes of Vladi-
mir. Batu-Khan made Yaroslav Vsevolodo-
vich prince, and became his relation, since
Alexander Nevskiy, the son of Yaroslav, be-
came Batu-Khans adopted son. Batu-Khan
had helped the princes of Vladimir to con-
quer the whole of Russia; prior to that, other
independent princes and principalities had
also existed. The title of the Great Prince of
Kiev also ceased to exist around that time.
The dynasty of the Kiev princes ended with
the conquest of Kiev by Batu-Khan.

2.2a. The XIV century. This is the end of the
Vladimir-Suzdal dynasty of Yaroslav Vsevolo-
dovich, the son of Vsevolod Bolshoye Gnezdo,
and also the beginning of the new Moscow
dynasty.

w 2.2b. The XIII century. This period marks the end
of the Kiev dynasty of Yaroslav the Wise,
which is also the end of the Kiev Russia. Next
we have the Vladimir-Suzdal period as well
as the “yoke of the Tartars and the Mongols”.

3a. The XIV century. Chanibek-Khan, 1341-1357,
reigned for 16 years, and Simeon Gordiy (“the
Proud”), 1340-1353, reigned for 13 years.

m 3p. The XIII century. Berke-Khan, the alleged
years 1255-1266, reigned for 11 years, and
Alexander Nevskiy, the alleged years 1252-
1263, reigned for 11 years.

3.1a. The XIV century. The reign of Simeon is the
time of the conflict between Pskov and the
Germans from Livonia. Prince Alexander
Vsevolodovich (whose “origins remain un-
known to us’, according to Karamzin, qv in
[362], Volume 4, page 157), appears in Pskov
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around the same time. This prince defeated

the Germans and laid the entire South-East of

Livonia waste. This took place in 1342; we see

a good parallelism with the deeds of

Alexander Nevskiy.

® 3.1b. The XIII century. The most famous deed of

Alexander Nevskiy is presumed to be the de-
feat of the Livonian knights on the Choud-
skoye Lake in the alleged year 1242. The
Livonians are assumed to have been a Ger-
man military order. Alexander set forth to
fight the Livonians from Pskov, qv in [435],
pages 162-164. Bear in mind that Alexander
Nevskiy is a descendant of Vsevolod Bol-
shoye Gnezdo (his grandson, to be precise),
and can therefore be referred to as “Vsevolo-
dovich”, or “descendant of Vsevolod”, What
we see is a manifestation of the chronologi-
cal shift that equals 100 years in this case.

3.2a. The XIV century. After this victory, prince
Alexander leaves Pskov. “The natives of Pskov
implored him to return, but to no avail ...
their pleas to the Novgorod government to
provide them with a local ruler and an army
were also in vain” ([362], Volume 4, page 157).
m 3.2b. The XIII century. Shortly after the victory
the relationship between the people of Nov-
gorod and Alexander deteriorates, and the
latter moves to Pereyaslavl ([435], page 163).
However, the Germans, the Latvians and the
Estonians got into the habit of raiding the
lands of Novgorod, and the inhabitants of
the city were forced to ask for Alexander’s
return. This was far from easy — they had
been given Prince Andrei initially, and later
managed to cajole Alexander into returning
([435], page 164).

3.3a. The XIV century. The dispute between Simeon
and Novgorod. The people of Novgorod had
bound Simeon in chains and declared to him
that the city should elect princes autono-
mously and tolerate no alien rulers. Simeon
reacted by preparing his army for the battle.
The townsfolk called to arms as well, and a
military conflict was escaped very narrowly.
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However, the commonality revolted, sup-

ported Simeon and had some of the boyars

banished, with one of their number, and a

very distinguished boyar, at that, killed ([362],

Volume 4, pages 155-156). The dispute had

ended, and Simeon disbanded the army.

® 3.3b. The XIII century. The dispute between Alex-

ander Nevskiy and the city of Novgorod
ranks among his most important biographi-
cal episodes; the denizens of the city banished
his son Vassily in a humiliating fashion, and
the situation was approaching the stage of
an armed conflict. Alexander had tried to
take Novgorod by force, but the city capitu-
lated, having demoted the vicegerent Ana-
niya in 1255 ([362], Volume 4, pages 45-47).

COMMENTARY. In general, Simeon’s reign was char-
acterised by wars waged against Novgorod and Pskov
by the Swedes and the Germans, according to N. A.
Karamzin ([362]). This is very close to how the re-
spective period in Alexander Nevskiy’s biography is de-
scribed. Under Simeon, the military action takes place
in Livonia. In both cases under comparison the in-
habitants of Novgorod and Pskov ask a Great Prince
for help, one they occasionally have conflicts with.
Simeon abandons Novgorod a number of times
([362], Volume 4, pages 162-163). We also see several
references to the Livonian knights and the Order
([362], Volume 4, pages 163 and 158). Alexander Nev-
skiy’s reign is marked by similar events, and famous
for his wars with the Livonian order and disputes with
Novgorod primarily. The relations between the Horde
and Alexander, likewise Simeon, are described in the
same words; both knights were known as pillars of the
Khan’s power and frequent visitors in the Horde, where
they were considered figures of great authority.

4a. The XIV century. The embroilment of 1359-
1381. 25 khans had reigned over these 22 years.

® 4b, The XIII century. Mentutenir-Khan (possibly
Mengutimur-Khan), the alleged years 1266-
1291, reigned for 25 years. Strife and struggle
between the sons of Alexander Nevskiy in
1281-1328 (according to [649], pages 18-19,
32-34 and 53), which equals 47 years, or, alter-
natively, in 1299-1328, 29 reign years alto-
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gether starting with the death of Fyodor, Great
Prince of Yaroslavl and Smolensk, and ending
with Ivan Kalita.

5a. The XIV century. Tokhtamysh-Khan, 1381-1395,
reigned for 14 years; in his reign we see Mamai
the warlord and Dmitriy Donskoi (1363-1389),
who had reigned for 26 years. Tokhtamysh-
Khan defeated Mamai in 1381.

m 5). Takhta-Khan, the alleged years 1291-1313,
reigned for 22 years, and Nogai the military
leader, defeated by the khan in the alleged year
1299. Takhta-Khan is accompanied by Dmit-
riy of Pereyaslavl, 1276-1295.

COMMENTARY. Apart from the parallelisms be-
tween events, we see a distinct similarity between how
the names sound:

Takhta-mysh = Takhta,

Mamai = Nogai,

Dmitriy of Don (or Donskoi) = Dmitriy of Pere-
yaslavl (or Pereyaslavskiy).

5.1a. The XIV century. Mamai is the “custodian” of
the khans; he was the de facto ruler who could
enthrone khans. Tokhtamysh-Khan defeated
Mamai.

m 5.1b. The XIII century. Nogai is the fiduciary of the
small Takhta-Khan. When Takhta had grown
up, he crushed Nogai. Nogai had also pos-
sessed the power to enthrone the Khans, and
would “keep making their power more and
more nominal” ([362], Vol. 4, Chapters 5-6).

5.2a. The XIV century. Mamai is a military leader of
high rank ([216], page 159).
m 5.2b. The XIII century. Nogai is also a top military
leader ([216], page 137).

5.3a. The XIV century. Mamai usurps power ([216],
page 159).
m 5.3b. The XIII century. Nogai also usurps power
([216], page 137).

5.4a. The XIV century. Mamai becomes a leader of a
“pro-Western political party” in the Horde
([216], page 159).
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m 5.4b. The XIII century. Nogai rules over the West-
ern parts of the Horde ([216], page 137).

5.5a. The XIV century. Mamai’s army consisted of
Osetians, the Cherkesi, the Polovtsy and the
natives of Crimea, qv in [216], pages 160-165.
® 5.5b. The XIII century. The main contingent of
Nogai’s army is characterised as the natives
of the steppes adjacent to the Black Sea and
the Northern Crimea, see [216], page 137.

5.6a. The XIV century. Mamai is defeated by the
Russian troops that fought alongside the Tar-
tars from Siberia and the Volga region ({216],
pages 162-163).

m 5.6b. The XIII century. Nogali is defeated by the
Tartars from the Volga region supported by
the Russian army, as well as the Tartars from
Siberia and Central Asia ([216], page 138).

5.7a. The XIV century. Tokhtamysh-Khan defeated
Mamai in alliance with Dmitriy Donskoi, a
Russian prince.
m 5.7b. The XIII century. Takhta-Khan defeats Nogai
in alliance with Andrei Aleksandrovich, a
Russian prince ([216], page 137).

3.
A 400-YEAR SHIFT IN RUSSIAN HISTORY
AND THE RESULTING DYNASTIC
PARALLELISM

The second chronological shift inherent in Russian
history amounts to roughly 410 years and comprises
the following two epochs:

1) The epoch between 945 and 1174, or the so-
called Kiev Russia — starting with Great Prince Svyato-
slav and ending with the transfer of the capital under
Andrei Bogolyubskiy.

2) The epoch between 1363 and 1598. It is referred
to as the “Moscow Russia”; it begins with the Great
Prince Dmitriy Donskoi and ends with the Czar
Fyodor Ivanovich.

For the cases with several variants of a single king’s
reign, we only cite the one that corresponds with the
parallelism the best. However, there are few such vari-
ants, and all of them are rather close to each other in
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general. We also omit references to sources herein,
since all of them were already indicated above. The
formal aspects of our empirico-statistical methods
as used in the discovery of dynastic parallelisms and
the principles of comparison applied to the latter are
related in CHrON1 and CHRON2. A demonstrative
graphical representation of the dynastic parallelism
discussed herein is given in fig. 2.4.

Bear in mind that the comparative tables cited
herein make references to results related in the chap-
ters to follow; they contain our brief commentary of
certain episodes that comprise the parallelism, and in-
dications of the most interesting coincidences in the
description of historical events one is traditionally
accustomed to deem separated from each other by
several centuries, which duplicate each other nonethe-
less, as estimated by our mathematical methods.

The beginning of the Kiev Russia dynasty, by
which we understand the epoch of Ryurik, Olga and
Oleg, is usually said to predate 945. The next series
of dynastic founders (Ivan Kalita, Simeon the Proud
and Ivan the Humble (or the Red), comes before 1363.
The early XIV century must therefore be the very
springhead of the Russian history. We are referring to
Georgiy Danilovich, followed by Ivan Danilovich
Kalita, his brother (1318 or 1328-1340). Ivan Kalita
= Caliph = Khalif is the double of Batu-Khan, also
known as Uzbek-Khan, Yaroslav Vsevolodovich and
Yaroslav the Wise. He was also known as Georgiy-
Yaroslav, qv in the epistle to the Swedish king writ-
ten by “Ivan the Terrible” ([639], page 136).

a = The Kiev Russia.
m b = The Moscow Russia.

la. The Kiev Russia. The legendary founders of the
dynasty — Ryurik, Oleg and Olga. The alleged
years 862-955.
® 1b. Russia-Horde. The founders of the real dy-
nasty — Georgiy Danilovich, his brother Ivan
Kalita = Caliph or Khalif, Simeon the Proud
and Ivan the Humble (or the Red) in the al-
leged years 1318-1359.

COMMENTARY TO 1b. There is another shift in-
herent in the history of Russia — a centenarian one,
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qv discussed above. It superimposes the founders of
the real dynasty (see 1b) over the beginning of the
Great = “Mongolian” invasion. This superimposition
is constructed in the following manner:

a) Yaroslav Vsevolodovich, aka Batu-Khan, 1238-
1248 = Ivan Kalita (Caliph), aka Uzbek-Khan, 1328-
1340.

b) Alexander Nevskiy, 1252-1263 = Simeon the
Proud (“Gordiy”), 1340-1353.

¢) Yaroslav of Tver, 1262-1272 = Ivan the Humble
(“Krotkiy”), 1353-1359.

d) Vassily I of Kostroma, 1272-1276 = Dmitriy of
Suzdal, 1359-1363.

e) Dmitriy I of Pereyaslavl, 1276-1294 = Dmitriy
Donskoi, 1363-1389.

2a. The Kiev Russia. Svyatoslav, 945-972, reigned for
27 years.
m 2b. Russia-Horde. Dmitriy Donskoi, 1363-1389,
reigned for 26 years. Their reign durations are
in good correspondence.

2.1a. The Kiev Russia. The transfer of the capital to
Pereyaslavl in 969.

m 2.1b. Russia-Horde. Pereyaslavl is captured by
Holgerd, while Dmitriy lays the foundations
of the Moscow Kremlin and its walls in
1368. This date corresponds to the real
foundation of Moscow in our reconstruc-
tion. However, Moscow isn’t yet a capital at
this point, and Kremlin won’t be built until
the XVI century — see below (CHRrRON4,
Chapter 6) and in CHRONG.

3a. The Kiev Russia. Vladimir, 980-1015, reigned for
35 years.
® 3b. Russia-Horde. Vassily 1, 1389-1425, reigned for
36 years. Their reign durations correspond to
each other very well.

3.1a. The Kiev Russia. The famous baptism of
Russia in 989.

m 3.1b. Russia-Horde. The reign of Vassily I is
known as the period of the so-called Great
Schism (1378-1415), which is when virtually
every country in the world was faced with
“the choice of faith”.
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COMMENTARY TO 3.1. According to our recon-
struction, the early XV century was the time of reli-
gious discord and confessional granulation in the
countries of Europe and Asia. The custom of baptis-
ing brides into a different confession dates to this
very epoch, as well as religious disputes in general
and the use of the word latinstvo (literally “Latinry”,
which refers to the Unionist leanings of the Orthodox
populace in the West of Russia — Lithuania in partic-
ular). Russian chronicles contain no prior memory of
any substantial religious contentions, which was duly
noted by N. A. Morozov ([547]).

The ensuing Union of 1439, which had tem-
porarily united the Byzantine Church with its Roman
counterpart, would lead to the severance of relations
between Constantinople and Russia; the latter had
refused to recognize the union. It is presumed that the
Russian Church became independent around that
time, qv below. See CHrONG for our discussion of the
legend about the “baptism in the Dnepr” and its pos-
sible original.

4a. The Kiev Russia. Svyatopolk, 1015-1019, reigned

for 4 years.

m 4b. Russia-Horde. Youri Dmitrievich, 1425-1431,
reigned for 6 years with intermissions. There
is a good correspondence between the reign
durations of the two.

4.1a. The Kiev Russia. Power struggle and the death

of Svyatopolk, presumably an usurper.

m 4.1b. Russia-Horde. Youri Dmitrievich had been
forced to struggle for power all his life; he
was deposed a number of times, but kept re-
turning. He was the alleged usurper of
power in the time of Vassily 1.

5a. The Kiev Russia. Yaroslav the Wise, 1019-1054,

reigned for 35 years.

u 5b. Russia-Horde. Vassily 11 the Dark (Tyomniy),
1425-1462, reigned for 37 years. Their reign
durations are in good correspondence with
each other.

5.1a. The Kiev Russia. In the alleged year 1037 Yaro-
slav founds the Russian archdiocese, which is
independent from Constantinople. This is
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where the de facto history of the Russian
Church begins; chronicles leave one with the
impression that “there had been an absence of
events” prior to that ([372]). This is the time
of the Russian Archdeacons (Metropolitans),
who had presumably been Greek before.

m 5.1b. Russia-Horde. In 1448 the Russian Metro-
politan Iona is appointed without the con-
sent of Constantinople; such appointments
had been the prerogative of the latter up
until then. The Russian Church severs all
ties with the Unionist Church or Constan-
tinople; it is presumed that the former has
been independent from the latter ever since
([372]).

5.2a. The Kiev Russia. In 1097, Vassilko, Prince of
Terebovl, was blinded in the course of the frat-
ricidal war between the children of Yaroslav.
® 5.2b. Russia-Horde. Vassily II the Dark (Tyomniy)
was blinded. We have a very obvious paral-
lelism between the names (Vassily = Vassil-
ko), as well events (both have been blinded).
See below for more extensive commentary.

5.3a. The Kiev Russia. The name is Vassilko.
Blinded.
® 5.3b. Russia-Horde. The name is Vassily. Blinded.

5.4a. The Kiev Russia. Vassilko is presumably a
prince.
® 5.4b. Russia-Horde. Vassily is presumably a Great
Prince.

5.5a. The Kiev Russia. The conspiracy against
Vassilko is masterminded by Svyatopolk, the
Great Prince of Kiev.
® 5.5b. Russia-Horde. The leader of the plot against
Vassily is Boris, the Great Prince of Tver.

5.6a. The Kiev Russia. The blinding was preceded by
the council of the princes “where they signed a
truce” ([632], page 248). Both princes kissed a
cross in order to demonstrate their good faith.

® 5.6b. Russia-Horde. Vassily reminds the plotter
about the recent truce and the kissing of the
cross before the blinding: “For we have both
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kissed the Holy Cross ... and sworn our-
selves brothers ... and, verily, one guardeth
not against one’s brother” ([635], page 508).

5.7a. The Kiev Russia. We have a plot here led by
David, Prince of Vladimir.
® 5.7b. Russia-Horde. Also a plot, actually led by
Prince Dmitriy Shemyaka.

5.8a. The Kiev Russia. Svyatopolk, the Great Prince
of Kiev, takes no part in the actions of the
cabal, which is emphasised in the chronicle.
m 5.8b. Russia-Horde. Boris, the Great Prince of
Tver and the leader of the conspiracy,
doesn’t take part in the plot as it is carried
out, either ([635], page 504).

5.9a. The Kiev Russia. Svyatopolk repents, and
eventually sets forth to fight against David
([632], page 260).
® 5.9b. Russia-Horde. It is none other but Boris of
Tver who later helps Vassily II to regain his
throne in Moscow ([635]).

5.10a. The Kiev Russia. Vassilko is accused of striv-
ing to deprive Svyatopolk of his throne
([632], page 248).
® 5.10b. Russia-Horde. Vassily 11 is accused of plot-
ting to become the Prince of Tver ([635],
page 504).

5.11a. The Kiev Russia. Despite the fact that the plot
is led by Great Prince Svyatopolk himself, the
plotters “tremble in terror” ([632], page 250).
This is somewhat odd; apparently, the Great
Prince must mastermind a plot only to de-
throne some perfectly insignificant “Prince
Vassilko™
® 5.11b. Russia-Horde. The conspiracy turns out as
one against the monarch himself. The plot-
ters are trying to exonerate themselves:
“Prince Ivan has told him: ‘Sire, if we wish
you ill, may this ill befall ourselves as well,
but we are doing it for the sake of Chris-
tianity and the tribute that you must pay to
the Tartars, which they will cut down ...
upon seeing this’ ” ([635], page 509).
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CoMMENTARY. For some reason, chronicles are any-
thing but eloquent when it comes to Terebovl, the
town where Vassilko had ruled. The only time we see
this town mentioned in a chronicle is the legend about
the blinding of Prince Vassilko. If this town had really
been of such importance, why don’t any chronicles
mention it in any other context? On the other hand,
we know the story of Vassilko the Terebovlian to be a
phantom duplicate of real events surrounding an at-
tempted coup d’état in Tver. Could the “town of
Terebovl” be a corrupted reference to the city of Tver
that became recorded in chronicles in this form? The
sounds B and V often transform into one another in
the course of flexion, in which case the unvocalized
root of the name is virtually the same — TRB vs. TVR.

5.12a. The Kiev Russia. Prior to his blinding, Vas-
silko had come to a monastery to pay his
dues to the halidoms concealed therein; after
that he was summoned to Kiev and got
blinded ([632], page 250).
® 5.12b. Russia-Horde. Vassily II was captured in the
Troitskiy monastery, where he had come to
pray at the ossuary of St. Sergiy. He was
taken to Moscow and subsequently blinded
([635], pages 508-510).

5.13a. The Kiev Russia. Vassilko was forewarned,
but refused to believe, saying: “How could it
be they want to slay me? We have kissed the
cross together and made peace; whosoever
breaks it shall go against the cross and the
rest of us” ([632], page 250).

m 5.13b. Russia-Horde. Vassily II had received a
warning about the plot in preparation, but
refused to believe it: “They want to confuse
us. I have kissed the cross together with my
brothers; how can this be true?” ([635],
page 506).

5.14a. The Kiev Russia. The Prince’s cabal had left
the princely dwelling so as not to participate
in the actual blinding, which is when Vassilko
was seized by the servants ([632], page 250).
® 5.14b. Russia-Horde. Prince Ivan of Mozhaysk, the
capturer of Vassily II, had also left the
church so as not to participate in the blind-
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ing personally right before the servants laid
their hands on Vassily ([635], page 508).

5.15a. The Kiev Russia. Vassilko was incarcerated
and blinded the next day after a lengthy
counsel ([632], page 152). Then he got trans-
ferred to Vladimir for his subsequent impris-
onment.

w 5.15b. Russia-Horde. Vassily II was taken to Mos-
cow on Monday and blinded on Wednes-
day ([635], page 511); after that, he was
sent prisoner to Ouglich.

5.16a. The Kiev Russia. The blinding of Vassilko
leads to a civil unrest; however, the war comes
to a halt just as it starts ([632], page 254).

m 5.16b. Russia-Horde. A strife begins after the
blinding of Vassily II; however, it fails to
evolve into a full-scale war and ends
shortly ([635], pages 513-514).

5.17a. The Kiev Russia. The chronicle contains a de-
tailed account of how Svyatopolk and David
conferred with the blinded Vassilko in their
attempts to nip the war in the bud. They
promised Vassilko freedom for assistance, as
well as a new domain to rule over — however,
the domain in question is not the town of
Terebovl, which is emphasised in the chroni-
cle ([632], page 258).
® 5.17b. Russia-Horde. Prince Shemyaka had made
the decision to set Vassily II free and to give
him Vologda as a new domain ([635], page
514). It is clear that Shemyaka didn’t have a
single intention of returning Vassily to his
rightful ex-domain of Moscow, since he
had seized the throne for himself; however,
the phantom reflection of this episode in
the history of the Kiev Russia looks rather
odd — indeed, what could possibly have
been the problem with letting Vassilko have
his old insignificant domain back so as to
stop the war?

5.18a. The Kiev Russia. A war begins.
m 5.18b. Russia-Horde. Here we also have the begin-
ning of a war.
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5.19a. The Kiev Russia. David proves incapable of
resistance and flees without fighting.
m 5.19b. Russia-Horde. Shemyaka fled the battlefield
as soon as the war began.

5.20a. The Kiev Russia. The siege of Vsevolozh and
the slaughter of its inhabitants. David isn’t in
the city. Next we see him under siege in
Vladimir.
® 5.20b. Russia-Horde. The capture of Moscow and
the punishment of the boyars held respon-
sible. The plotters are absent from Moscow.
Next comes the siege of Ouglich.

5.21a. The Kiev Russia. The Great Prince Svyatopolk
chased David away to Poland ([632],
page 260).
w 5.21b. Russia-Horde. Shemyaka fled to Galich, to-
wards the Polish border ([36], page 88).

5.22a. The Kiev Russia. Wars against David. David
returns to Vladimir a couple of times, but
eventually dies in Dorogobouzh ([632],
pages 262-265).

m 5.22b. Russia-Horde. Shemyaka rules over Ous-
tyug for a while, but the troops of Vassily I
chase him out. Died in Novgorod, presum-
ably poisoned ([35], pages 88-89).

5.23a. The Kiev Russia. The story about the blinding
of Vassilko is considered an independent piece
of narration introduced into the Povest Vre-
mennyh Let apocryphally ([632], page 448).
w 5.23b. Russia-Horde. There is a separate literary
work in existence entitled Story of the
Blinding of Vassily II.

5.24a. The Kiev Russia. The narrative text in ques-
tion is credited to a certain Vassily ([632],
page 448).
m 5.24b. Russia-Horde. It is assumed that the Story
was dictated by Vassily II himself ([635],
page 593).

6a. The Kiev Russia. Vsevolod, 1054-1093, reigned
for 39 years.
m 6b. Russia-Horde. Ivan 111, 1462-1505, reigned for
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43 years. We see the two reign durations to be
in good correspondence with each other.

6.1a. The Kiev Russia. Vsevolod was married to a
Greek princess; the first mention of the fa-
mous “Monomakh’s Hat” is associated with
his reign; he presumably received it from the
King of the Greeks “as a ransom”, according to
the legend. Nowadays the legend in question
is naturally presumed “erroneous’, since there
had allegedly been no large-scale campaigns
against Constantinople in Vsevolod’s reign.
The Greek emperor who had given him the
hat was called Constantine Monomakh, hence
the name.

®m 6.1b. Russia-Horde. Ivan 11 is married to Sophia

Palaiologos, the Greek princess. He intro-
duces such attributes of royal power as the
orb and Monomakh’s hat. This hat is drawn
on the head of Metropolitan Iona as repre-
sented in an icon; it distinguishes him from
the rest of the Muscovite metropolitans. In
1453 Constantinople falls into the hands of
the Ottomans, or the Atamans, whose troops
set forth from Russia (see CHRON5 for more
details). The legend of “the ransom” as related
above instantly becomes understandable.

7a. The Kiev Russia. Vladimir Monomakh, 1093-
1125, reigned for 32 years. He was baptised
Vassily ([632], page 392).

® 7b. Russia-Horde. Vassily III, 1505-1533, reigned

for 28 years. Note the coinciding names and
the good correspondence between their reign
durations.

7.1a. The Kiev Russia. Vladimir Monomakh was the
son of a Greek princess, which is emphasised
by his actual nickname. Vladimir Monomakh
would be drawn wearing Monomakh’s Hat
and holding a royal orb; he was called “Czar”.
® 7.1b. Russia-Horde. Vassily 111 is the son of a
Greek princess who used to wear Mono-
makh’s Hat and was often drawn wearing it.

8a. The Kiev Russia. The two brothers Mstislav and
Yaropolk, 1125-1139, reigned for 14 years.
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u 8b. Russia-Horde. The Reign of the Seven Boyars
(Semiboyarshchina), 1533-1547, lasted for 14
years. We see a good correspondence in the
reign durations.

9a. The Kiev Russia. Vsevolod, 1139-1146, reigned
for 7 years.
® 9b. Russia-Horde. Ivan 1V, 1547-1553, died in
1557, reigned for 6 or 10 years. This is the first
part of the period known as the reign of the
“Terrible King” (see Chapter 8 for details). The
durations of these reigns are rather similar.

10a. The Kiev Russia. Izyaslav, 1146-1155, reigned
for 9 years.
® 10b. Russia-Horde. Dmitriy, an infant, 1553-1563,
reigned for 10 years. This is the second part
of the period known as the reign of the “Ter-
rible King”. The reign durations correlate
with each other well.

11a. The Kiev Russia. Youri Dolgoroukiy, 1148-
1157, reigned for 9 years.

11b. Russia-Horde. Tvan, an adolescent, together
with the Zakharyins, the Yourievs and the
oprichnina terror of 1563-1572, 9 years alto-
gether. This is the third part of the period
known as the reign of the “Terrible King”. The
reign durations are in good correspondence.

12a. The Kiev Russia. Izyaslav Davydovich + Msti-
slav Izyaslavich, 1157-1169, reigned for 12 years
in Kiev. Next came a period of civil unrest,
marking the end of Kiev as a capital. This pair
of rulers (father and son) appears to comprise
a separate short dynasty of their own.

m 12b. Russia-Horde. Simeon-Ivan, 1572-1584,
reigned for 12 years. This is the fourth and
final part of the period known as the reign
of the “Terrible King’s” reign, and we notice
a good correspondence between the reign
durations.

13a. The Kiev Russia. Andrei Bogolyubskiy, 1157-
1174, reigned for 17 years. The end of the Kiev
Russia.

® 13b. Russia-Horde. Fyodor Ioannovich (Ivano-
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vich), 1484-1498, reigned for 14 years. His
reign was followed by the famous strife of the
XVI century. This is the end of the Yaro-
slavichi dynasty (the descendants of Yaroslav).
The reign durations are in good concurrence.
However, this is where the biographical paral-
lelism ends. As we demonstrate in the “King
of the Slavs”, the biography of Andrei Bogo-
lyubskiy, or Andronicus Comnene, the Con-
stantinople emperor, served as the basis for
the Evangelical rendition of the life of Christ.

CoMMENTARY. The shift of dates equals 350 years
here and not 400; nevertheless, the blinding of Prince
Vassilko of Terebovl is an obvious duplicate of the
blinding of Great Prince Vassily II. Bear in mind that
the chronicle pays a great deal of attention to this
event for some reason, despite the fact that Prince
Vassilko of Terebovl isn’t famous for any actions at all.
Moreover, the Povest Vremennyh Let even interrupts
its brief annual narration here, and devotes a whole
four pages and nineteen illustrations to the “blinding
of Vassilko” ([716], pages 95-99). This narrative text
looks so odd in its capacity of a passage from a chron-
icle that it is even presumed to be an apocryphal in-
sertion of a literary character. On the other hand, the
blinding of Vassily II was also reflected in a great
many Russian sources as an event of great impor-
tance — there is even an independent literary work en-
titled Story of the Blinding of Vassily II ([635], pages
504-521).

Our motion forward along the historical timeline
of the Moscow Russia has brought us to the epoch
when the power in the state was seized by the Roma-
novs. Let us jump ahead and relate our reconstruc-
tion of this epoch in brief.

Fyodor was succeeded by Boris Godunov; the
XVII-XX century historians describe him as an old and
experienced politician who had enjoyed a great in-
fluence even in the time of Ivan the Terrible. He is pre-
sumed to have been the de facto ruler of the country
on behalf of Fyodor Ioannovich over the 14 years of
the latter’s reign. Our analysis also demonstrates that
the biography of Godunov became seriously distorted
under the Romanovs, qv in CHroN4, Chapter 9.
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According to our reconstruction, Czar Boris
(“Godunov”) had been a very young man — miles
away from his Romanovian image of the “old and
seasoned politician”, which belongs to an altogether
different prototype, namely, his maternal uncle by
the name of Dmitriy Godunov. According to our re-
construction, the latter had been the brother of Irina
Godunova, the wife of Czar Fyodor Ioannovich.
Queen Irina was therefore the mother of Boris “God-
unov’, and not his sister, which makes Boris Fyodor-
ovich “Godunov” the most likely candidate for the
lawful son and heir of the previous Czar, Fyodor
Ivanovich. This means that he had died at a much ear-
lier age than it is presumed by the adherents of the
Millerian-Romanovian history. A propos, this ex-
plains the strange fact that his heir, Fyodor Borisovich,
had still been an infant guarded by his mother at the
time of Boris’s death.

It is common knowledge that a great civil unrest
began in the reign of Boris “Godunov”. Dmitriy God-
unov, old and experienced in court affairs, had al-
ready been dead by that time; according to our re-
construction, the throne was occupied by the young
king Boris “Godunov” at the time. This is when we
see the advent of another contender to the royal title
— Prince Dmitriy, the so-called “False Dmitriy” (Lzhe-
dmitriy).

Romanovian historians declared him an impostor
who had borne no relation to the royal family what-
soever; however, our reconstruction makes it likely
that he had been the son of one of the previous Czars
— namely, Ivan Ivanovich, therefore a rightful
claimant. Our hypothesis makes Czar Ivan Ivanovich
one of the several Czars that became collated into a
single figure of “Ivan the Terrible” by later Romano-
vian historians, qv in CHRON4, Chapter 8. The “False
Dmitriy-to-be” was raised in the family of the Zakhar-
yins-Romanovs, who were the rulers during this pe-
riod. Ivan Ivanovich was subsequently dethroned and
had accompanied Czar Ivan-Simeon; his death came
in 1581, qv in CHRON4, Chapter 8.

Further events unfurled in the following manner.
Prince Dmitriy = “The False Dmitriy” had attempted
to seize the throne; the attempt was successful. Al-
though Dmitriy had suffered defeat in open military
confrontation, he must have had allies in Moscow,
since Czar Boris “Godunov” had apparently been poi-
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soned (died as he stood up from the table). Therefore,
Dmitriy’s enthronement is a result of the boyar con-
spiracy. The boyars had killed the infant monarch
Fyodor Borisovich and his mother, letting Dmitriy
into Moscow. We agree with the standard version for
the most part in this particular instance.

It is presumed that about a year after his en-
thronement, Dmitriy got killed as a result of yet an-
other boyar conspiracy organised by Vassily Shouy-
skiy, who makes himself Czar.

However, we are of the opinion that Dmitriy had
really managed to survive; his re-appearance is con-
sidered to have been the advent of another “False
Dmitriy” by the modern historians — the so-called
“Thief from Tushino”, after the name of his royal res-
idence. By the way, some of the most distinguished
boyars had been members of his court. He got killed
eventually.

The Zakharyins-Romanovs had originally sup-
ported Dmitriy, but betrayed him after his first en-
thronement, declaring their support of Shouyskiy.
Filaret Nikitich Romanov was chosen Patriarch in the
camp of the “impostor”, despite the fact that there
had already been a living patriarch by the name of Iov
in Moscow. After the death of Dmitriy, the civil war
raged on even harder; the Polish troops had remained
in Moscow for a long time.

When the Poles were finally ousted, the Romanovs
succeeded in making Mikhail Romanov Czar. The
circumstances of this election are very obscure in-
deed, likewise the entire reign of this ruler. Let us
simply point out that Filaret was made Patriarch
twice, the second time already after the election of
Mikhail. Someone must have tried to hush up his al-
liance with Dmitriy, but to no avail; thus, Filaret’s
first Patriarchal election is a well-known fact ([372]).

It is easy to understand why the Romanovs be-
came supporters of the version about “prince Dmitriy
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being an impostor” when they had come to power, de-
spite their having been in the camp of his support-
ers initially. They may even be the authors of this ver-
sion! The supporters of Czar Boris (“Godunov”) may
have accused Dmitriy of having been a “renegade
priest”, or someone who had given monastic vows
and broken them — this would invalidate a person’s
claims to the throne in their opinion. They would
have no reasons to doubt his being a prince; it is a
well-known fact that Dmitriy’s mother, Maria Nagaya,
confessed to her motherhood several times, with
many people present. It is usually presumed that she
made a denouncement after the murder of Dmitriy;
however, her real words testify to the opposite ([372]).
However, declaring Dmitriy an impostor was vital
for the Romanovs, since Dmitriy’s four-year-old son
had still been alive when Mikhail Romanov was
elected — the lawful heir to the throne, unlike the Ro-
manovs.

On the other hand, the supporters of Boris “Go-
dunov” would hardly benefit from planting this ru-
mour, seeing as how Boris had been a perfectly legit-
imate ruler and heir to the throne with no reasons to
accuse Dmitriy of being an impostor. Having come
to power, the Romanovs started to use the name Go-
dunov for referring to Boris (his mother’s maiden
name). They also ascribed to him a political ploy of
their very own, namely, spread the rumour that Dmit-
riy was called impostor by Boris himself. They also
removed all possible obstacles to the throne, having
disposed of the young son of “the impostor Dmitriy”,
and, possibly, of Czar Dmitriy Ivanovich himself, qv
in CHrON4, Chapter 9.

Despite the fact that the four-year-old prince had
really been the rightful heir to the throne, he was
hanged on the Spasskiye Gates; his death was thus
made known to the general public ([183], Volume 2.
page 159; also [436], page 778).
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Our hypothesis

1.
RUSSIA AND THE HORDE

1.1. Different points of view

Let us remind the reader that there are two dif-
ferent viewpoints that concern the interactions be-
tween Russia and the Horde.

The first one was introduced by the XVIII cen-
tury historians (Miller, Bayer and Schlezer); that is the
very version that is taught in schools nowadays. Ac-
cording to this version, the entire state of Russia, orig-
inally populated by the Slavs, fell into the hands of
foreign invaders (the Mongols and the Tartars) in the
first half of the XIII century; they presumably came
from the faraway steppes where one finds Mongolia
nowadays. Let us remind the readers right away that
the state of Mongolia was formed as late as in the XX
century. Its level of technical and military develop-
ment remains rather low to this very day. This can
hardly be regarded as solid argumentation, but these
days one finds it next to impossible to imagine that
this country had been one of the most powerful ag-
gressors in the Middle Ages, an empire that had con-
quered “half of the world”, whose influence had
reached as far as Egypt and Western Europe. One can
only assume that this powerful empire had degraded
in some strange way. Scaligerian history offers us lots

of similar examples: kingdom of Babylon fallen into
oblivion, the decline of the Roman Empire, mediae-
val Europe sliding into barbarism and ignorance in
the dark Middle Ages and so on.

However, there is another point of view. The mat-
ter is that the consensual theory about the Mongolian
conquest and the Mongolian yoke isn’t supported by
any Russian source whatsoever, which doesn’t pre-
clude anyone from teaching it in schools and refer to
Russian chronicles for support. Some historians were
of the opinion that Russia and the Horde had been
two independent states that co-existed around the
same time as empires equal in their power, whose
balance of forces would shift one way or another over
the course of time. The famous historian L. N. Gumi-
lev, for instance, used to write about it ([211]).

We find it needless to cite Gumilev’s argumenta-
tion herein — interested readers can study his works
themselves. We must however note that we strongly
disagree with his so-called “passionarity theory”. His
opinion is that this mysterious passionarity results in
cyclic recurrence of historical events. However, this
“cyclic recurrence” is of a phantom nature and re-
sults from the errors inherent in the Scaligerian
chronology. Nevertheless, Gumilev must be credited
with having been the first one to declare openly that
the theory of the Mongol and Tartar yoke in Russia
in its consensual Millerian version isn’t based on any
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documental information whatsoever, since neither
Russian, nor foreign historical sources confirm it in
any way at all. In particular, Gumilev made a very
reasonable observation in one of his public lectures
that were read in the USSR AS Kurchatov Institute of
Atomic Energy in particular and attended by one of
the authors in the early 80’s, namely, that the entire
theory of the Mongol and Tartar yoke in Russia dates
to the XVIII century; its authors had been foreign
(Bayer, Miller and Schlezer), and they tailored their
theory to fit the popular theories about the alleged
“slavish origins of the Russians”.

History of the Cossacks by A. A. Gordeyev ([183])
can also be regarded as an important contribution
into the analysis of the relations between Russia and
the Horde. Gordeyev demonstrated that the prede-
cessors of the Russian Cossacks had once been part
of the “Tartar and Mongol” army, basing his research
on the Western European descriptions of Mongolia
and on a number of Russian sources.

Our own study of historical sources, Russian as
well as foreign, has brought us to the conclusion that
both Gumilev and Gordeyev were on the right track;
however, they didn’t manage to comprehend the issue
in question in its entirety.

1.2. Our hypothesis formulated in brief

The key to the mysteries of Russian history is the
simple fact that the Mediaeval Mongolia and Russia
were really the same state. In particular, we are refer-
ring to the following hypothesis of ours.

1) The mediaeval Mongolia was a multinational
state whose borders had initially been the same as
those of the Russian Empire. Russia has never been
conquered by any foreign invaders. The original pop-
ulation of Russia consisted of the same ethnic groups
as one finds inhabiting its territory to this day — the
Russians, the Tartars etc.

2) The very name “Mongolia” (or “Mogolia”) is
likely to be a derivative of the Russian word for
“many” (mnogo), which is also related to such Russian
words as mnogo, moshch, mog and mnozhestvo
(“many”, “might’, a past tense form of the verb “can”
and “multitude’, respectively). Alternatively, it may
be a derivative of the Greek word megalion, or “the
great’, according to N. M. Karamzin and a number

OUR HYPOTHESIS | 65

of other authors; however, it is possible that the word
megalion also derives from the Slavic word mnogo.
We don’t find the names “Mongolia” or “Mogolia” in
any Russian historical sources — however, said sources
often mention “The Great Russia” It is a known fact
that foreigners had used the word “Mongolia” for re-
ferring to Russia. We are of the opinion that this name
is merely a translation of the Russian word for “great”.

Linguists consider the term “Velikorossiya” (or “Ve-
likaya Rossiya”) to be a carbon copy of the Greek for-
mula “Mega Rossiya”. The Etymological Dictionary of
the Russian Language by M. Fasmer, for instance, tells
us that the term “The Great Russia” (“Meyan Pwo-
ow”) was coined by the Constantinople patriarchy
([866], Volume 1, page 289). However, the origins of
the word may just as well be Russian. At any rate, what
we see is that the old Greek name for Russia used to
begin with the word “Mega” —a possible derivative of
the Russian words mog, moshch and mnogo as men-
tioned above. They may have transformed into “Mo-
golia” and then “Mongolia” over the course of time.

3) The so-called “yoke of the Tartars and the Mon-
gols” is a wrong definition of a specific period in Russ-
ian history when the entire population of the coun-
try was separated into two primary strata — the civil
population ruled by the Princes, and the Horde (or
the regular army) ruled by military commanders
(Russians, Tartars etc). The Horde had obeyed the
power of the Czar, or the Khan, who was also the
head of the state. There were therefore two active ad-
ministrations in Russia during that period: military
(functioning within the Horde), and civil (local).

4) It is a commonly known fact that Russia had
once paid tribute to the Horde — a tenth of all prop-
erty and a tenth of all populace. Nowadays it is pre-
sumed to prove Russia’s dependent position under the
yoke of the Tartars. We are of the opinion that this
tribute should really be called a tax paid by the peo-
ple in order to keep a regular army, aka the Horde,
twined with the obligatory recruitment of young peo-
ple. Cossacks would get drafted in childhood and
never return home; this recruitment was the very
“tribute of blood” that had allegedly been paid to the
Tartars by the Russians. This practice had also existed
in Turkey up until the XVII century, being a far cry
from the “tribute paid to the conqueror by an en-
slaved nation”. The Empire used to keep a regular
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army in this manner; refusal to pay would naturally
ensue punitive expeditions sent to the rebellious re-
gions. These expeditions are what historians present
as “Tartar raids” nowadays; they would obviously lead
to violent excesses and executions at times.

5) The so-called “conquest of Russia by the Mon-
gols and the Tartars” is of a figmental nature. Nobody
had conquered Russia — the phenomenon known
under the name of the “yoke” nowadays had really
been an internal process that involved the consolida-
tion of Russian principalities and the aggrandizement
of the Khans’ (Czars’) power. We shall discuss this
“conquest’, or unification, of Russia that took place
in the XIV century below.

6) The remnants of the regular Russian army
(Horde) have survived until our day, still known under
the name of the Cossacks. The opinion of certain his-
torians that the Cossack troops consisted of serfs who
either ran away or were deported to the Don region
in the XVI-XVII century quite simply doesn’t hold
water. In the XVII century the Cossacks lived all across
Russia — the sources that date to the epoch in ques-
tion mention Cossacks from the regions of Yaik, Don,
Volga ([183], Volume 2, pages 53 and 80), then Terek,
Dnepr, Zaporozhye and Meshchera ([183], Volume 2,
page 76), Pskov ([84], page 73), Ryazan ([362], Vol-
ume 5, Chapter 4, page 230; also [363], Volume 5,
page 215), as well as city Cossacks, or ones residing in
cities ([183] and [436]). One also finds mentions of
Cossacks from the Horde, the Azov region, the Nogai
Steppe etc ([362], Volume 5, page 231).

We must inform the reader that, according to The
Cossack Dictionary and Handbook ([347], see under
“The Zaporozhye Cossacks”), the Dnepr or Zapo-
rozhye Cossacks were known as the Horde Cossacks
before the XVI century. Furthermore, “the Lower Za-
porozhye was known as the yurt (homeland) of the
Crimean Cossacks” ([347], page 257). This once again
confirms our hypothesis that the Cossacks (whose ac-
tual name might derive of the Russian word “skakat’,
“to ride”) were the regular army of the Mongolian
Horde. Also, the word yurt translates as “dwelling”,
“homeland” etc; Cossacks frequently used the word in
the names of their settlements and encampments. The
Mongolian word yurt may a possible derivative of
“orda” or “rod” (“horde” and “clan” or “genus”, re-
spectively); it is a Cossack term. One sees the it in such
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sentences as “the Zaporozhye Cossacks didn’t let their
former interamnian yurt between Dnepr and Bug fall
into the hands of the Turks... apparently, the gover-
norship of Crimea didn’t consider the severance of
official duty bond with its Cossacks in the Horde to
be a sufficient reason for depriving them of their old
yurt” ([347], page 256).

We could also try to find out about the Cossacks
mentioned by N. M. Karamzin. It would be expedi-
ent to use the name index compiled by P. M. Stroyev
for this purpose ([362], Volume 4, page 323). We find
the following:

Cossacks from Dnepr, the Cherkasses from Kanev,
Cossacks from the Lesser Russia, the Zaporozhye, Don,
Volga, Meshchera, Gorodetsk (also known as Kasi-
movtsy),the Horde, the Azov Region, the Nogai Steppe,
Terek, Yaik and Perekop ([347], page 254), Belgorod
(ibid) and the cities. Nowadays there are Tartars in
the Nogai and the Kasim regions — could Karamzin
have called them Cossacks? Apparently, the two words
were synonymous in the Middle Ages, by and large.

It appears that “as late as in the end of the XVI cen-
tury, the Zaporozhye Cossacks had still seen no rea-
son to be hostile towards their neighbours and past
allies. The Cossacks had left the Khans, since the lat-
ter had been falling under the Turkish influence. The
two parties had initially coexisted peacefully; the
Cossacks would even take part in the competition
between the political parties at the Crimean court...
however, the influence of the Turks over the Khans
had become too great, and the former kinship with
the Cossacks was forgotten. .. the Cossacks were find-
ing it more difficult with the year to deal with the
Khans; however, the final severance wouldn’t follow
until much later” ([347], page 256).

7) The royal dynasty of Ivan Kalita (Caliph) reg-
nant in the XIV-XVI century is the dynasty of the
Horde’s Czar Khans, and can therefore be called the
Horde dynasty. This is the term used by the authors
of the present book; we must however reiterate that
it had been a Russian dynasty and not a foreign one.

8) The unique Horde period in history of Russia
spans the XIII-XVI century, ending with the Great
Strife of the early XVII century. The last ruler of this
dynasty had been the Czar-Khan Boris “Godunov”.

9) The Great Strife and the civil war of the early
XVII century ended with the ascension of a princi-
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pally new dynasty — the Romanovs, who came from
the West of Russia — allegedly, from Pskov. The old dy-
nasty had been defeated in the civil war of the XVII
century; this signifies the end of the Horde epoch.
However, some remnants of the Horde had existed as
independent states up until the XVIII century. The last
one had been conquered by the Romanovs in the war
with “Pougachev”. A new epoch began in the XVII
century; the one that had preceded it became de-
clared the “famous Great Yoke of the Mongols and the
Tartars”. Scaligerian-Millerian history misdates this
change of epochs to the end of the XV century.

10) The new dynasty of the Romanovs needed to
strengthen its authority, since other descendants of
the old Horde dynasty had still existed and made
claims for the thron. The Khans of Crimea and other
surviving descendants of the Horde Czars from the
Cossack clans must have been among them. The Ro-
manovian dynasty was therefore faced with the ne-
cessity of presenting the Khans as the historical ene-
mies of Russia; this resulted in the creation of the his-
torical theory about the military opposition between
Russia and the Horde, or the Russians and the Tartars.
Romanovs and their tame historians have declared
the Horde dynasty of the Russian Czars alien and
“Tartar”. This has changed the entire concept of the
Horde epoch in ancient Russian history; the Ro-
manovs have planted the “enemy figure” — a foe that
needed to be crushed. Thus, having altered no actual
historical facts, they have greatly distorted the role of
the Horde in Russian history.

11) The Tartars have naturally been one of the
ethnic groups living in Russia, as is the case today.
However, the contraposition of the Russians and the
Tartars as two opposing forces, the latter the victors
and the former, the defeated party, is an “invention”
of later historians introduced in the XVII-XVIII cen-
tury. They were the ones who had distorted Russian
history and thought up the scenario of “Slavic Russia”
conquered by the “Tartar Horde”

12) The famous White Horde can be identified as
the White Russia, or Byelorussia. A propos, this name
had implied a much greater territory than that of the
modern Byelorussia; the entire Moscovia was known
as the White Russia in the XV-XVI century, for ex-
ample ([758], page 64). This might be the reason why
the Czar in Moscow had been known as the White
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Czar. The Volga region had been the domain of the
Golden Horde; it had also been known as Siberia in
those days, hence the name of Simbirsk, a town on
the Volga. The third most important Horde was
known as the Blue Horde; its territories had included
the modern Ukraine and the Crimea. The toponymy
of the name might have something to do with “Blue
Waters”, cf. the name of river Sinyukha (“The Blue”),
a tributary of the Southern Bug ([347], page 257).

13) The distortion of the old Russian history had
led to several geographical shifts that concerned a num-
ber of well-known mediaeval names. In particular,
Mongolia had travelled a long way to the East, and the
peoples inhabiting the territory in question were “des-
ignated to be Mongolian”. Historians remain convinced
about the fact that modern Mongolians descended
from the very same Mongols that had conquered the
entire Europe and Egypt in the Middle Ages. However,
insofar as we know, there wasn’t a single ancient chron-
icle found anywhere in Mongolia that would mention
the expansion campaign of the Great Batu-Khan and
his conquest of a land called Russia far in the West. The
name of Siberia had followed Mongolia eastwards.

The readers must become accustomed to the un-
common concept that geographical names would
drift from place to place in the Middle Ages; this
process had only stopped with the invention of the
printing press and the mass production of uniform
books and maps, which had naturally led to the “so-
lidification” of the names used for nations, cities,
rivers and mountains. This process had more or less
finished by the XVII-XVIII century, when the proto-
types of the modern textbooks were published.

We shall stop here for a short while; the key ele-
ments of our hypothesis about Mongolia and Russia-
Horde being a single state in the XIII-XVI century. Let
us turn to the documents now.

2.
THE ORIGINS OF THE MONGOLS AND THE
TARTARS

2.1. Ethnic composition of the Mongolian troops
Western documents contain direct indications that

the name “Tartars” had once been used for referring
to the Russians. For instance: “Roussillon’s documents
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often mention ‘White Tartars’ alongside the ‘Yellow
Tartars’ The names of the ‘White Tartars’ (Loukiya,
Marfa, Maria, Katerina and so forth) betray their
Slavic origins” ([674], page 40).

We find out that even before the “conquest” of
Russia, “the Mongolian troops contained a number
of Russians led by their chieftain Plaskinya” ([183],
Volume 1, page 22).

“Rashed ad-Din mentions that Tokhta-Khan’s
army had included ‘Russian, Cherkassian, Kipchakian,
Majarian and other regiments’. The same author tells
us that it was a Russian horseman from Tokhta-Khan’s
army who had wounded Nogai in the battle of 1300...
Al-Omari, the Arabic author, reports that ‘the sultans
of this country have armies of Cherkasses, Russians
and Yasses™ ([674], pages 40-41).

It is known that the Russian Princes accompanied
by their troops used to be part of the Tartar army, no
less ([674], page 42). “A. N. Nasonov had been of the
opinion that already in the first years of the Great
Yoke, the darougi (“Mongolian” troop leaders) had
been recruiting Russians from the ranks of the pop-
ulace governed by a local baskak (governor-general)”
([674], page 42).

Let us point out the obvious similarity between the
words “darougi” and “drougi” or “drouzhinniki” — this
is how the elite troops of the Princes were called in
the Russian army. They would obviously be in charge
of recruiting new soldiers — which makes them likely
to be identified as the “Mongolian” darougi.

Historians are of the opinion that the participation
of the Russians in the Tartar army had been of a com-
pulsory character — however, they still admit that “the
obligatory service in the Tartar army must have hap-
pened at the initial phase; further on, Russians par-
ticipated as mercenaries” ([674], page 43).

Ibn-Batouta tells us “there were many Russians in
Saray Berk” ([674], page 45). Furthermore, “Russians
had constituted the majority of the Golden Horde’s
military personnel and workforce in general” ([183],
Volume 1, page 39).

Let us reflect for a moment and imagine just how
nonsensical the entire situation is. The Mongolian vic-
tors arm their “Russian slaves”, who serve in the army
of the invaders without any qualms whatsoever, and
“constitute its majority” on top of that. Bear in mind
that the Russians had presumably just been defeated
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in an open battle. Even in Scaligerian history we don’t
see any examples of masters arming slaves; the victo-
rious party would, on the contrary, seize all the
weapons of the defeated enemy. In all known cases of
former enemies serving in the armies of their con-
querors, the former had been a puny minority, which
would naturally be considered untrustworthy.

What do we learn about the composition of Batu-
Khan’s troops? Let us quote:

“Batu-Khan’s army was described in the reminis-
cences of the Hungarian king and his letter to the
Pope... The king had written the following: ‘When the
entire land of Hungary was devastated after the plague-
like invasion of the Mongols, all sorts of infidel tribes
had gathered round it like wolves around a sheep-fold
— Russians, Brodniki from the East [a Slavic tribe from
the Azov region — Transl.], Bulgarians and other
heretics from the South™ ([183], Volume 1, page 31).

Let us ask a simple question: where are the Mon-
gols? The king mentions Slavic tribes exclusively —
the Russians, the Brodniki and the Bulgarians. If we
are to translate the word “Mongol” from the King’s
missive, we shall end up with the invasion of “the
great (Mongol = Megalion) tribes from the East” as
mentioned above. We can therefore recommend the
readers to translate the word “Mongol” into “the
great” upon encounter, which shall leave us with a rea-
sonable and understandable text with no mention of
faraway invaders from a distant land near the Chinese
border. A propos, none of the documents contain a
single reference to China.

“The borders [of Mongolia — Auth.] needed to be
guarded against Poland, Lithuania and Hungary in
the West. Batu-Khan had founded military settlements
for the observation and protection of borders; the set-
tlers had formerly been residents of Russian princi-
palities... These settlements had guarded the entire
territory of the Horde from the West. More military
settlements were founded in the neighbouring Mon-
golian uluses (principalities) of the Great Khan and the
Khan of Central Asia; they were located along the
banks of Terek and Yaik... among the Terek settlers
there were Russians, tribes from the Northern Cau-
casus, Cherkasses from Pyatigorsk and the Alanians. ..
The strongest line of defence. .. was needed to be built
on the west bank of the Don... and in the North-
Western principalities, the so-called Chervonniy Yar. ..
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this region became the new homeland of a large group
of ethnic Russians... There were lines of postal com-
munication between Saray, the capital, and faraway
provinces in every direction, their length reaching
thousands and thousands of miles. .. there were yamy
[courier stations — Transl.] every 25 verst [1 verst =
3500 ft. — Transl.]... there were boat and ferry serv-
ices on every river, run by the Russians. .. the Mongols
had no historians of their own” ([183], Volume 1,
pages 41-42). The word yama gave birth to the word
yamshchik (courier). This postal communication sys-
tem had existed until the end of the XIX century, and
only became obsolete with the introduction of rail-
roads.

One can therefore see that the Russians had oc-
cupied key positions everywhere in the Golden
Horde, or the Mongolian state, controlling roads and
communications. Where were the Mongols? Giving
orders, as historians are telling us? In that case, why
weren’t they overthrown by their armed slaves, who
had also constituted the majority of the Mongolian
army, controlled roads, ferries and so on? This appears
very odd indeed. Wouldn't it make more sense to as-
sume that the description in question relates the state
of affairs in Russia, which hadn’t been conquered by
any invaders whatsoever?

Plano Carpini doesn’t mention a single Mongolian
governor in the account of his visit to Kiev, presum-
ably recently conquered by the Mongols. Vladimir
Yeikovich remained the local military commander,
which is the position that he had occupied before
Batu-Khan’s conquest ([183], Volume 1, page 42).
The first Tartars were seen by Carpini when he had
already passed Kanev. We learn of Russians occupy-
ing positions of power as well; Mongolians transform
into ephemeral apparitions that no one ever sees.

2.2. How many Mongols were there?
Mongols as seen by contemporaries.
Mongolian and Russian attire of the epoch
under study

History textbooks as used in schools are trying to
convince us that the Mongols and the Tartars had
been wild nomadic peoples with no literacy, who have
swarmed the entire Russia and arrived from some-
where near the Chinese border on horses. It is pre-
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sumed that there were “lots and lots” of these in-
vaders. On the other hand, modern historians report
things that contradict this point of view totally. The
Tartars and the Mongols only occupy the top gov-
erning positions in their army; besides, there are “few
of them” — the majority is Russian, qv above. It be-
comes perfectly unclear just how a handful of savages
on horses could have conquered large civilized coun-
tries up to Egypt and made the inhabitants of said
countries part of their army.

Let us turn to the records left by the contempo-
raries of the Mongols. Gordeyev gives a good overview
of references to Mongols from the Western sources in
[183].

“In 1252-1253 William Rubricus, envoy of Louis
IX, was passing through Crimea accompanied by his
entourage, on his way from Constantinople. He had
paid a visit to Batu-Khan’s camp and proceeded on-
wards into Mongolia. He recorded the following im-
pressions of the Lower Don region: ‘Russian settle-
ments permeate the entire Tartaria; the Russians have
mixed with the Tartars and taken to their customs,
likewise garments and lifestyle... The kind of head-
dress worn by the local women is similar to what the
French women wear; the hems of dresses are deco-
rated with fur — ermine, squirrel and otter. Men wear
kaftans and other short-skirted attire, with lambskin
hats on their heads; ... all the communications in
this vast country are served by the Russians, they are
at every river ferry’” ([183], Volume 1, pages 52-53).

We must point it out to the reader that Rubricus
visited Russia a mere 15 years after it was conquered
by the Mongols. Weren’t the Russians a little too quick
in mixing with the Mongols and adopting their way
of clothing, which they preserved until the very be-
ginning of the XX century, likewise the customs and
the way of life in general? One mustn’t think that this
“Tartar attire” was much different from what the
Westerners wore. According to Rubricus, who hails
from the Western Europe, “Russian women wear jew-
ellery on their heads, just like ours, and adorn the
hems of their dresses with ermine and other kinds of
fur” ([363], Volume 5, Chapter 4, comment 400).
N. M. Karamzin tells us directly that “the XIII cen-
tury travellers couldn’t even distinguish between the
clothes worn in Russia and in the West” ([363], Vol-
ume 5, Chapter 4, page 210).
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Fig. 3.1. Russian prisoners taken to the Horde. Old miniature from a Hungarian chronicle dated to 1488. One can instantly no-
tice that the Mongols who take the prisoners away to the Horde are wearing Cossack hats. They also have distinctly Slavic faces
and long bears. Apart from that, they are also wearing Russian clothes — long kaftans, boots and so on. The prisoners are wear-
ing Western European clothes — knee-long clothes, shoes etc; we see no beards on their faces. Had this miniature been painted
today, the Mongols would be depicted as typical Asians, and the Russian would look just like the “Mongols” from this minia-
ture. However, the old artist had not yet known the Romanovian version about the “Tartar and Mongol yoke” in Russia, and
simple-mindedly drawn whatever he say in reality. Taken from [89], inset after page 128.

3.
THE “TARTAR AND MONGOL CONQUEST”
AND THE ORTHODOX CHURCH

As we mentioned in the Introduction, historians
report the following:

“At the very dawn of the Horde’s existence, an
Orthodox church was built in the Khan’s headquar-
ters. As military settlements were founded, Orthodox
churches were built everywhere, all across the territory
governed by the Horde, with the clergy called thereto
and Metropolitan Cyril relocated to Kiev from Nov-
gorod, thus completing the restoration of the pan-
Russian ecclesiastical hierarchy. .. Russian Princes were
divided into Great Princes, Princes and Vice-Princes;
there were also the Ulus Prince [Urus = Russia? —
Auth.], the Horde Prince, the Tartar Prince, the Prince
of Roads and the Prince of Folk... The Metropolitan
had been given a great many privileges by the Mon-
golians — while the power of a prince was limited to

his principality, the Metropolitan’s had been recog-
nized in every Russian principality, including the tribes
living in the steppes, or the actual domains of the no-
madic uluses” ([183], Volume 1, page 37).

Our commentary is as follows: such actions from
the part of the Mongol invaders, pagans to the very
core, according to Scaligerian-Millerian history, is
most bizarre indeed. The position of the Orthodox
Church is even harder to understand, since it has al-
ways urged the people to resist the invaders, which is
aknown fact insofar as the veracious historical period
is concerned. The Mongols are the single exception
— they have received the support of the Orthodox
church from the very beginning of the conquest. Met-
ropolitan Cyril comes to join Batu-Khan in occupied
Kiev from Novgorod, which had not even been con-
quered at that time, according to historians. Our op-
ponents will definitely start telling us about the cor-
ruption that reigned in the Russian church, and that
the entire nation, princes, common folk and all, were
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Fig. 3.2. A Mongolian warrior as imagined by the historians
of today who reconstruct the image from Chinese artwork.
Old Chinese miniature; taken from [89], inset after page 128.

either bought or broken. Basically, this is the core of
the concept introduced by the XVIII century histo-
rians and shared by their successors. We think this
highly unlikely.

We suggest a different approach to Russian history.
It suffices to translate the word “Mongol” as “the
great” — this instantly eliminates all absurdities, leav-
ing us with quotidian realities of a normal state (and
a great one, at that).

The hypothesis about the Mongols originating
from the borderlands of the faraway China appears
to be a rather late one. The mediaeval Hungarian au-
thor of the miniature one sees in fig. 3.1, for instance,
draws the “Mongols” that lead captives to the Horde
as Slavic characters dressed in Russian clothes, where-
as their captives look distinctly European. The “Mon-
golian” conquerors have only been drawn “in the
Chinese fashion” since the introduction of the theory
about the “Mongol and Tartar Yoke” (qv in the XVIII
century drawing shown in fig. 3.2).

According to N. M. Karamzin, “the Tartar su-
premacy resulted in the... ascension of the Russian
clergy into prominence, the multiplication of monas-
teries and church lands — the latter neither paid taxes
to the Prince, nor to the Horde, and flourished” ([363],
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Volume 5, Chapter 4, page 208; also [362], Volume 5,
Chapter 4, page 223). Furthermore, “only a few of the
monasteries that exist until this day have been founded
before or after the Tartars; most of them date to their
epoch” ([363], Volume 5, Chapter 4).

We see that most Russian monasteries were
founded in the epoch of the “Mongolian” conquest.
This is understandable; many Cossacks would take the
vows after discharge from military service. This has
been customary as recently as in the XVII century
([183]). Since the Cossacks were the military power
of the Horde, the construction of many monasteries
in the epoch of the Horde is perfectly natural from
the point of the view of the state as well; the veterans
needed and deserved rest. The monasteries were
therefore very wealthy and exempt from taxes ([363],
Volume 5, columns 208-209; also [362], Volume 5,
Chapter 4, column 223). They even had the right of
tax-free trade (ibid).
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Fig. 3.3. Old German engraving of 1671 depicting Stepan
Timofeyevich Razin wearing a ceremonial turban. The cus-
tom of wearing a turban had been shared by Russia and
Turkey. An engraving from the annex to the “Hamburger
Zeitung” of 1671. Taken from [550], page 134.
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Fig. 3.4. A fragment of an engraving dating to 1671. Turban
on the head of S. T. Razin. Taken from [550], page 134.

.
COSSACKS AND THE HORDE

4.1. The Cossacks were the regular army
of Russia (Horde)

Let us reiterate: the Cossacks had constituted the
armed force of the Horde, or the “Mongolian” (Great)
Empire. As we demonstrate herein, it is for this very
reason that the Cossacks had lived all across the coun-
try and not just in the borderlands; the latter has been
the case from the XVIII century and on. As the civil
polity changed, the Cossack lands that lay adjacent to
the border of the empire had kept their initial mili-
tary character to a greater extent. Hence the frontier
geography of the Cossack settlements, which marked
the borders of the Russian Empire in the XIX-XX cen-
tury. As for the Cossacks who had lived in the coun-
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try, those have either lost their martial culture even-
tually, or been edged out towards the borderlands,
blending themselves with the inhabitants of the fron-
tier settlements. This process must have started around
the time of the Great Strife and the wars of the XVII-
XVIII century, in particular — the ones fought against
Razin and Pougachov, when the Horde dynasty, whose
power relied on the Cossack troops, was deposed.
Nevertheless, certain representatives of the old Horde
dynasty had still remained amidst the Cossacks, with
claims for the throne to make.

The wars with Razin and Pougachov had really
been attempts to restore the former Horde dynasty in
Russia (see CHrON4, Chapter 12 for more on the war
with Pougachov). The documents that we have at our
disposal nowadays imply that Stepan Timofeyevich
Razin is likely to have been a person of noble birth
and not a simple Cossack. The very fact that his name
as written in documents contains a patronymic with
a“-vich” is a hint all by itself — this form had been re-
served for the most distinguished people in that
epoch. There is foreign documental evidence in ex-
istence that refers to Razin as to the king of Astrakhan
and Kazan ([101], page 329). In figs. 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5
one sees a German engraving of 1671 depicting Razin.
We see a turban on his head, no less (see fig. 3.4). And
this is by no means a blunder from the part of the
artist or a fashion of the “simple Cossacks” — Great
Princes of Russia and their courtiers used to wear
turbans as well, qv in the two mediaeval engravings
in figs. 3.6, 3.7 and 3.8 depicting the reception of for-
eign envoys in Russia. We see the Great Prince and his
entourage in large turbans — likewise the Turkish sul-
tans and their servitors (see fig. 3.9, for instance).

All the Russians portrayed in the old XVII century
engraving as seen in figs. 3.10 and 3.11 wear turbans
on their heads. The picture is from a “rare French edi-
tion entitled ‘Description of the Universe with Differ-
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Fig. 3.5. German inscription underneath the engraving of 1671 depicting S. T. Razin. Taken from [550], page 134.
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Fig. 3.6. The reception of a foreign envoy in Russia. Old engraving from an edition of S. Herberstein’s “Notes on Moscovia” al-
legedly dating from 1576 (in reality, this edition of the book is more likely to date from the XVII century). Pay attention to the
clothes worn by the Russian official, especially the huge turban with a feather on his head. At the background in the left we see
Russian Cossack warriors wearing fur hats with feathers or turbans. Taken from [161], page 50.

Fig. 3.7. Another old engraving from
Herberstein’s “Notes on Moscovia” al-
legedly dating from 1576. We see the
Great Prince of Russia receiving gifts.
He is sitting on a dais and has a tur-
ban over his head. We see the boyar on
his left wear a turban as well. We can
see that turbans had once been com-
mon Russian headdress; however, the
Turks have managed to preserve it for
longer. Taken from [161], page 354.

Fig. 3.8. A close-in of
a fragment of the pre-
vious engraving.
Turban on the head of
the Russian Great
Prince. Taken from
[161], page 354.
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Fig. 3.9. A ceremony participated by Sultan Selim
I11. The sultan and his entourage all wear large tur-
bans. The turbans worn by some of the Ottoman
aristocrats resemble the tall headdress of the
Russian boyars. Taken from [1465], page 29.

Fig. 3.10. An old map of Moscow from a rare book published by
Alain Malais in Paris in 1683. The mediaeval artist put the word
“Moscou” right above the city on the engraving. Above we see a
panorama of Moscow as seen from across River Moskva. The two
fragments in the middle depict parts of the Kremlin near the
Nikolskiy and Arkhangelkiy cathedrals ([105]). At the bottom we
see Muscovites wearing turbans. Taken from [105].

Fig. 3.11. A close-in depicting the mediaeval
Muscovites wearing turbans and long Russian
kaftans; they are armed with scimitars, bows
and muskets. Taken from [105].
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Fig. 3.12. Fragment of an old Russian icon dating from the
XVI century entitled “Ksenia and her hagiography”. The icon
was given to the Troitse-Sergiev monastery by Princess
Kilikia Ushakova, and dates from 1551. We see three noble
youths wearing the clothes of the Russian princes; their
heads are covered with turbans with feathers. This is yet an-
other proof of the fact that turbans were worn in Russia a
long time ago — the custom only ceased to exist in the XVII
century. Taken from [48], illustration 239.

Fig. 3.13. A close-in of a fragment of the icon. Russian youths
in turbans. Taken from [48], illustration 239.
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ent Schemes of the World Attached™ ([105]). We see
an old plan of Moscow with some Muscovites drawn
below — six of them altogether, all wearing turbans.

More Russians in turbans can be seen in figs. 3.12
and 3.13.

Apparently, turbans had once been fashionable in
Russia-Horde and were adopted in the Orient —
Turkey and other countries; however, the Russians
must have forgotten about them (or made forget after
the Romanovian reforms), unlike the Eastern coun-
tries. One must point out that the Russian word for
turban is chalma, and it derives from the Russian
word chelo (“forehead”) — a very logical name for a
headdress item.

It appears that the military remains of the Horde,
or the Cossacks, were partially pushed back towards
the borders of the empire after the military routs of
the XVII and the XVIII century as non grata trou-
blemakers. The military reforms of Peter the Great
must have served the same purpose - namely, the in-
troduction of mandatory draft and the reformation
of the army.

If we open Kostomarov’s Bogdan Khmelnitskiy
([437]), we shall see that the Cossacks had fought
alongside the Tartars, and the Tartars exclusively, since
the latter are mentioned throughout the book as the
allies of the former, the two being parts of the same
army. Furthermore, the Cossacks and the Tartars were
present in the Polish troops as well; one is under the
impression that the entire Ukraine was filled with the
Tartars in the middle of the XVII century. According
to our hypothesis, the Tartars were the Cossacks that
came from the South of Russia and elsewhere to aid
their brethren from Zaporozhye.

Let us however point out that the actual word
“Tartar” isn’t present anywhere in the official papers
of the XVII century as cited by Kostomarov; how-
ever, we see the word Horde used gratuitously. The
implication is that the remnants of the Russian “Mon-
gol and Tartar Horde” had still been active on the ter-
ritory of Russia in the XVII century. If we study the
“Belozertsovskiy Traktat”, which is a pact signed be-
tween the Poles and the Cossacks cited by Kostomarov
in [437], pages 545-548, we shall see the word Horde
in the text — without any references to the Tartars
anywhere. It is perfectly clear that any historian will
associate the Horde with the Tartars — however, it
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may be that the people in question had in fact been
Cossacks, since the Horde (“Orda” in Russian) trans-
lates as “army” and is a derivative of the old Russian
word for “army’, namely, “rat”.

We must also point out that Kostomarov’s book
leaves one with the impression that all the Tartars
spoke excellent Russian (either that, or all the Ukraini-
ans, Russians and Poles were fluent Tartar speakers).
No translators of any kind are mentioned anywhere.

We may encounter counter-argumentation along
the lines of “how can historical documents possibly
call Russians Tartars, when it is common knowledge
that there is a nation by that name that exists to this
day?” — If the word had once been used for referring
to the Russians in general and Cossacks in particu-
lar, how did it change its meaning, and when did that
happen?

The key to this is given in the “Chronicle of the En-
voys Grigoriy Mikoulin, Nobleman, and Ivan Zinoviev,
Clerk, and their Legation to England. 1600, May, 13-
14 June 1601” published by Prince M. A. Obolenskiy
in [759].This chronicle contains a detailed account of
the legation sent to England by Czar Boris in 1601-
1602. In particular, it quotes the following dialogue be-
tween the Russian envoy Grigoriy Mikoulin and the
Scottish ambassador in London:

“The [Scottish — Auth.] ambassador enquired of
Grigoriy: ‘How is your Great Prince faring, and what
about his relations with the Tartars? Grigoriy and
Ivashko [diminutive variant of the name Ivan — Transl.]
replied: ‘Which Tartars are you asking about? His Great
Imperial Majesty has many men in his service — for-
eign Kings and Princes galore, and there are many Tar-
tars, from the Kingdoms of Kazan and Astrakhan and
Siberia, likewise hordes of Cossacks, Kolmats, and
many more Hordes — the Nagais from beyond the
Volga, and others from the lands of Kaziy, his servants
them all’”” ([759], Volume IV, page 31).

One plainly sees that in the beginning of the XVII
century the Russian envoy couldn’t even understand
the foreigner asking him about the interactions be-
tween the Tartars and Moscow. The Scotsman is using
the term for some nation that is foreign to the state
of the Muscovites, as it is used nowadays; however, the
Russian ambassador uses it for referring to the sub-
jects of the Russian Czar, naming several nations or
communities that comprised Moscovia. Furthermore,
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he explicitly mentions the Cossacks among the Tar-
tars, and calls their troops hordes — armies, in other
words, uses an old Russian word for referring to them.

Au contraire, when the Russian envoy was speak-
ing about Crimea, which is called a “Tartar” land by
the modern historians, he didn’t mention any Tartars.
Apparently, Tartars had been Russian subjects to him.
Let us quote another passage from his dialogue with
the Scotsman where the Russian envoy tells him about
the war with Crimea: “Our Great Monarch, Czar and
Great Prince Boris Fyodorovich, Ruler of entire
Russia, had asked the Lord for mercy and set forth
against him [the king of Crimea — Auth.] with his
royal hordes of the Russians and the Tartars, and
many men from other countries as well” ([759],
Volume IV, page 32).

Once again we see the Russians and the Tartars
mentioned as subjects of the Russian Czar; there were
foreigners in his troops as well, but this term isn’t
used for the Tartars. The inhabitants of Crimea
weren’t Tartars to the Russian ambassador.

Thus, the modern meaning of the word Tartar
must date back to the Western European tradition; in
the pre-XVII century Russia the term had meant the
military communities of the Cossacks, the Kalmyks
and the Tartars from Volga (in the modern meaning
of the word). All of them had lived on the Russian ter-
ritory; however, in the XVII century Europeans have
started to use the term for the Muslims exclusively,
and erroneously at that. This may have been done
intentionally, when the Russian history in general was
being distorted under the first Romanovs. German
historians of the late XIX century write that: “The
origins of the Cossacks are Tartar, the name and the
institution as well... the Cherkes Cossacks were
known so well that ‘Cherkes’ became a synonym of
‘Cossack’ ([336], Volume 5, page 543).

4.2. Why the Muscovite rulers were
accompanied by the “Tartars” rather then
armies in military campaigns.

The Tartars from Poland and Lithuania

Mediaeval Western Europeans often used the for-
mula: “Such-and-such Muscovite ruler set forth on
such-and-such campaign accompanied by his Tartars”

Let us quote the following passage from a XVI
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Fig. 3.14. “Warriors from a Tartar regiment
in the first half of the XVIII century”.
Taken from [206], page 35.
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Fig. 3.17. “The crests
(or the tamgas) of the
Lithuanian Tartars”.
Taken from [206],
page 156.

Fig. 3.15. “Warriors from a Tartar regiment
in the epoch of Stanislaus Augustus (late
XVIII century)”. Taken from [206], page 39.

Fig. 3.16.

“Headdress of
a Tartar war- Fig. 3.18. Ancient Polish
rior of the and Lithuanian crest of
Napoleonic Leliv with two Ottoman

crescents and a star.
Taken from [487],
page 21.

epoch”. Taken
from [206],
page 43.
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century book by Sigismund Herberstein: “In 1527
they [the Muscovites — Auth.] set forth with their
Tartars (?) (mit den Tartaren angezogen), which re-
sulted in the famous battle of Kanev (?) (bei Carionen)
in Lithuania” ([161], page 78). Question marks were
put here by the modern commentators, who are ob-
viously infuriated about the whole thing.

Another similar example is as follows. A mediae-
val German chronological table published in 1725
in Braunschweig (Deutsche Chronologische Tabellen.
Braunschweig, Berleget von Friedrich Wilhelm Mener,
1725) tells us the following about Ivan the Terrible:

“Iohannes Basilowiz, Erzersiel mit denen Tartarn,
und brachte an sein Reich Casan und Astracan”
(Chronological Tables, 1533, page 159). The transla-
tion is as follows: “Ivan Vassilyevich had set forth and
conquered Kazan and Astrakhan accompanied by his
Tartars.”

Modern commentators are rather unnerved by
this strange custom of the Muscovite rulers who are
accompanied by some mysterious Tartars instead of
an army. Our opinion is that the Tartars had been the
very Cossack army (or Horde) of the Muscovite Czars.
This instantly makes things a lot more logical.

Let us mention a rather curious book entitled The
Tartars of Poland and Lithuania (Successors of the
Golden Horde) ([206]). It is a collection of interest-
ing facts that concern the large-scale involvement of
the Tartars in the life of Poland and Lithuania — not
only in the XVI century, but the XVII-XIX as well. It
is significant that “in the early XIX century Tadeusz
Czacki, one of the most prominent Polish historians,
discovered an appeal of some sort in the archive,
where the Polish and Lithuanian Tartars distinguish
the representatives of the Jagiellonian by the name of
the ‘White Khans™ ([206], page 17). Further also: “up
until the middle of the XIX century, the Tartar pop-
ulace living in Poland and Lithuania could be sepa-
rated into three categories... the first and most priv-
ileged group was constituted by the offspring of the
sultans and the murzas from the Horde. The title of
the sultan was worn by members of just two clans of
the Tartars in Rzecz Pospolita — the Ostrynskis and
the Punskis. The eldest representative of each clan
wore the title of Czarevich (normally worn by the
heir to the throne); other Tartar clans were the de-
scendants of the murzas, and their leaders wore the

CHRON 4 | PART1

titles of Princes. Among the most distinguished
princely clans we can name the Assanczukoviczes, the
Bargynskis, the Juszynskis, the Kadyszeviczes, the Ko-
ryzkis, the Kryczinskis, the Lostaiskis, the Lovczyckis,
the Smolskis, the Szyrinskis, the Talkovskis, the Ta-
raszvyckis, the Ulans and the Zavickis... all of them
were equal to the regnant nobility in rights” ([206],
page 19).

One might wonder about the language spoken by
the Tartars in Poland and Lithuania. It turns out that
the Tartars had “coexisted with the Christians peace-
fully. They spoke Russian and Polish and dressed just
like the local populace. Marriages with Christians were
rather common” ([206], page 28). Also: “Mosques
with crescents of tin and gold were nothing out of the
ordinary in the Eastern regions of Rzecz Pospolita...
some of them resembled village churches” ([206],
page 61). “Another interesting and long forgotten cus-
tom is the use of Tartar regimental gonfalons for the
decoration of mosques... the Tartars used written
sources of religious knowledge known to us as hand-
written gitabs and chamails... the gitabs were writ-
ten in Arabic, but the texts were in Polish or Byeloruss-
ian” ([206], page 72). “After the deposition of the
Romanovs, the Committee of Polish, Lithuanian, Bye-
lorussian and Ukrainian Tartars is formed in Petro-
grad” ([206], page 87).

Let us cite a number of old illustrations taken from
[206]. In fig. 3.14 we see some soldiers from a Polish
Tartar regiment as they looked in the first half of the
XVIII century.

In fig. 3.15 we see the soldiers from a Tartar regi-
ment dating to the epoch of Stanislaw August (the late
XVIII century). In fig. 3.16 we see the headdress of a
Polish Tartar soldier of the Napoleonic epoch. This
headdress (with a crescent and a star) was worn by
“the soldiers of the Tartar regiment in Napoleon’s
army [sic! — Auth.]” ([206], page 45). In fig. 3.17 we
see the coats of arms (the so-called tamgas) of the
Lithuanian Tartars.

In fig. 3.18 one sees the Polish-Lithuanian national
emblem of Leliw city as it was in the XVI-XVII cen-
tury. Upon it we see two crescents with stars —a larger
one below and a smaller one above. This emblem is
cited in the foreword to Michalonis Lituanus’s book
entitled On the Customs of the Tartars, the Lithuani-
ans and the Muscovites ([487]).
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5.
THE REAL IDENTITY OF THE HORDE

The Horde is the old word that has once been the
name of the Russian army. This explains the exis-
tence of such passages as “Prince such-and-such left
the Horde to become enthroned”, or “Prince such-
and-such had served the Czar in the Horde, and re-
turned to rule over his domain after the death of his
father” — nowadays we would say “nobleman such-
and-such had served the king in the army and re-
turned to govern his estate afterwards”

There were no domains or fiefs left in the XIX
century; however, in earlier epochs the princely off-
spring used to serve in the army (the Horde) and
then return to their fiefs.

Western Europe had a similar custom of sending
the young noblemen to serve the king until the death
of their fathers, upon which they would inherit their
ancient demesnes.

Another example is as follows.

A testament ascribed to Ivan Kalita tells us the fol-
lowing: “Knowing not what fate the Lord may pre-
pare for me in the Horde where I am headed, I am
leaving the present testament... I leave the city of
Moscow to my children in case of my death” ([362],
Volume 4, pages 9-10).

The meaning of the testament is perfectly clear.
Ivan was preparing for a lengthy military campaign
and wrote a testament. Historians are trying to con-
vince us that similar testaments were written every
time the Princes prepared to visit the “vicious khans
of the Horde”, which could presumably execute them
at a whim.

This is very odd indeed — a ruler could naturally
have the right to execute his subject; however, this
practice of writing testaments before going away to
see the monarch didn’t exist in any other country. Yet
we are told that such testaments used to be written
all the time, despite the fact that the execution of a
prince had been anything but a common event in the
Horde.

We offer a simple explanation. These testaments
were written before military campaigns by people
who had obviously known about the risk of being
killed on the battlefield; such testaments are very com-
mon indeed.
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6.
ON THE CONQUEST OF SIBERIA

The consensual opinion is that Siberia had first
been conquered by the Russians in the XVI century
as a result of Yermak’s campaign. It had presumably
been inhabited by other ethnic groups before that
time. The influence of Moscow is said to have reached
Ural and Siberia around the same epoch. However, this
turns out to be untrue. The governorship of Moscow
used to be recognized in Siberia long before the cam-
paign of Yermak — see evidence to confirm this below.
Yermak’s campaign was really a result of a palace rev-
olution and the refusal to pay tribute to Moscow from
the part of the new Khan. Therefore, this campaign is
likely to have been a punitive expedition aimed at the
restoration of order in this part of the Empire. Let us
note that the inhabitants of Siberia used to be called
Ostyaki — the name is still used in order to distinguish
the Russian populace of Siberia.

Indeed: “in the XII century the Eastern and Central
Asia was populated by independent tribes, which
called themselves ‘Cossack Hordes’ The most im-
portant of these Hordes had resided near the head-
waters of the Yenissey, between Lake Baikal in the
East and the Angara in the West. Chinese chronicles
call this horde “Khakassy”; European researchers deem
the term to be a synonym of the word “Cossack”. Ac-
cording to the records left by their contemporaries,
the Khakassy belonged to the Indo-Iranian (Cau-
casian) race and were fair, tall, green- or blue-eyed,
courageous and proud. They used to wear earrings”
(Richter, German historian of 1763-1825, Joachim
and Essays about Mongolia; see [183], Volume 1,
page 16).

It turns out that the Russians had inhabited the
Kingdom of Siberia prior to its conquest by Yermak.
“The Siberian Kingdom was ruled by the descendants
of the Mongolian Khans... the Russians had reached
the River Ob as early as in the XV century and made
the local populace pay them tribute. Muscovite Princes
were recognized as rulers. In 1553 Yedigey, King of Si-
beria, sent two officials to Moscow with presents and
a promise to pay tribute to the Czar... however, in
1553 Kouchoum had... killed him and proclaimed
himself monarch of Siberia and all the lands adjacent
to the rivers Irtysh and Tobol, as well as the domains
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of the Tartars and the Ostyaki. Kouchoum had initially
paid tribute to the Muscovite Czar... but as his lands
had reached Perm, he began to demonstrate hostility
towards Moscow and raid the lands around Perm”
([183], Volume 2, page 59).

The Stroganovs had appealed to send the punitive
expedition of Yermak in order to deal with the rebels
([183], Volume 2, page 53). So Yermak doesn’t deserve
to be credited as “the first conqueror of Siberia” — it
had been Russian long before his time. We shall cover
Yermak’s campaign in more detail in our book enti-
tled “The conquest of America by Yermak aka Cortez
and the Reformation mutiny as seen by the ‘ancient’
Greeks”.

1.
A GENERAL REMARK CONCERNING
THE WORD “COSSACK”

Let us add the following in re the origins of the
word Cossack (the root of the word being “guz” or
“kaz”). O. Suleimanov mentions in his book entitled
Az and Ya ([823]) that the word Cossack (Coss-ack)
translates as “white goose” or “white swan” from Turkic.

We may add that the name may have once been
used for referring to people who bread white geese
(goose = guz?). Bear in mind that the white goose
remains a favourite and well-known folk symbol
used by many Germanic peoples — one encounters
it in ornaments, shop windows and coats of arms.
Could this indicate a historical relation between
the Cossacks and the Germans? One may note
similarities in the self-discipline, the love for order
and the military prowess characteristic for both na-
tions.

Furthermore, the Cossacks are military cavalry —
riders, in other words. It is possible that the word
Cossack is related to the Russian word “skakat” (or
“skok”) that translates as “ride” or “gallop”. One finds
shops called “Ross und Reiter” in Germany to this
day; they sell accessories for horseback riding and
grooming. The word “Ross” is the old German word
for “horse”; the modern one used commonly is
“Pferd”.

One instantly thinks about the association be-
tween the words “Ross” and “Russian”. The Russians
= people on horses, riders or Cossacks!
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One might also mention the Prussians in this re-
lation, as well as a multitude of details — similarities
between the dress of a Cossack woman and the folk
dress of the German women with its wide volants.
The blouses are tailored, fitted and decorated with a
basque or some detail resembling one. Cossack songs
often resemble German folk songs melodics-wise;
some parts of Germany are inhabited by people who
look similar to the Cossacks — large people with long
pronounced eyebrows.

All of the above may imply historical kinship
and result from the interactions between the Horde
and the Western Europe in the Middle Ages. A re-
search of this possible kinship would be of great util-
ity to us.

8.
TARTAR NAMES AND RUSSIAN NAMES
IN OLD RUSSIA

8.1. Tartar nicknames

The readers may be of the opinion that the names
used in Mediaeval Russia were the same as they are
nowadays. Modern Russian names are Greek or Bib-
lical in origin for the most part: Ivan, Maria, Alex-
ander, Tatiana etc. These are the so-called Christian
names present in the Orthodox canon and given at
baptism. These very names have been used in every-
day life and official documentation ever since the
XVIII century. However, this hasn’t always been the
case.

It turns out that people used to have aliases apart
from the Christian names mentioned above before
the XVII century, used in official documents as well
as everyday life. Many of these names were Tartar in
origin, or, rather, sound Tartar (in the modern sense
of the word) nowadays. Yet these very Tartar names
were habitually given to Russian people in the Middle
Ages. The famous oeuvre by Y. P. Karnovich entitled
Patrimonial Names and Titles in Russia ([367]) tells
us the following: “In Moscow, Christian names would
often become replaced by other Christian names as
well as Tartar names, such as Boulat, Mourat, Akhmat
etc; these aliases would transform into semi-
patronymics that later became surnames of people
whose origins were purely Russian” ([367], page 51).
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Gordeyev reports the following: “There were many
ethnic Tartars among the Don Cossacks. Many of their
atamans who had lived in the epoch of Vassily ITI were
known under Mongol and Tartar names. According
to the historian S. Solovyov, there was a particularly
large proportion of atamans with Tartar names among
the cavalry... With the beginning of Ivan Vassilyevich’s
reign, the names of the famous atamans (from the
cavalry as well as the infantry) become purely Slavic
— Fyodorov, Zabolotskiy, Yanov, Cherkashin, Yermak
Timofeyevich etc.” ([183], Volume 2, pages 5-6).

It is of course possible that some of the Cossacks
were ethnic Tartars. Yet we are told that ethnic Russ-
ians used to have “Tartar” names as well. If this was
the case in Moscow, could it be true for the Don ata-
mans as well? We see the Tartar names disappear from
Moscow towards the end of the XVI century. The
same appears to happen in the Don region; the mod-
ern custom of using Christian names as first names
must date to this epoch.

For instance, “Yermak” is a name as well as an alias;
it had once been considered Russian, qv above, but
one might mistake it for a Tartar name nowadays.
Nevertheless, it is likely to be a derivative of the name
Herman (Yermak’s Christian name). The name may
have had several variants — Herman, Yerman and Yer-
mak ([183], Volume 2, page 62). There is no clear bor-

Fig. 3.19. Old picture entitled “Mamai

the Cossack Having a Rest” ([169], inset be-
tween pages 240 and 241). We see that the
name Mamay had been popular among
the Zaporozhye Cossacks. Taken from
[169], inset between pages 240 and 241.

OUR HYPOTHESIS | 81

derline between Tartar and Russian nicknames; this
was noticed by N. A. Morozov, who writes: “The ex-
cerpts from Chechoulin’s brochure are rather inter-
esting... This is based on different archive records.
The only modern historical name we see here is Yaro-
slav... other historical names are limited to Mamay
and Yermak. The rest of the old Russian names is
constituted of animal names (Kobyla, Koshka, Kot,
Lisitsa and Moukha — the names translate as “mare”,
“tabby”, “tom”, “fox” and “fly”, respectively), names of
rivers, such as Volga, Dunai (Danube) and Pechora...
likewise numbers (Perviy, Vtoroi, Desyatiy — “the first,
“the second” and “the tenth”) ... the only ecclesias-
tical names we find are Dyak (“deacon”), Krestina (a
variant of the name Christine) and Papa (“pope”);
moreover, there isn’t a single Greek name anywhere!”
([5471).

We feel obliged to add that many of the above-
mentioned names and nicknames sound purely Tar-
tar, and they’re used just as frequently as Russian
names at least — for instance, Murza, Saltanko, Tatar-
inko, Sutorma, Yepancha, Vandysh, Smoga, Sougo-
nyai, Saltyr, Souleisha, Soumgour, Sounboul, Souryan,
Tashlyk, Temir, Tenbyak, Toursoulok, Shaban, Koud-
iyar, Mourad, Nevruy (! — see above) etc. Let us reit-
erate that Batu must be a form of the word batya (fa-
ther) — the leaders of the Cossacks were also called

B -

Fig. 3.20. The respective hairstyles of the Ukrainian Cossack
Mamai (left) and Buddha (right).
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Fig. 3.21. The crest of the Karamzin family (which N. M. Ka-
ramzin, the famous historian, had belonged to). We see a cres-
cent with a cross, or a star, at the bottom. Taken from [53],
inset between pages 160 and 161.

batkas etc. Mamay is most likely to be a derivative of
the word mamin (“mother’s”). The name was used by
the Cossacks of Zaporozhye in particular. In fig. 3.19
we see an ancient picture entitled “A Short Bait of
Mamay the Cossack” ([169], inset between pages 240
and 241). Unfortunately, we weren’t capable of mak-
ing out the minute letters underneath the picture.
Another old portrait of Mamay the Cossack can be
seen in fig. 3.20, accompanied by the following com-
mentary: “The canons of the Ukrainian Cossack
Mamay and Buddha Gautama from India. In the mid-
dle we see an Indian Brahman, whose earring and
hairstyle resemble the Ukrainian Cossacks of the XIII-
XVIII century” ([975], page 737).

One must also mention N. A. Baskakov’s book en-
titled Russian Names of Turkic Origin ([53]), which
demonstrates many of the Russian first names and
surnames to be Turkic in origin. A propos, Baskakov
mentions that the surname of the historian N. M. Ka-
ramzin “is very obviously derived from the Crimean
Tartar language or, possibly, from Turkish, namely,
“qara mirsa’, gara being the word for ‘black’ and ‘mirsa’
— the title of a nobleman... Karamzin’s coat of arms
also betrays the name’s Oriental origins — this is em-
phasised by the silver crescent set against a blue back-
ground, facing downwards, with two crossed golden
swords above it [below it, as a matter of fact — Auth.]
— those attributes are characteristic for people whose
origins are Oriental ([53], page 178). The coat of arms
of the Karamzins can be seen in fig. 3.21. We see the
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Ottoman crescent next to a Christian cross (or star)
formed by two swords.

Thus, we see that a “Tartar” name didn’t necessarily
mean that its owner was a Tartar. Furthermore, many
Russians could have had Tartar nicknames in the
Middle Ages. Many of these nicknames have no
meaning in either Russian or the modern Tartar lan-
guage (cannot be translated adequately, in other
words). The issue of Tartar and Russian names, their
meanings and their origins is a very convoluted and
contentious one; we are by no means suggesting that
we have found anything resembling an exhaustive ex-
planation. All we must emphasise is that Russian peo-
ple had often used nicknames that sound Tartar
nowadays; it is also known quite well that there are
many Turkic words in Russian.

Modern historians may attribute the above to the
Mongolian conquest. Our hypothesis is different. The
Turkic influence is explained by the fact that the pop-
ulace of the Great = “Mongolian” Empire consisted
of Russians as well as people of Turkic origins, who
had naturally mingled together and lived side by side
for centuries. We witness this to be the case nowadays;
therefore, the two languages have obviously borrowed
heavily from one another. Let us however mention
that the official decrees that have reached our age are
written in Russian or Slavonic exclusively.

8.2. The “strange” effect of the Mongolian
conquest on the Russian culture

How did the invasion of the Tartars and the Mon-
gols affect the Russian language? It is quite clear that
a horde of barbarians that had presumably swarmed
the country would distort and deface the purity of the
Russian language, make the populace more ignorant
as a whole, burning down cities, libraries, monaster-
ies, ancient volumes et al, pillaging, looting and so
forth. Historians are convinced that the Tartar inva-
sion had set the development of the Russian culture
back by several centuries.

Let us see whether this is indeed the case. One of
the best gauges one can use for estimating the cultural
level in general is the standard use of an acrolect for
a written language — correct Classical Latin, correct
Latin, Barbaric Latin and so forth. The times when
Classical Latin was commonly used for writing are



CHAPTER 3

considered to be the golden age of culture when the
immortal classical works were created. The use of
Vulgar Latin or regional dialects is obviously a sign
that the culture is in decline. Let us see whether this
criterion applies to the ancient Russia “in the times
of the Mongol yoke” between the XIII and the XV
century — three hundred years are a long enough pe-
riod, after all. What do we see?

According to N. M. Karamzin, “our language be-
came a great deal more refined in the XIII-XV cen-
tury” ([363], Volume 5, Chapter 4, page 224). He pro-
ceeds to tell us that under the Tartars and the Mongols
“the writers followed the grammatical canons of ec-
clesiastical books or Old Serbian (as opposed to Vul-
gar Russian) most vehemently indeed... not just in
conjugation and declination, but also in pronuncia-
tion” ([363], Volume 5, Chapter 4, page 224. Thus, we
see correct Latin nascent in the West, and Church
Slavonic in its classical form in the East. If we are to
apply the same standards to Russia as we do to the
West, the Mongolian invasion marks the golden age
of Russian culture. These Mongols were rather odd
invaders, weren’t they?

8.3. Russian and Tartar names illustrated
by the Verderevskiy family tree

We find interesting evidence concerning the names
commonly used by the Tartars in the Horde before
their baptism in the “Verderevskiy Family Tree” com-
piled in 1686, qv in the “Archive Almanac of the Mos-
cow Ministry of Justice” published in 1913 (pages 57-
58). It tells us how Oleg Ivanovich, the Great Prince
of Ryazan, had “summoned the Tartar Solokhmir
from the Great Horde accompanied by a force of
armed men”. This Solokhmir was later baptised and
married the Great Prince’s daughter, founding the fa-
mous Russian boyar family of the Verderevskiys. His
Christian name was Ivan. The Christian names of his
children sound familiar to a Slavic ear as well: “Ivan
Miroslavich [the new name of the baptised Tartar —
Auth.] had a son called Grigoriy... Grigoriy Ivanovich
Solokhmirov had four sons: Grigoriy and Mikhailo,
also known as Aboumailo, Ivan, alias Kanchey, and
Konstantin, alias Divnoi”.

All of the above is really quite fascinating. A Tartar
pagan who had just arrived from the Great Horde is

OUR HYPOTHESIS | 83

known under a purely Russian name (Solokhmir),
likewise his Tartar father Miroslav. It gets even more
interesting — this character was baptised and given a
Christian name from the ecclesiastical canon, like-
wise his offspring. However, as we already mentioned,
Christian names weren’t used on a daily basis; there-
fore, children would also receive aliases at baptism.
The aliases of boyar names at the court of a Russian
prince from Ryazan are Aboumailo, Kanchey and
Divnoi; the former two sound “purely Tartar” nowa-
days, whereas the third is purely Slavic.

How could one possibly come to the educated
conclusion about the “Turkic origins” of the people
mentioned in Russian chronicles with names like
Kanchei, Aboumailo etc? How did a Miroslav wind
up in the Great Horde? Our conclusion is as follows.
There were many Slavs in the Horde, whose names
were both Slavic and Pagan. Their “Tartar names” are
but aliases for quotidian use.

It becomes clear why the Church Slavonic lan-
guage was introduced in the epoch of the Horde — the
latter was governed by the Russians who had lived in
a multinational empire together with the Tartars and
other nations, as is the case today.

Another interesting detail is as follows. Some of the
chronicles use the word “poganye” for referring to the
Tartars — pagans, in other words. There is nothing
surprising about this fact. It is possible that the term
was used for referring to the Russians who weren’t
baptised; there must have been quite a few of those
in the early days of the Horde.

By the way, certain Swedish sources are telling us
that in the epoch of the wars between Russia and Swe-
den (the XVIII century), “the Russian Cossacks had
been good shooters as a rule, armed with long-bar-
relled rifled weapons called ‘“Turks’” ([987:1], page 22).

9.
THE REAL IDENTITY OF THE MONGOLIAN
LANGUAGE

9.1. How many Mongolian texts are there
in existence?

What is the Mongolian language really? We are
being told that the gigantic Mongolian empire hardly
left any written sources in the “Mongolian” language
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over the centuries of its existence. This is what O. M.
Kovalevskiy, a Professor of the Kazan University, wrote
in the late XIX century: “Mongolian artefacts of a
graphical nature are more than scarce — the only ones
known to us being the inscription on a stone that pre-
sumably dates from the epoch of Genghis-Khan and
the epistles of the Persian kings Argoun and Ouldzeitu
to the French king. .. later interpreted by Mr. Schmitt
in the brochure that he published in St. Petersburg in
1824... There are more manuscripts in Europe, writ-
ten in the Tartar language with Mongolian letters — the
translation of the Persian novel by Bakhtiyar-Name,
for instance. These writing had remained unidentified
for a long time, and therefore nameless; some spe-
cialists in Oriental studies suggested to use the names
Turk oriental and Ouighour. .. anyone who knows the
Turkestan Ouighours will mistake them for Turks...
but could they have been a Mongolian tribe in the
days of yore?” ([759], Volume 1, pages 21-23).

What do we see ultimately?

1) The cyclopean Mongolian Empire didn’t leave
any written documents behind, apart from an in-
scription in stone, two letters and a novel. Not much
by any account; furthermore, the novel is in fact in the
Tartar language — the only “Mongolian” thing about
it is the kind of writing used, and that according to
what historians are telling us.

2) These few texts were translated and deciphered
by a single person — a certain Schmitt.

3) The “descendants of the Mongolian conquerors”
who have survived until our day turn out to be Turks.
Modern historians are the only ones who know for
certain that these Turks have once been Mongols; the
Turks themselves are of a different opinion.

9.2. What language were the famous Khan's
yarlyks (decrees, in particular — documents
certifying the Princes’ rights to their domains)
written in?

Everyone who knows Russian history shall recol-
lect that the Mongol Khans had issued a great many
decrees known as yarlyks, and every chronicle suggests
there must be a multitude of those in existence. Those
are presumably the authentic written records of the
great Mongolian Empire. Let us recollect all that we
know about them nowadays. It is presumed that a
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great many documents have survived since the time
of the “Great Mongolian Yoke” in Russia, all of them
written in Russian — pacts signed between princes, tes-
taments etc. One might think that must be just as
many Mongolian texts at least, since the decrees is-
sued in Mongolian would be coming from the very
government of the Empire and thus preserved with
special care. What do we have in reality? Two or three
decrees maximum,; those were discovered in the XIX
century among private papers of individual histori-
ans and not in any archive of any sort.

The famous yarlyk of Tokhtamysh, for instance,
was found as late as in 1834 “among the papers that
had once been kept in the Crown Archive of Krakow
and were subsequently discovered in the possession of
Naruszevic, the Polish historian” ([759], Volume 1,
pages 4-5). It takes some historian to borrow docu-
ments from the state archive without bothering to re-
turn them, doesn’t it? Prince M. A. Obolenskiy wrote
the following about this yarlyk: “It [the decree of Tokh-
tamysh — Auth.] allows us to solve the question [sic!
—Auth.] about the letters and language that were used
in the yarlyks sent by the Khans to the Russian Princes
... this is the second such decree known to date” (ibid,
page 28). It also turns out that this yarlyk is written in
“odd Mongolian characters, of which there are mul-
titudes; they are completely different from the yarlyk
of Timur-Kutluk dating from 1397 that has already
been published by Mr. Hammer” (ibid).

Let us sum up. There are just two “Mongolian” yar-
Iyks left in existence — the rest of them date to later
epochs. The latter (issued by the Crimean Khans) were
written in Russian, Tartar, Italian, Arabic etc. As for the
two “Mongolian” yarlyks (which must date from the
same time, seeing as how Tokhtamysh and Timur-
Kutluk are presumed to have been contemporaries),
we see that they were written in two manifestly dif-
ferent scripts. This is very odd indeed — one finds it
highly unlikely that the letters of the hypothetical
“Mongolian” language could have changed so drasti-
cally over a mere decade. This process usually takes
centuries.

Both “Mongolian” yarlyks were found in the West.
Where are their counterparts from the Russian ar-
chives? This question was asked by Prince Obolenskiy
after the discovery of the abovementioned yarlyk:
“The fortunate discovery of the text by Tokhtamysh
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had led me to applying every effort to the discovery
of other original yarlyks issued by the Khans of the
Golden Horde, thus triumphing over the frustrating
nescience of our historians and Oriental scholars
about the presence of such originals in the main
archive of the Foreign Office in Moscow. Alack and
alas, the only result of these searches was an even
deeper conviction that all the other originals, possi-
bly of an even more interesting nature ... must have
perished in fire” (ibid).

If we are to encapsulate the above, we shall come
up with the following postulations:

1) There isn’t a single trace of a single Mongolian
yarlyk anywhere in the Russian official archives.

2) The two or three yarlyks that we have at our dis-
posal were found in the West under conspicuous cir-
cumstances — in private archives of historians and
not in archives, and set in different kinds of writing
to boot. This brings us to the assumption that we’re
dealing with forgeries, hence the different letters —
the hoaxers didn’t synchronise their actions.

A propos, there’s a Russian version of the yarlyk
by Tokhtamysh in existence: “whereby there are dis-
crepancies between the Tartar yarlyk and the respec-
tive decree in Russian ... one can however be certain
about the fact that the Russian version also originated
in the chancery of Tokhtamysh” (ibid, page 3-4).

It is very egregious that the “Mongolian yarlyk of
Tokhtamysh” is written on paper with the same kind
of watermark with the “oxen head”, just like the copies
of the Povest Vremennyh Let presumed ancient by
modern historians (as we demonstrate above, these
are most likely to have been manufactured in Konigs-
berg around the XVII-XVIII century). This means
that the yarlyk of Tokhtamysh dates from the same
epoch, and may have come from the same workshop.
The above would explain why this document was
found in the private archive of Naruszevic and not the
state chancery.

The pages of the “Mongolian yarlyks” are num-
bered with Arabic numerals: “The reverse of the sec-
ond page ... bears the figure of two, which must stand
for ‘page two’” (ibid, page 14). The notes on the reverse
of page one are in Latin, and the handwriting “must
date from the XVI or the XVII century” (ibid, page 10).

Our hypothesis is as follows. This “famous Mon-
golian yarlyk” was written in the XVIII century. Its
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Russian version may have predated it somewhat, and
served as the original for its own “ancient Mongolian
prototype”.

Unlike these two extremely disputable “Mongolian
yarlyks”, authentic Tartar yarlyks dating from the
epoch of the Crimean Khans look completely differ-
ent (the letter missive of the Crimean Khan Gazi-
Girey sent to Boris Fyodorovich Godunov in 1588-
1589, for instance). The latter has got an official seal
as well as formal notes on the reverse (“translated in
the year 7099”) etc (see ibid, page 46). The missive is
set in standard and easily readable Arabic script. Some
of the letter missives of the Crimean Khans were in
Italian — such as the one sent by Mengli-Girey to
Sigismund I, King of Poland.

On the other hand, there are a great many docu-
ments that can indeed be dated to the epoch of the
so-called “Great Yoke” — all of them in Russian, such
as the letter missives of the Great Princes, ordinary
Princes, testaments and ecclesiastical records. There
is therefore a “Mongolian archive” in existence; how-
ever, this archive is in Russian — this is hardly sur-
prising, since the “Mongolian” Empire = The Great
Russian Empire whose official language had of course
been Russian.

It has to be noted that all such documents exist as
XVII-XVIII century copies, with the Romanovian
corrections introduced. Real documents of the pre-
Romanovian epoch were sought out diligently and
destroyed by the clerks who had worked for the Ro-
manovs. There are hardly any such documents left
nowadays.

The apologists of the Millerian version might
counter with the presumption that the decline of the
Horde was followed by the destruction of all Mon-
golian documents, whereby the Mongols had instantly
transformed into Turks and forgotten about their ori-
gins. Should this be the case, one must enquire about
the proof of the “Great Yoke’s” actual existence in the
form insisted upon by the consensual version. The
Romanovian theory of the “Mongolian” conquest is
a very serious one consequence-wise; it should obvi-
ously be based on a ferroconcrete foundation of sci-
entific proof. This isn’t the case. The actual theory
must have been introduced with the works of the
XVIII century historians. Nobody had possessed so
much as an iota of knowledge about the “Mongolian
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Yoke” previously. The few chronicles that contain ren-
ditions of this theory are also unlikely to predate the
XVII-XVIII century, qv above. One needs official doc-
umentation as proof of theories as fundamental as
this one — sealed, signed and proven, rather than
chronicles of a literary character, easily copied and ed-
ited tendentiously. Furthermore, some of the vestiges
we discover tell us about attempts to fabricate the of-
ficial documents themselves.

9.3. In re the Russian and the Tartar letters

It is a known fact that Old Russian coins often
have inscriptions made in a strange script, which
looks very unfamiliar to us nowadays. These inscrip-
tions are often declared “Tartar”, with the implica-
tion that the Russian Princes were forced to write in
the language of the conquerors. None of the re-
searchers are capable of reading these “Tartar” writ-
ings, and declare them void of meaning for this rea-
son. The situation with the Old Russian seals is the
same — one finds unfamiliar scripts and unidentifi-
able sentences (see [794], pages 149-150, for instance,
and the illustrations cited therein).

“In 1929 M. N. Speranskiy, a well-known Russian
linguist, had published a mysterious inscription — nine
lines of text that he discovered on the endpaper of a
XVII century book. The scientist had considered the
inscription to be ‘beyond decipherment) since it had
contained Cyrillic letters interspersed with unidenti-
fiable symbols” ([425]). Apparently, “one finds mys-
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Fig. 3.22. The lettering on the bell of Zvenigorod. Dates from
the XVI-XVII century. Taken from [808].
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Fig. 3.23. Russian lettering discovered in an ancient book. It
dates from the XVII century, and the alphabet used strikes us as
odd nowadays. The table for converting the symbols of the let-
tering into Cyrillic characters was compiled by N. Konstantinov.
Taken from [425].

terious signs in the cipher used for the Russian diplo-
matic documents, likewise the inscription of 425 sym-
bols on the bell from Zvenigorod cast under Aleksey
Mikhailovich in the XVII century, the Novgorod cryp-
tograms of the XIV century and the secret script of the
Serbs. .. The parallel combinations of the mysterious
monograms and Greek writing on the coins dating
from an earlier epoch are particularly noteworthy ...
many such inscriptions were found among the ruins
of the ancient Greek colonies in the Black Sea region. ..
Excavations demonstrated that two scripts were used
commonly in all of these centres, one of them Greek
and the other defying identification” ([425]). A good
example of such writing can be seen in fig. 3.22 — it is
the famous inscription from the Zvenigorod bell; we
shall discuss it at length in CHrON4, Chapter 13.
Ergo, the “Tartar” language is of no relevance here;
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mysterious signs could be found alongside the fa-
miliar Cyrillic characters in other ancient texts besides
the ones written in Russian — Greek, Serbian, Cyprian
etc. This mystery alphabet often dominated over the
Cyrillic text proportion-wise — there are 77 per cent
of them in the abovementioned inscription taken
from a XVII century book, Cyrillic characters being
a 23% minority ([425]). Old Russian coins and seals
have a similar ratio of the two scripts.

The reader might think these characters to be a
cryptographic system of some sort. Historians and ar-
chaeologists are of this very opinion — the signs aren’t
Cyrillic, so they should be a secret script ([425]). But
how could a secret script be used on coins? One finds
this very odd indeed — coins are used by the general
public, which cannot be expected to know crypto-
graphic writing.

The most amazing fact that the interpretation of
these “secret characters” often proves an easy task.
For instance, the inscription on the book considered
“perfectly beyond decipherment” by the famous lin-
guist M. N. Speranskiy was translated by two amateurs
independently ([425]). Both came up with the exact
same result, which is hardly surprising, seeing as how
there was no cipher used for this inscription — just a
different alphabet. The author wrote the following:
“this book belongs to Prince Mikhail Fyodorovich
Boryatinskiy” ([425]). See fig. 3.23.

We see the Cyrillic script to have been adopted by
the Russians, the Greeks, the Serbs etc relatively re-
cently, since another alphabet was still used in the
XVII century (on seals and coins, for engravings on
bells and even inscriptions inside books).

Thus, the mysterious “Tartar” letters from the
Golden Horde found on Russian coins prove to be
other versions of familiar Russian letters. A table of
correspondences for some of them can be found in
[425]. See more about this in the section of the Annexes
entitled “Russian Literacy before the XVII century”

9.4. History of the Mongols and the chronology
of its creation

The theory of the “Great Yoke of the Tartars and
the Mongols” has lead to a great many false assump-
tions. We therefore feel obliged to tell the readers about
the naissance of the “Tartar and Mongol theory”.

OUR HYPOTHESIS | 87

It turns out that the history of the Mongols and
the Mongolian conquest in its consensual version
doesn’t date any further back as the XVIII century;
moreover, it had still been in formation as recently as
in the XIX-XX century.

“In 1826 the Russian Academy of Sciences had ap-
proached the Russian and the Western European sci-
entists with the offer of a 100-chervontsi grant for the
writer of a scientific oeuvre on the consequences of
the Mongolian conquest, the deadline being set for
three years. The work that did meet the deadline was
rejected ... six years after the first baffle, the Academy
of Sciences made a similar suggestion once again ...
formulating the objective as ‘the necessity to write
the history ... of the so-called Golden Horde ... using
chronicles from the Orient, ancient Russia, Poland,
Hungary etc’ ... they received a gigantic oeuvre as a
response, written by Hammer-Purgstall, a German
specialist in Oriental studies. The Academy declared
itself incapable of awarding him with any premium.
After the second “failure”, the Academy had ceased
with the tender ... the very historiography of the
Golden Horde, [according to B. Grekov and A. Yakou-
bovskiy, who wrote this in 1937 — Auth.] which has-
n’'t been compiled as to yet, would be a useful topic,
and the scholarly inability to delve deep enough into
it is edificatory all by itself ... Not a single Russian spe-
cialist in Oriental studies has written a comprehen-
sive work on the history of the Golden Horde to date,
be it scientific or popular” ([197], pages 3-5).

L. N. Gumilev wrote that “although the problem
of naissance and decline of Genghis-Khan’s empire
has been studied by many historians, no one managed
to solve it in a satisfactory manner” ([212], page 293).

We have two XIII century sources on Mongolian
history presumed authentic, one of them being The
Secret History of the Mongols. However, the prominent
specialists “V. V. Barthold and G. E. Grumm-Grzy-
majlo raise the question of just how far this source is
to be trusted” ([212], page 294).

The second source is called The Golden Book; it is
based on the collected works of Rashed ad-Din, the
Arabic historian. However, I. Berezin, the first Russian
translator of this oeuvre in the middle of the XIX
century, tells us the following: “The three copies of the
History of the Mongols that had been at my disposal
belonged to the St. Petersburg Academy of Sciences,
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the ... St. Petersburg Public Library, and the third
partial copy had once belonged to our former envoy
in Persia. The best of these copies is the one from the
Public Library; unfortunately, people’s names are
often left without any diacritic marks [used for vo-
calizations — Auth.], and occasionally altogether ab-
sent” ([724], pages XII-XIII).

Berezin admits to having been forced to insert
names arbitrarily, guided by his “knowledge” of the
true chronological and geographical coordinates of
their epochs ([724], page XV).

History of the next historical period (the Golden
Horde and its Khans) also contains many unclear
places. V. V. Grigoryev, the famous specialist in Mon-
golian studies who had lived in the XIX century, wrote
that “the history of the Khans who had ruled in the
Golden Horde demonstrates an odd paucity of names
and events; despite having destroyed the most im-
portant literary relics ... they also obliterated nearly
every trace of the Horde’s existence. The once flour-
ishing cities ruled over by the Khans now lay in ruins

.. as for the famous Saray, which had been the
Horde’s capital — we don’t even know the ruins that
we could attribute this name to” ([202], page 3).

Grigoryev tells us further that “Our chronicles
should by rights contain definite indications con-
cerning the epoch of Saray’s foundation — yet they
frustrate our hopes, since, when they tell us about
Princes and their voyages to the Horde, they don’t
specify the Horde’s location in any way, simply stat-
ing that ‘Prince such-and-such went to the Horde’, or
‘returned from the Horde™ ([202], pages 30-31).

10.

GOG AND MAGOG. CHIEF PRINCE OF ROSH,
MESHECH AND TUBAL.
Russia-Horde and Moscow Russia
on the pages of the Bible

The book of Ezekiel contains a passage that is still
regarded as highly contentious. The Synodal transla-
tion used by the Russian Orthodox Church gives it as
follows: “Son of man, set thy face against Gog, the land
of Magog, the Great Prince of Rosh, Meshech and
Tubal, and prophesy against him, And say, Thus saith
the Lord God; Behold, I am against thee, O Gog, the
Great Prince of Rosh, Meshech and Tubal ... Gog
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Fig. 3.24. A fragment of the Ostrog Bible (Ezekiel 38:2-3),
where the Prince of Ross is explicitly referred to as “Knyaz
Rosska”, or “Russian Prince”. Taken from [621].
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Fig. 3.25. A drawn copy of the fragment of the Ostrog Bible
(Ezekiel 38:2-3) referring to the Russian Prince made by
M. L. Grinchouk (MSU) for better readability.

shall come against the land of Israel (Ezekiel 38:2-3,
38:18 ff). Rosh is also mentioned in the Book of Gen-
esis (46:21), likewise the Horde (as Ard — see Genesis
46:21). Gog and Magog are also mentioned in the
Book of Revelation (20:7).

According to some mediaeval chroniclers, Gog and
Magog were the names of the Goths and the Mongols
(the XIIT century Hungarians had been convinced
about the Tartar identity of these two Biblical nations,
qv in [517], page 174). N. M. Karamzin reports that
certain historians had used the names Gog and Magog
for referring to the Khazars ([362], Annotation 90 to
Volume 1). Cossacks, in other words, qv below.

On the other hand, mediaeval Byzantines had been
certain that this passage from Ezekiel referred to the
Russians, writing “Prince of Ross” instead of “Rosh”
— Leo the Deacon, for instance, describing the cam-



CHAPTER 3

paign of Great Prince Svyatoslav against Byzantium at
the end of the alleged X century, writes the following
about the Russians: “Many can testify to the fact that
these people are valiant, brave, militant and mighty,
likewise the fact that they attack all the neighbouring
tribes; divine Ezekiel also mentions this when he says
‘Here, I send against thee Gog and Magog, Prince of
Ross™ ([465], page 79). Leo says “Ross” instead of
“Rosh” The same text in the famous Ostrog Bible (qv
in figs. 3.24 and 3.25) contains the formula “Prince
of the Rosses”, no less!

Our reconstruction offers a very simple explana-
tion.

1) The word “Rosh” or “Ros” (also “Rash” and
“Ras”) is used for referring to Russia (cf. with the
English pronunciation of the country’s name).

2) The names Gog and Magog (as well as Mgog,
Goog and Mgoog) apply to the same nations of the
Russian and the Tartars who had founded the empire
of Magog (The Great Empire).

3) The name Meshech (MHCH or MSKH) stands
for Mosokh — a legendary personality; according to
many mediaeval authors, the city of Moscow received
its name after this very Mosokh.

4) The word Tubal (TBL or TVL) is a reference to
the Tobol region in Western Siberia, which remains
an important centre of the Cossack culture. We en-
counter it in the Authorised Version as well: “Gog, the
land of Magog, the chief prince of Meshech and
Tubal, (Ezekiel 38:2), and also “O Gog, the chief
prince of Meshech and Tubal (Ezekiel 38:3). Gog is
called “chief prince” of Meshech and Tubal, or Tobol
— the title is identical to that of the Great Prince!

One cannot fail to notice the following circum-
stance. As we can see, the name Rosh is absent from
the Authorised Version of the Bible as published by
the British and Foreign Bible Society (cf. with the
Russian Synodal translation).

What could be the matter here? It appears that the
politically correct translator of the Bible had felt un-
comfortable about the presence of this dangerous
word in the Biblical context. Having understood its
meaning, our interpreter decided to write the “Rus-
sians” right out of the canonical text of the Bible so
as to keep the pious XIX Britons from asking un-
wanted questions about the activities of Russian a
long time before Christ.
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Let us point out that, despite his laudable vigilance
insofar as the name Rosh was concerned, the transla-
tor left the equally dangerous word Tubal in the text,
which is hardly surprising — the XIX century transla-
tors were unlikely to have known anything about
Russian Siberia. Had the opposite been the case, this
name would never have made it past their censorship.

It is, however, possible that the Biblical T-Bal is a
reference to T-BAL, or T used as a definite article be-
fore the word Bal, or “white” (Babylon) — possibly a
reference to the White Russia, or Byelorussia; the name
Baltic must have the same root.

The place from Deacon’s book that we quoted
above (where he uses the term “Ross” instead of “Rosh”
infuriates modern commentators a great deal; they
write the following: “the word Rosh got into the text
due to the error contained in the Greek translation;
however, the Byzantines had always interpreted it as
the name of a nation, and had used it for referring to
a number of barbaric peoples from the fifth century
and on ... when the Rosses made their presence
known to history in the IX century, the eschatologi-
cal mindset of the Byzantines immediately linked them
to the Biblical ‘Rosh’... The first time that we see
Ezekiel’s text applied to Russians is in the hagiogra-
phy of Vassily Novy: ‘A barbaric nation shall come, by
the name of Ros, and Og and Mog’ (The New Basil,
pages 88-89) ... the Biblical text is also distorted here,
likewise in the work of Leo Deacon ... this is how the
word Russia (Rossiya) was coined. As for Gog and
Magog, they were referred to as nations in the Book
of Revelations (20:7-8). They have been associated
with hostile tribes ever since Eusebius. The most wide-
spread opinion had identified them as the Scythians,
which had lent more validity to the scholastic paral-
lel with Russia” ([465], pages 211-212).

The passage from the Slavic Ostrog Bible quoted
above, where this reference is more than explicit
(“Prince of the Rossians”, or the Russian Prince) is
never even mentioned by historians — they are highly
unlikely to have anything to say about it.

The name Magog had also been used in the form
Mog, or Mogol, which was also the name used by the
early adepts of the historical science for the Mongols.
This is yet another indication that the term was used
for the Russian state (Ross), also known as the Empire
of the Mongols and the Tartars and Megalion (The
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Great). Cf. the Russian words mog, moshch etc
(“power” and derivatives thereof) as mentioned in
detail above.

Apparently, the famous Assyria (also described in
the Bible), or Syria (Ashur) is also identified as Russia
(Horde) in a number of chronicles. Reverse unvocal-
ized readings (Aramaic or Arabic) transform Syria
into Ross, and Assyria (or Ashur) into Russia.

The Russian identification of the Biblical Assyria
had still been remembered in the XVIII century, dur-
ing the wars between Sweden and Russia. Peter Eng-
lund, a modern Swedish historian who had studied
the ancient Swedish documents of the XVIII century
and used them as basis for his book Poltava. How an
Army Perished ([987:1]), reports the following:
“Clergymen such as Westerman had been forced to
proclaim from every pulpit and at every battlefield
that the Swedes were the chosen nation and the in-
strument of the Lord, who supported them. This was-
n’t a mere ploy aimed at impressing the hoi polloi; the
King himself had been certain this were the truth.
Likewise the sons of Israel, the Swedish warriors were
sent to earth in order to punish the heretics and the
sinners... Bizarre tricks with words were cited as
proof; one of the priests addressed a squadron with
allegations that the Swedes had been the Israelites of
their time, since if one were to read Assur (Assyria,
or the foe of Israel) backwards, one would get ...
Russa!” ([987:1]), pages 19-20.

Modern historians comment this ancient testimony
rather ironically, qv in Azarov’s article entitled “The
Battle of Poltava in the Eyes of the Swedes”, Litera-
turnaya Rossiya, 11.07.1997, No. 28 (1796), page 14).
Nowadays commentators treat such reports as anec-
dotes telling us about the horrendous scholastic ig-
norance of the Swedes, with gratuitous use of sar-
castic omission points and exclamation marks.

Peter Englund assures us that the Assyrian refer-
ences are a result of the priest’s “games with words”
— however, it is possible that the Swedish troops have
resurrected an old Reformist slogan of the XVI-XVII
century, something along the lines of “Let’s crush the
Assyrians!”, since the memory about the Biblical
Assyria being the same country as Russia must have
still been rather fresh in the Western Europe. We deem
it unlikely that the Swedish priests would read lin-
guistic lectures to the soldiers who were about to go
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into battle and possibly die. It was somewhat later
that the XVIII-XIX century historians started to as-
cribe their own linguistic theories to XVIII century
characters in order to justify the freshly-forged Sca-
ligerian chronology.

By the way, the Finnish word suuri also means
“great” — it is therefore possible that the Great Empire
had possessed several “external” names: The Great =
Megalion = Mongolia, as well as Suuri = Assur =
Assyria.

Let us get back to what we were saying in the be-
ginning of this section and enquire about the date
when the Biblical book of Ezekiel had really been cre-
ated — could it really have been an epoch preceding
the new era by a couple of centuries, as Scaligerian his-
tory is trying to convince us? As we already under-
stand, the words of Leo Deacon imply that it couldn’t
have been written earlier than the XI century of the
New Era. Otherwise one must admit that the ques-
tion of Russian invasion from the North had been dis-
cussed with great interest several centuries before
Christ.

1.
THE REAL LOCATION OF NOVGOROD
THE GREAT

11.1. What we know about the city of
Novgorod (the Great)

Novgorod the Great has played a great part in the
history of Kiev Russia, likewise Russia in the Vladimir-
Suzdal period. Many of the renowned Great Princes
have originated from Novgorod. For the sake of con-
venience, we shall be using the formula “historical
Novgorod” or “chronicle Novgorod” for the time being
in order to refrain from making an explicit geo-
graphical localization for the time being; the matter
is that the town identified as its descendant today,
Novgorod on the Volkhov, is very unlikely to have
anything to do with its historical namesake. We shall
therefore be calling it “Novgorod-upon-Volkhov”, or
“modern Novgorod”, hereinafter — our discussion of
its origins included.

Ryurik, the first Great Prince of Russia, is presumed
to have come from Novgorod. Therefore, the ruling
dynasty originates from Novgorod; such characters as
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Fig. 3.26-3.27. Our reconstruction of the geography of Russia in the Middle Ages. Novgorod the Great as described in the chroni-
cles identifies as the Vladimir and Suzdal Russia with its centre in Yaroslavl on the Volga. It was known as “Yaroslav’s Court” of
Novgorod the Great. The arrows indicate the transfer of the Russian capital in the XIV-XVT century.

Vladimir the Holy, Yaroslav the Great, Yaroslav Vse-
volodovich, Alexander Nevskiy etc have all borne the
title of a “Great Prince of Novgorod”, whilst the Great
Princes of Moscow had retained the title of a “Great
Prince of Novgorod and Vladimir” up until the XVI
century. The Archbishop of the histcrical Novgorod
had occupied a special position in Russian ecclesias-
tical hierarchy — he had been the only one with the
right to wear a white hood (still worn by the Russian
patriarchs) up until the middle of the XVI century;
starting with the XVII century, however, there has
been no archbishop in Novgorod-upon-Volkhov.
Historical, or chronicle Novgorod, occupies the
position of the old Russian capital in pre-XVII cen-
tury Russian history. First and foremost, it is known
as a trade centre and an important river port. Russia
“had traded with Europe by proxy of Novgorod the
Great, which is supposed to have been at the cross-
roads of important trade routes. However, the exca-

vations that have been going on in modern Novgorod
for many years, demonstrate it rather plainly that
Novgorod-upon-Volkhov has never been an impor-
tant trade centre. One also wonders about the nature
of the trade routes that intersected here. It would be
hard to find another town whose location would be
quite as inconvenient for trade; it is distanced from
every known mediaeval trade route, and its geo-
graphical location was hopeless from the commercial
point of view.

The Novgorod veche, or assembly, is rather famous
in history. It had congregated at the so-called Yaro-
slav’s Court in Novgorod. The Novgorod chronicles
tell us about people of Novgorod making decisions
“assembling a veche at Yaroslav’s Court” ([8], Vol-
ume 1; also [759], p. 59). In the XVI century Ivan the
Terrible had stayed at Yaroslav’s Court during his visit
to Novgorod ([775], p. 474). Historians are of the
opinion that Ivan had even thought of transferring
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the capital to Novgorod. Oddly enough, modern his-
torians still haven’t managed to find so much as a
trace of this famous place in modern Novgorod. Great
Princes had visited Novgorod constantly, in Kiev and
Vladimir-Suzdal Russia. The city is known to have
been connected to Moscow by “The Great Route”
([776], p. 13). Let us consider the possible location of
this route, assuming that the chronicle Novgorod is
the town on the Volkhov River. It is still surrounded
by marshes and next-to-impassable terrain, qv in the
maps of European Russia as presented in figs. 3.26
and 3.27.

In 1259, for instance, the Vasilkovich brothers had
celebrated the arrival of Alexander Nevskiy in Rostov
en route from Novgorod to Vladimir (CCRC, Vol-
ume 1, pages 203 and 226; also Volume 15, page 401).
“En route” implies that Rostov lies between Novgorod
and Vladimir. Nothing odd about it so far; despite the
fact that Alexander had to make a diversion, it hadn’t
been that great, qv on the map.

However, we also learn that Great Prince Vassily
Vassilyevich had been defeated by Prince Youri under
Rostov in 1434, and then fled to Novgorod the Great,
making his further escape to Kostroma and Nizhniy
Novgorod (Lower Novgorod) — see [36], page 85. A
short while later (the same year), Prince Vassily Youri-
evich “Kossoi” (“Cross-Eyed”) had “travelled [from
Moscow — Auth.] to Novgorod the Great, and thence
to Kostroma, and started to gather his troops” ([36],
page 85).

We therefore find out that Novgorod the Great
had been located between Moscow and Kostroma,
and also between Kostroma and Rostov. A study of
the map tells us that anyone who would decide to get
from Moscow to Kostroma via the modern Novgorod
nowadays would be considered eccentric nowadays to
say the least — it is all but a journey there and back
again. Historians are trying to convince us that Prince
Vassily Vassilyevich, who had been defeated near Ros-
tov, had covered 500 kilometres of marshland from
Rostov to Novgorod, and then headed back with equal
pace, right across the marshland, in order to reach
Kostroma as soon as possible.

He may naturally have visited Novgorod en route
due to special circumstances — but how can we explain
the fact that a few months later his foe takes the same
absurd route in order to get from Moscow to Kost-
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roma as soon as possible? Even today, the distance
between Moscow and Novgorod-upon-Volkhov
would be impossible to cover without the earth-fill
railroad and the motorway that connects them. There
is a 120-kilometre road between Rostov and Kost-
roma, which had been solid enough even in the
Middle Ages. Another famous mediaeval route con-
nects Moscow and Kostroma; its length equals about
270 kilometres. There are several well-known towns
and cities along the way — Sergiev Posad, Pereyaslavl
Zalesskiy, Rostov and Yaroslavl. The distance between
Moscow and Novgorod-upon-Volkhov equals about
500 kilometres, most of the terrain being marshland.
Modern earth-fill roads with hard surface had not
existed in the Middle Ages; therefore, the prince who
was fleeing makes a gigantic diversion through the
northern marshes (one of 1000 kilometres, no less),
and then repeats it on his way back, instead of using
a decent road. Wouldn't it be easier to reach Kostroma
directly from Moscow via Yaroslavl?

All of the above naturally makes one very suspi-
cious about the fact that it is correct to identify the
historical Novgorod the Great as the modern city on
river Volkhov, which clearly does not satisfy to con-
ditions specified in the ancient chronicles.

11.2. Our hypothesis about Yaroslavl
being the historical Novgorod the Great

11.2.1. Why the traditional identification of the Old
Russian capital (Novgorod the Great) as the modern
town of Novgorod on the Volkhov is seen as dubious

Once we identify the historical city of Novgorod
the Great as Yaroslavl and not Novgorod-upon-
Volkhov, we shall eliminate one of the greatest con-
tradictions in Russian history. It is presumed that the
Great Princes of Kiev, Vladimir and Moscow had con-
stantly travelled to Novgorod, and that the Great
Principality of Kiev and later Moscow had constantly
been in touch with Novgorod.

This presumes the existence of roads and old
towns and cities in between Moscow and the chron-
icle Novgorod.

However, this is not the case; Novgorod-upon-
Volkhov is a completely isolated town. There are no
old historical centres in the direction of either
Moscow (about 500 km away) or Kiev (at a distance
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of more than 1.000 km). There is a great number of
old monasteries in Novgorod-upon-Volkhov, which
is hardly surprising — monasteries were often built in
remote and desolate places, and the modern town of
Novgorod had been exactly this in the days of yore,
a remote and desolate place. The closest historical
Russian cities (apart from the neighbouring Pskov)
are Vologda, Yaroslavl and Tver; however, all of them
are at least 500 kilometres away.

Historians consider Novgorod one of the most
important trade centres in the Middle Ages that had
been active before the foundation of St. Petersburg,
yet they tell us nothing about the seaport it had used
for trading with Europe. Yaroslavl, for instance, had
been located at the crossroads of the Northern Dvina
and Volga, both of them navigable waterways, and
traded with Europe by proxy of Archangelsk and
Kholmogory, whereas Pskov had traded through
Ivangorod and Narva. But what about the modern
Novgorod on river Volkhov?

11.2.2. Yaroslavl as an ancient trading centre.
The Molozhskaya fair

Yaroslavl is the greatest trading centre on the Volga.
“Yaroslavl’s location placed it in between Moscow
and the White Sea, and also right next to the Volga
route. In the second part of the XVI century, there had
been a residence of English trade delegates in the city,
and many foreign goods were bought and sold...
Yaroslavl had played a major part in Russian foreign
commerce, and its large warehouses had made the
city a trade centre of paramount importance... In
the early XVIII century the primary trade route has
moved to St. Petersburg from Archangelsk, and Yaro-
slavl had ceased to be of any importance in matters
of foreign commerce... however, it has remained a
prominent domestic centre of trade” ([994], pages
16, 17 and 24). A whole chapter of the book ([994])
that deals with the history of Yaroslavl in the XVII
century is entitled “The Third Most Important Trade
Centre of the Country”.

According to N. M. Karamzin, the period of active
trade with the Germans began under Ivan Kalita. His-
torians are of the opinion that the key figure of this
trade had been the modern town known as Novgo-
rod, telling us that “Novgorod had been an ally of the
Hanse and sent the produce of the German manu-
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facturers to Moscow and other regions of the coun-
try”. One wonders about just how and where Novgo-
rod had procured German wares in the first place be-
fore sending them to Moscow. Apparently, Karamzin
directly refers to the fact that the main marketplace
of the country had been located near Yaroslavl, in the
Mologa estuary ([362], Volume 4, page 149).

Deacon Timofei Kamenevich-Rvovskiy, a XVII
century historian, writes the following in his essay
entitled On Russian Antiquities: “In the mouth of the
glorious Mologa river there have been great fairs since
times immemorial, even before the great and fear-
some king Vassily Vassilyevich Tyomniy [“The Dark”]
... Many foreign merchants came to trade — from
Germany, Poland, Lithuania, Greece and Rome, like-
wise Persia and other lands, as it is told” ([362],
Volume 4, comment 323).

One also learns that the amount of ships collected
in the Mologa estuary had been so great that people
could cross the estuary, and even river Volga itself, no
less, without a bridge, moving from one ship to an-
other. The marketplace had been at the Molozhskiy
meadow: “great and beautiful, seven by seven verst.
The treasury of the Great Prince would collect 180
and more poods of silver [1 pood = 16.38 kilos —
Transl.] in duty fees alone” ([362], Volume 4, page
323). The famous Old Russian marketplace must have
been located here up until the XVI century, if its mem-
ory had been quite as fresh and vivid in the XVII cen-
tury. This must have been the famous “Novgorod fair’,
whence the goods would get to all the other Russian
towns and cities.

Deacon Timofei proceeds to report the fragmen-
tation of the enormous historical marketplace into
several smaller ones — namely, the famous Fair of Yar-
oslavl (Yaroslavskaya) gave birth to the following most
important fairs of the XVI-XVII century, known as
Arkhangelskaya, Svinskaya, Zheltovodskaya (aka Ma-
karyevskaya — in the vicinity of Nizhniy Novgorod,
which is to be duly noted), Yekhonskaya, Tikhvinskaya
of Novgorod (!) etc.

Thus, the Fair of Yaroslavl had not only been the
first and most important; it can also be regarded as
the progenitor of all the Russian fairs and market-
places, including the Tikhvinskaya fair in the vicin-
ity of Novgorod-upon-Volkhov — a mere splinter of
the oldest and greatest Russian fair in Yaroslavl.
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11.2.3. Novgorod and Holmgrad

It is common knowledge that the Scandinavians
who had traded with the chronicle Novgorod used to
call it Holmgrad (qv in [758], for instance). This name
instantly associates with Kholmogory near Archan-
gelsk. Old sources specifically refer to Kholmogory
and not Archangelsk as an old port on the White Sea,
the initial point of the famous Northern Dvina trade
route, which had retained its importance for com-
merce until the foundation of St. Petersburg. Yaroslavl
had been at the intersection of the Northern Dvina
and the Volga trade routes; therefore, the merchants
who traded through the port in Kholmogory had been
from Yaroslavl, qv above in section 11.2.2. Bear in
mind that the Northern Dvina trade route that had
led from the White Sea to Vladimir, Suzdal and Mos-
cow passed through Arkhangelsk (Kholmogory), then
Velikiy Oustyug and Vologda, approaching Volga right
next to Yaroslavl; the great fair had been right here, in
the estuary of Mologa. Therefore, the Scandinavians
would associate Russian tradesmen with the name
Kholmogory, the latter being the closest seaport on the
way to Yaroslavl. As for Novgorod-upon-Volkhov, it is
withdrawn from all possible trading routes, and
couldn’t have traded with anyone in the Middle Ages.

11.2.4. Yaroslav's Court as the court of a Great Prince

One needn’t look for too long in order to find
Yaroslav’s Court in Yaroslavl — it is apparently the fa-
mous Yaroslavl Kremlin. A propos, modern histori-
ans are of the opinion that the term “Kremlin”, which
is used by everyone including the inhabitants of
Yaroslavl, is “incorrect”, and that one should call it a
“monastery”, since “no princes have ever occupied
the premises” — this is what they teach in Yaroslavl
schools nowadays. We must note that the Yaroslavl
Kremlin is made of white stone, just like its counter-
part in Moscow is presumed to have once been. The
word “court” was apparently used for referring to the
court of the prince, or the Kremlin.

11.2.5. How Nizhniy Novgorod had received its name

Once we return the true name of Novgorod the
Great to Yaroslavl, we instantly understand why
Nizhniy Novgorod is called “Nizhniy”, or “Lower” —
it is indeed located lower on the Volga than Yaroslavl,
qv on the map.
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11.2.6. The Yaroslavl Region as the domain of the
Great Prince

Usual mediaeval dynastic practice would make old
capitals residences of the rulers’ second sons. Indeed,
Sigismund Herberstein wrote in the XVI century that
“the city and the fortress of Yaroslavl on the banks of
the Volga are 12 miles away from Rostov, straight
along the road to Moscow. Likewise Rostov... this
territory had been hereditary property of the rulers’
second sons (or brothers)” ([161], page 154). This is
another indirect proof that Yaroslavl is the old capi-
tal of the state. Indeed, it is known that before the XVI
century, under Ivan Kalita and his successors, the en-
tire region of Yaroslavl, Rostov and Kostroma had
not been hereditary property, but rather considered
the domain of the Great Prince, or a capital area. It
had belonged to the regnant Great Prince. When
N. M. Karamzin tells us about the testament of Ivan
Kalita, he points out that “there isn’t a single word
about either Vladimir, Kostroma, Pereyaslavl or any
other town that had belonged to whoever was titled
Great Prince” ([362], Volume 4, Chapter 9, page 151).
The cities named by Karamzin outline the region of
Yaroslavl and Rostov. Ivan III had already mentioned
Yaroslavl as his domain ([759], page 62). Then this re-
gion became the domain of the rulers’ second sons,
since the capital had been transferred to Moscow.
Don’t forget that, according to our hypothesis, Mos-
cow only became capital in the XVI century.

11.2.7. “Gospodin Velikiy Novgorod” (“Lord Novgorod
the Great") as the agglomeration of towns and cities
in the Yaroslavl region

Our hypothesis is as follows. The term “Lord Nov-
gorod the Great”, or “Gospodin Velikiy Novgorod” had
been used for referring to a whole agglomeration of
cities and not just Yaroslavl — the region in question
had been a Great Principality up until the transfer of
the capital to Moscow; the latter took place in the
XVI century, according to our hypothesis.

The Great Principality, or the agglomeration of
towns and cities that had formed the capital of Russia
between Ivan Kalita (Caliph) and Ivan III consisted
of the following cities and their environs: Yaroslavl,
Rostov, Kostroma, Pereyaslavl, Mologa, Vladimir and
Suzdal ([362], Volume 4, Chapter 9, page 15; also
[362], Volume 5, Chapter 1, page 21).
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It is known that Scandinavian sources used to call
Novgorod the Great a “land of cities” ([523], page 47)
—in other word, considered it to be an agglomeration
of towns; see CHRONS for a more in-depth discussion
of this issue. Russian sources also tell us about inde-
pendent ends of Novgorod, which even rose against
one another occasionally. All of these ends were inde-
pendent from each other, and each had a leader and
a seal of its own. The entire Novgorod region had
been shared between them; one must also note that
all official documents from Novgorod used to have
several seals, one for each end — there are eight of them
on one of the oldest edicts from Novgorod ([8], Vol-
ume 1; also [759], page 59). The representatives of
ends used to meet for the discussion and solution of
important issues; these meetings were known as veches,
and there were two of them at least — at the “Court of
Yaroslav”, qv above, and the “Veche of Sophia” The
former is presumed to have been the most important.
Apparently, the representatives of all the cities that
had been part of the Great Prince’s domain used to
congregate in Yaroslavl and issue edicts from “Lord
Novgorod the Great” thence.

The “Veche of Sophia” must have taken place in
Vologda, which is located near Yaroslavl. The gigan-
tic Cathedral of Sophia exists in Vologda to this day
([85]). It is dated to the XVI century, and must be the
famous Cathedral of Sophia from Novgorod the
Great. It is most likely to have been rebuilt in the
XVII century.

11.2.8. The famous Icon of Novgorod and the Icon
of Yaroslavl

The famous Russian icon known as “The Omen
Given to Our Lady in Novgorod” is usually associated
with the historical Novgorod the Great. This is a very
characteristic representation of Our Lady — bust with
two raised hands, with a circle on her breast. We see
baby Jesus in the circle; his hands are also raised up-
wards. The disposition of both characters is different
from all the other icons. It turns out that there’s an-
other version of this icon, full-length — the Icon of Yar-
oslavl, also known as “Our Lady the Great Panhagia’,
qv in fig. 3.28, [142], page 11, and also [255]. There
is no name on the actual icon — it must be a later in-
vention, since ecclesiastical sources tell us nothing of
the kind. This must be a version of the same “Omen”
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icon, which had been revered in Russia — there has
even been a special ecclesiastical feast in its honour.
The obvious relation between the two icons led to
the introduction of a different name, otherwise the
chronicle Novgorod would become mysteriously as-
sociated with Yaroslavl.

The famous historical Great Novgorod School of
art is very close to the Moscow school, which is per-
fectly natural and explained by the geographical prox-
imity of the two cities. Modern Novgorod on the Vol-
khov is at a great distance from Moscow, but rather
close to Pskov. The style of iconography prevalent in
Pskov is considerably different from the above; one
must hardly be surprised about the fact that the old
churches of Novgorod-upon-Volkhov are decorated
in the Pskov style and don’t resemble those of Nov-
gorod the Great and Moscow. Novgorod-upon-Vol-
khov had been a satellite town of Pskov; we see more
indications telling us that the historical Novgorod the
Great has got nothing in common with the modern
town of Novgorod on the Volkhov; one must also
bear in mind the distance between the two.

12.
THE FALSIFICATION OF HISTORY
AND ARCHAEOLOGY OF
NOVGOROD-UPON-VOLKHOV

12.1. The real chronology implied by the
“layer section” of the pavements in
Novgorod-upon-Volkhov

The information collected in the present section
is based on the observations concerning the dendro-
chronology of Novgorod made by Y. A. Yeliseyev.

We are told that Novgorod-upon-Volkhov, which
historians identify as Novgorod the Great as described
in the chronicles, possesses a unique means of ab-
sclute dating — different layers of the allegedly an-
cient Novgorod pavements. All the objects found in
these layers are confidently dated by modern histo-
rians and archaeologists with the precision rate of
10-15 years ([993]); also, the datings in question are
presented as independent from consensual Russian
history according to Scaliger and Miller. The den-
drochronology of Novgorod-upon-Volkhov is con-
sidered to prove the Romanovian version of Russian
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Fig. 3.28. The Yaroslavl icon known as “Our Lady of Yaro-
slavl, the Great Panhagia”, or the “Horanta of Yaroslavl”.
From the Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy Cathedral of the Spasskiy
Monastery, the 1320’s ([142], page 11). The city of Yaroslavl.
Taken from [142], page 11.

history independently. In fig. 3.29 we present a pho-
tograph of an excavation with all 28 layers of old
Novgorod pavements visible; they are in excellent
condition. Thus, 28 is the maximal number of pave-
ment layers found in the town ([993], page 16). Aca-
demician V. L. Yanin tells us that “over the 550 years
that the formation of this ancient occupation layer has
taken... one sees here... 28 pavement layers — a gi-
gantic stack of pine floorings in excellent condition”
([993], page 16). V. L. Yanin writes further that “the
[presumably — Auth.] 800-year logs... can still be
used for construction purposes” ([993], page 15).
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Fig. 3.29. Photograph of an excavation where one can see all
28 layers of the old paved streets of “Novgorod” on River

Volkhov. Taken from [993], page 21.
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Fig. 3.30. Birch bark document #109 from Novgorod-upon-
Volkhov. Arbitrarily dated to the alleged XII century; in real-
ity, the documents dates from the XVI-XVII century. Let us
point out the use of colons in punctuation. Taken from
[993], page 172.

Why is Yanin referring to 550 years above? The
matter is that the time intervals between pavement
layers can be estimated through a comparison of an-
nual ring width distribution. The concept is simple
and clear enough. We haven’t checked the practical
implementation of this method — however, even as-
suming this estimation to be correct, one is instantly
confronted with the following issue.

The streets of Novgorod-upon-Volkhov must have
been paved with wood up until the XX century and
the introduction of asphalt; one sees no reason why
the inhabitants of the town would want to cease with
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the practice and wallow in dirt. Novgorod pavements
are typical log-roads that have been a sine qua non
element of human life in marshlands, used constantly.
This gives us an excellent opportunity to estimate the
date of the modern Novgorod’s foundation. A sub-
traction of 550 years from an arbitrary XX century
date such as 1940 shall leave us with the approximate
dating of 1400.

How could this be true? Let us regard the issue
from the viewpoint of a Scaligerite historian, who
would insist upon the foundation of the chronicle
Novgorod in the X century A.p., and the identifica-
tion of the city as the modern Novgorod-upon-Vol-
khov (and not Yaroslavl on the Volga implied by our
reconstruction). The implication is that the con-
struction of the log-roads would have to coincide
with the foundation of any kind of settlement in these
parts; historians agree with this as well. The ideal con-
dition of the lowest layer makes it the first; had there
been earlier ones that decomposed completely, the
lowest layer would have been semi-decomposed. We
see nothing of the kind. Therefore, the layers are
telling us that the first settlement in these marshes
must be dated to the XV century and not the X.

The “dendrochronologists” headed by Academician
V. L. Yanin suggest to shift the chronology of Novgo-
rod backwards by 500 years, and claim that all the
pavement layers need to be dated to the epoch of the
X-XV century ([993], page 16). Let us quote from
V. L. Yanin:

“And so, the formation of the ancient occupation
layer took place between the middle of the X century
and the end of the XV; the process had taken 28 pave-
ment years and lasted for longer than 550 years”
([993], page 16). In other words, we are being told that
the top layer of Novgorod pavements dates from the
XV century. In this case, what happened to the nu-
merous layers of log-roads paved in the next 500 years
(the XV-XX century)? These are said to have “rotted
and decayed completely”, which appears extremely
bizarre. “Ancient” pavements remain intact, whilst
the newer ones (from the XVI century and on) have
all disappeared without a trace.

Yanin tells us that “organic matter remains in ex-
cellent condition due to the high humidity prevalent
in the bottom layers of Novgorod ground” ([993],
page 16). In other words, marshes preserve organic
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matter from decay; this is a widely known fact. Since
the town of “Novgorod” on the Volkhov has been
founded among marshes, there have really been no
problems with the preservation of organic matter —
however, one has to enquire about the reasons this
should have stopped being the case in the XV century.
Yanin writes that “no organic matter from later lay-
ers has reached our day (the second half of the XV
century and on)” ([993], page 46). What cataclysm
has befallen the Volkhov region in the XVI century,
and why has the preservation of organic matter
stopped? The “Volkhov archaeologists” can give us
no intelligible answer. In other words, one sees that
all the findings from the Volkhov area are arbitrarily
dated to pre-XV century epochs. This has led to a
strange gap in the “archaeology and chronology of the
Volkhov region” — one of 400 years, no less. This gap
obliterated every historical event that took place in
this region between the XV and the XX century.

The archaeologists have apparently noticed this
chronological gap, and become rather alarmed on
this account. Yanin mentions a gap of 400 years in the
dendrochronology of the Volkhov region in the new
edition of his book ([993]). He claims the gap to have
been filled, but doesn’t care to divulge any details or
explain how it was done.

Let us return to the issue of finding an absolute
dating for the pavement layers from the Volkhov re-
gion. Why have they been dated to the X-XV century
epoch? Yanin’s book contains the following answer:
“We have first... managed to construct a relative den-
drochronological scale... and then came up with the
absolute datings. We have studied the logs from the
foundations of Novgorod churches; the dates when
the latter were founded are known to us from chron-
icles” ([993], page 20). Yanin repeats this claim in the
1998 re-edition of his book.

Everything becomes perfectly clear — Yanin tells
us explicitly that the entire dendrochronology of Nov-
gorod-upon-Volkhov is based on the Scaligerian-Mil-
lerian chronology of Russian chronicles, which have
been used as the source for the dates of several
churches’ construction. The logs from their founda-
tions were ipso facto “dated”, and the datings of the
pavement layers were calculated further on. However,
we already know the chronicles in question to be for-
geries or editions of the XVII-XVIII century, qv in
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Curon4, Chapter 1. Independent “dendrochrono-
logical” dating of objects excavated in the region of
Novgorod-upon-Volkhov is therefore right out of the
question.

V. L. Yanin has apparently been aware of this, since
we find the following passage in the 1965 edition of
his book: “B. A. Kolchin is currently collecting spec-
imens of logs dating from the XVI, XVII and XVIII
century in order to complete the scale and make it
reach the present day, and then go back to front for
absolute certainty” ([993], pages 20-21).

Unfortunately, the 1998 edition is dead silent about
the details of this “verification” — it would be very in-
teresting to learn how B. A. Kolchin has managed to
fill the 400-year gap in the dendrochronology of
“Novgorod”.

The important circumstance that the entire history
and chronology of Novgorod-upon-Volkhov are
based on nothing but chronicles, or written sources,
is recognized by historians themselves. M. Karger, a
historian, tells us “these reports... have remained the
sole source for the reconstruction of the city’s an-
cient history until very recently” ([365], page 8).

Our reconstruction of the real chronology of Nov-
gorod-upon-Volkhov is as follows. Some kind of set-
tlement was founded here in the XV century, possi-
bly later. In the XVII century, during the war with
Sweden, a small fortress had to be built here. Due to
the marshy character of the terrain, the streets of the
settlement required paving; these wooden pavements
eventually sank, and new layers of planks were re-
quired. This activity must have continued until the
XX century, since one sees no other reason but the ad-
vent of asphalt for its termination; the last layers of
pavements must therefore date from the XIX or even
the XX century ([365], page 8). Don’t forget that the
“Novgorod excavations” have only started in the XX
century ([365], page 8). One might well wonder about
the reason why the XIX century archaeologists didn’t
come up with the brilliant idea to excavate the fa-
mous “ancient pavements of Novgorod the Great”;
could it be that these pavements have still been used
actively in the XIX century? The top layer of the log-
roads dated to the XV century nowadays had still
been plainly visible to everyone in the XIX century
and considered recent; dating it to the XV century
would therefore prove impossible.
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The excavations of the famous pavement layers
only began in 1951, at the sites of the constructions
destroyed in the war of 1941-1945. Yanin reports the
following:

“In 1951, when the archaeologists were estimating
the coordinates of future excavations, the territory
had been a wasteland covered in rank burdock and
elderberry bushes... rusted pieces of ferroconcrete
armaments could be seen through the weeds, tufts of
grass were growing amongst the debris of bricks and
mortar — 1/250th of the dead wasteland the Nazis
had left of a flourishing town. It had been the seventh
year after the war; Novgorod was slowly recuperat-
ing, rising from the charred ruins and rebuilding it-
self” ([993], page 10).

Academician V. L. Yanin proceeds to tell us that the
“occupation layer” of Novgorod-upon-Volkhov has
risen by two metres since the end of the XV century
([993], page 16). In other words, the occupation layer
comprised of log-road pavements had been at the
depth of around two metres — this may well have
been the pre-war XX century pavement, predating
the excavations by a decade or so.

Our opponents may remind us that a number of
“ancient” documents written on birch bark have been
discovered in between the pavement logs; those are
presumed to date from the XI-XV century. The idea
that birch bark may have been used for writing in the
XIX century is considered preposterous. We shall
mention the contents of the “XI-XV century” birch
bark records below; as we shall see, they contain noth-
ing that couldn’t have been written in the XIX cen-
tury. As for the very recent use of birch bark for writ-
ing, let us quote from V. L. Yanin himself: “Many birch
bark documents have survived, and are kept in mu-
seums and archives nowadays — among them, later
chronicles dating from the XVII-XIX century, and
entire books... in 1715, the Siberians used a book
made of birch bark for keeping tax records... The
ethnographer S. V. Maksimov, who had seen a book
of birch bark in an old-believer settlement on the
Mezen river had even voiced his fascination with this
writing material, so uncommon to us... it is also
known that the Swedes had used birch bark for writ-
ing in the XVII-XVIII century” ([993], page 27).

Further also: “the ethnographer A. A. Dounin-
Gorchavich, who had seen the khanty [an indigenous
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ethnic group from the North of Russia — Transl.] pre-
pare birch bark for writing in the beginning of this
century [the XX — Auth.] reports that the material is
boiled in water in order to make it fit for writing”
([993], page 29).

One of our readers, a geologist engineer from the
Komi region of Russia (city of Oukhta) by the name
of Vitaliy Vassilyevich Kozlov, has sent us information
about the book on the history of publishing during
WW II. The section on guerrilla publications (news-
papers, flyers, brochures etc) tells us about the use of
birch bark in printing, in particular by the guerrillas
from the North-West, where Novgorod-upon-Vol-
khov is located. Birch bark has therefore been used
as a material for writing as recently as in the middle
of the XX century.

Therefore, the fact that there were birch bark doc-
uments found in the top layers of Novgorod pave-
ments doesn’t necessarily imply these layers to be of
a great age. They may just as well date from the XIX
and even the XX century.

One might ask about the reasons for using birch
bark as a writing material in the XIX century, after the
invention of paper. The matter is that paper had re-
mained rather expensive up until the XX century —
birch bark was much cheaper, especially in the North.
The writing material in question wasn’t mere pieces
of bark peeled off a tree:

“Birch bark would be boiled in water to make it
more elastic and fit for writing; coarse layers would
be removed... sheets of birch bark were usually given
arectangular shape” ([993], page 33). Therefore, birch
bark may have competed with paper up until the XIX
century, given its low cost.

V. L. Yanin tells us that “all the books and docu-
ments made of birch bark that had been known to sci-
entist before 26 July 1951 were written in ink, with
no exceptions” ([993], page 30). However, the famous
birch bark documents from Novgorod-upon-Volkhov
are scratched on pieces of bark, with no traces of ink
anywhere. Why would that be? Marshy ground must
have been so humid that the ink became washed
away; the only pieces of birch bark with any text on
them are the ones where the letters have been
scratched. A typical document found in Novgorod-
upon-Volkhov can be seen in fig. 3.30.

Let us return to the contents of the “ancient” doc-
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uments found in Novgorod-upon-Volkhov. Nearly
every such document mentioned in Yanin’s book en-
titled I Have Sent Thee a Birch Bark Epistle are of a
quotidian nature; their text contains no signs of their
“great antiquity”, although modern historians try to
read them into the text of the documents. Yet these
“signs” may well be those of the XIX century — as is
the case with Document #288, for instance, dated to
the alleged XIV century (the real dating is 400 years
more recent, as we are beginning to understand, and
pertains to the epoch of the XVIII-XIX century).

The document says the following: “khamu, three
cubits... a zolotnik [1/96 of a pound — Transl.] of green
silk thread, another of gilded silk, and one more,
coloured yellow and green... a zolotnik of bleach for
one bleaching, some Bulgarian soap for the same
bleaching, and for another bleaching...” ([993], pages
45-46). Yanin comments this text in the following
manner: “although this epistle has neither got a be-
ginning nor an end, one can be certain that it was
written by some embroider. The fabric (kham in Old
Russian) needed to be bleached with bleach and soap”
([993], page 46). We are being told that this passage
indubitably proves the “great antiquity” of the birch
bark document, since the word khamovnik stood for
“weaver” or “webber” in Old Russian ([223], [224]
and [225]). Still, since the document in question is
concerned with silk embroidery, wouldn’t it make
more sense to assume that “khamu” is really a part of
the word “barkhatu” (the genitive case of “barkhat”, the
Russian word for “velvet”), with the letter T written
in a special manner common for Russia, with three
“stalks” at the bottom — it can easily be confused for
the letter M. Silk would more often be used for em-
broidery on velvet, after all; in general, all the objects
mentioned in the text — velvet, soap, bleach and
coloured silk, have been common in the XIX century.

We witness the same to be the case with all other
documents from Novgorod-upon-Volkhov.

Let us sum up. The entire situation looks very odd
indeed — a mere 50 or 100 years after the wooden
pavements cease to be used, historians and archaeol-
ogists rediscover them and make the proclamation
that the logs used for paving date from times imme-
morial. This is a direct consequence of the fact that
historical science still lacks the means of objective
dating; consensual chronology is therefore a total
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chaos of subjective datings. We have witnessed this to
be the case many a time; the excavations in Novgorod-
upon-Volkhov are but another example.

12.2. Novgorod-upon-Volkhov had also been
known as “okolotok” (Russian word used for
a parochial settlement)

Let us remind the reader that, according to our re-
search, Novgorod the Great as described in the chron-
icles has got nothing in common with the town in the
marshlands of the Volkhov region known under the
same name nowadays (apparently, this proud name
only became associated with the town in question in
the XVII century. It is most likely that the Russian
chronicles have used the name “Novgorod the Great”
for referring to the agglomeration of towns and cities
located in the interfluve of Volga and Oka and not just
a single city — in other words, the entire land known
as the “Vladimir and Suzdal Russia” nowadays. The
administrative centre of the agglomeration had been
in the city of Yaroslavl on the Volga (the famous
“Court of Yaroslav), according to our reconstruction.

Thus, one might well wonder about the old name
of the modern Novgorod on the Volkhov — one that
had been used before the XVII century, when this
town had been misnamed “Novgorod the Great”.
Seeing as how this has happened a mere 300 years ago,
we have some hope of reconstructing the proper old
name of the town on the Volkhov with the aid of his-
torical sources.

This hope of ours isn’t vain — moreover, it is very
easy to find out about the real name of “Novgorod”
on the Volkhov. We learn the following from the
guidebook entitled The Novgorod Citadel ([731]):
“Everything that was located outside the initial set-
tlement of Novgorod had been known as okolotok.
Even in the XIV-XVI century this name was used for
referring to the entire territory of the citadel, apart
from the Sovereign’s Court. Okolotok had come to
replace the original name of Novgorod” ([731],
page 9).

Under the “initial settlement” the authors of the
book understand the rather diminutive citadel in the
centre of the city: “Novgorod (or its citadel, the two
being the same thing in reality) had been the veche
centre of the entire town that was built on the Volkhov
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river... the small princely court had initially spanned
the entire town” ([731], page 9).

The details divulged about the “heroic” history of
Novgorod-upon-Volkhov are therefore of the utmost
interest — we are told that the name of Novgorod had
only been used for referring to the small citadel in the
centre of the town, while the rest of it had possessed
a different name in the “deep antiquity’, as we can see
now. In the XVI century even the Kremlin wasn’t
known as Novgorod anymore, but rather as “okolo-
tok”, qv above. There is a possibility that the sovereign’s
court had still been known as Novgorod. Historians
are therefore of the opinion that the inhabitants of the
town on the Volkhov River had still remembered its
chronicle name of “Novgorod”, using it for a single
court in town; it is also admitted that the word “okolo-
tok” had been used for the rest of the modern “Nov-
gorod”. One might well wonder about the reasons
why the name of “Novgorod the Great” could have be-
come forgotten by the inhabitants of the town — a
minor military or monastic settlement on the Volkhov
river may have been known as “Novgorod” once, after
all, since the name translates as “New City”, and the
settlement had been freshly-built in the XV century.
However, we are told that it has never been known as
“The Great”.

We are of the opinion that the above implies the
non-existence of a proper name for the small town
on the Volkhov River in the XVI century, or the pre-
Romanovian epoch — the name “okolotok” is of a very
general and descriptive nature. It was still in use rel-
atively recently for referring to a group of villages, a
suburb or a parochial settlement ([224], Volume 2,
page 1717). The police rank of the “okolotochniy nad-
ziratel”, or “officer in charge of an okolotok”, had ex-
isted in Russia up until the XX century (ibid).

The town of Novgorod on the Volkhov River had
therefore been a recent settlement of minor impor-
tance in the XVI — early XVII century, without so
much as a name of its own. There may have been a
remote monastery there, or a small fort; the settle-
ment that had appeared nearby became known as
“okolotok”. This word is probably derived from the
Russian word “okolo”, which stands for “near” — “the
environs’, that is (of the military citadel, for instance).
Somewhat later, in the XVII century, when the entire
Russian history was being distorted to serve the in-
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terests of the Romanov dynasty, the hoaxers needed a
Russian city that would play the part of Novgorod the
Great as described in the chronicles in lieu of the orig-
inal Novgorod, or Yaroslavl. The events related in the
chronicles were thus transferred to the marshy banks
of the Volkhov River in paper sources. New maps,
likewise counterfeit “ancient” maps mass-produced
in the XVIII-XIX century, have adopted the formula
“Novgorod the Great”

The locals have taken to the new name without
much procrastination; one must think that their first
acquaintance with the allegedly great history of “Great
Novgorod” on the Volkhov River has really taken place
some 100-200 years later, when they read N. M. Ka-
ramzin’s History, where the Volkhov localization of
Novgorod the Great is already quite explicit. It must
be said that Novgorod-upon-Volkhov became Novgo-
rod the Great officially in the end of the 1990’s.

This explains the condition of Novgorod-upon-
Volkhov in the XVII century, poor enough for the
historian M. Karger to write about the “historical des-
tiny of the city that has transformed into a backwa-
ter centre of the nondescript Novgorod province...”
([365], page 5). Everything is perfectly clear — the
newly built settlement was only beginning to estab-
lish itself in the XVII century; there had been a stock-
ade here. We learn that “the Moscow government was
still taking care of maintaining the Novgorod stock-
ade’s defensive capacity” ([365], page 12-13).

12.3. The tourist sights presented as the famous
“Sovereign's Court”, where the Archbishop
of Novgorod the Great had resided

The chronicle history of Novgorod the Great tell us
a great deal about the famous “Sovereign’s Court”, or
the residence of the Archbishop of Novgorod. The
archbishop was known as the Sovereign of Novgorod,
and had ruled over the entire city, according to the
chronicles. His influence had been immense — not
just in Novgorod, but Russia in general, likewise his
wealth. Is there anything left of his court, which must
have been drowning in luxury and opulence? Chron-
icles tell us that the territory of the “Sovereign’s Court”
had housed the Archbishop’s palace and a number of
other buildings. Do we see so much as a trace of them
anywhere in the modern Novgorod?
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The guidebook by L. A. Rozhdestvenskaya entitled
The Novgorod Citadel ([731]) is confident enough
when it repeats the following after the chronicles: “the
Archbishop, also known as the Sovereign, had been the
only lord and master of the citadel and the court,
which formed the centre of Novgorod in the earliest
days of the city’s existence” ([731], page 9). Then Rozh-
destvenskaya moves on from “ancient history” to the
modern condition of the locale:

“The Sovereign’s Court of the Novgorod citadel is
a remarkable civil construction complex that had
housed administrative and economical services. The
Archbishop of Novgorod had also lived here, known
as the owner of a tremendous treasury; the Council
of the Lords used to assemble at the citadel as well,
deciding upon the domestic and the foreign policies
of Novgorod the Great” ([731], page 24).

It turns out that historians do indeed demonstrate
to us a “Sovereign’s Court” in Novgorod-upon-Vol-
khov, qv in fig. 3.31. One must say that the building
we see is thoroughly unremarkable — we see the wall
of a citadel and a simple two-story building, which
is clearly anything but ancient. Let us enquire about
the age of the buildings that form the ensemble of the
alleged “Sovereign’s Court”, and also about their fate
in the XVII-XIX century — reconstructions, renova-
tions, general use etc.

What we learn is that nearly every building from
the “Sovereign’s Court” (with the single exception of
the “faceted chamber”) was built in the XVII-XIX
century ([731], pages 24-28) — postdating the epoch
of the Archbishop’s alleged residence in Novgorod-
upon-Volkhov by a few hundred years. We are of the
opinion that there has never been an Archbishop of
Novgorod-upon-Volkhov. It is known that “ever since
the XVII century the citadel of Novgorod has been a
stronghold where military leaders had resided” ([731],
page 18). Military leaders, mind you, and not arch-
bishops. The main building of the “Sovereign’s Court”
is the so-called “Faceted Chamber”; we shall ponder
it at length below.

Moreover, there are no signs to indicate the for-
mer residence of a sovereign, or an archbishop, at the
“Sovereign’s Court”. Historians still haven’t reached
any consensus in selecting a single building of the
“Sovereign’s Court” and calling it the “Archbishop’s
Palace”; apparently, it is a “serious scientific prob-
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Fig. 3.31. The alleged “Governor’s court of Novgorod the
Great” in the modern town of Novgorod on River Volkhov.
Taken from [731], pages 64-65, insets.

Fig. 3.32. The small building inside the citadel of the modern
Novgorod upon River Volkhov, which plays the part of the
“faceted chamber” in the “Governor’s court of Novgorod the
Great”. The construction of the building is therefore dated to
the XV century. However, it is a typical construction of the
XVII-XVIII century. It is unclear just why this particular
building was dated to the XV century and called the “Faceted
Chamber” — we see no facets anywhere upon it, whereas the
very name suggests the walls to be decorated in a particular
way. Taken from [731], pages 64-65, insets.

Fig. 3.33. The Faceted Chamber of Kremlin in Moscow. We see
the eastern front part of the chamber’s outer wall with faceted
blocks of stone, hence the name. Taken from [191], inset.
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Fig. 3.34. Close-in of a fragment of the Faceted Chamber’s
front wall. The faceted blocks that it owes its name to are
clearly visible. Taken from [191], inset.

Fig. 3.35. The inside of the nondescript building that is
claimed to be the “Faceted Chamber of Novgorod the Great”.
Presumed to date from the XV century — however, the art-
work is a mere imitation of the XV century style, and most
likely dates from the XIX century. Taken from [731], pages
64-65, insets.
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Fig. 3.36. Photograph of the ceremonial hall of the Faceted
Chamber in Moscow. Taken from [191], inset.
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Fig. 3.37. Ancient engraving of the XVIII century depicting a
feast in the splendorous Faceted Chamber of the Muscovite
Kremlin. Taken from [191], page 15.

lem”, and there is no unanimity in the ranks of his-
torians. For instance:

“According to the architect V. N. Zakharova, the
archbishop’s palace is the building between the Likh-
oudov building and the Metropolitan’s Tower ... since
the latter must be in the immediate vicinity of the
palace” ([731], page 28). We see that the building con-
sidered the “Archbishop’s Palace” traditionally is
something entirely different in the opinion of the ar-
chitects. Even modern guidebooks obliquely dub it
“the so-called Archbishop’s Palace” ([731], page 28).

Historians are exceptionally proud of the so-called
Faceted Chamber of the citadel in Novgorod-upon-
Volkhov; the guidebook ([731]) allocates an entire
chapter to this building. L. A. Rozhdestvenskaya writes:
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“The Faceted Chamber, also known as the Sover-
eign’s Chamber, is one of the most remarkable build-
ings out of the entire ensemble of Sovereign’s Court,
and the only such construction that has reached our
age. A Novgorod chronicle dating from 1433 reports:
‘In the very same year did his Holy Highness Eu-
phimei build a chamber in his court, one of 30 doors.
The craftsmen of Novgorod were working alongside
their German counterparts’ ([731], page 33).

A modern photograph of this “XV century mas-
terpiece of Old Russian architecture with 30 doors”,
whose construction required joint efforts of the Russ-
ian and the German craftsmen, can be seen in fig.
3.32. What we see is a very ordinary house of the XVII-
XIX century — there is a great abundance of similar
houses in many Russian cities. By the way, we only see
a single door on the photograph (fig. 3.32). It is a mys-
tery just how one could make 30 doors here. One
might assume exaggeration from the part of the
chronicler, or the inclusion of the building’s inner
doors into the number. However, such “boasting”
would look rather odd; we clearly see that the chron-
icler is referring that he had thought fascinating him-
self. There’s nothing surprising about 30 inner doors
—nearly every large house will have that many or more.
30 entrances, on the other hand, imply a large size of
the building and a certain eccentricity of its architec-
ture. All of this appears to have existed in reality; how-
ever, it was in the enormous Yaroslavl, the historical
Novgorod the Great, which had been dealt a great deal
of harm in the “Novgorod massacre” of the XVI cen-
tury, and not in the “backwater centre of the nonde-
script Novgorod province...” ([365], page 5).

Let us return to the town on the Volkhov River.
Where did the so-called “Faceted Chamber” get its
name?

We all know what the famous Faceted Chamber
of the Kremlin in Moscow looks like. Its facade is
faced with tetrahedral blocks of stone with manifest
facets, which make the Chamber quite unique (see
figs. 3.33 and 3.34). The very name of the Chamber
is derived from these blocks of stone, which is em-
phasized by the historians as well ([191], page 8).

Are there any faceted blocks anywhere on the
“Faceted Chamber of Novgorod” (fig. 3.32)? None!
The walls are perfectly ordinary, smooth and plas-
tered. Not a sign of a facet anywhere. Our opponents
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might say that someone must have chiselled the facets
off and replaced them by stucco. But when did that
happen, and how? Neither the documents nor the
guidebook ([731]) tell us a single word about this.

We are of the opinion that what we encounter here
is but an attempt to find a solid foundation for the
freshly introduced Romanovian version of Russian
history, and a clumsy one, at that. The concept had
been rather simple — one needed to prove a small set-
tlement on the Volkhov to have once been Novgorod
the Great as mentioned in the chronicles. The latter
specified the existence of the famous Faceted Cham-
ber in Novgorod the Great, and so the Romanovian
historians apparently decided that a certain XVIII
century house could serve as the famous Faceted
Chamber, the memorial plaque saying “Sovereign’s
Chambers. 1433 a.p.” that one finds attached thereto
being the primary proof of this identification (qv in
fig. 3.32). The memorial plaque secures the transfor-
mation of a simple building into a tourist sight — one
that has been active in this capacity for many years.

Could it be that the interior of the rather unpre-
possessing “Faceted Chamber” in the Volkhov settle-
ment is capable of surprising us with the lavishness
of its decoration, leaving no doubt about the fact that
the nondescript building one sees in fig. 3.32 had
once been the famous Faceted Chamber of Novgorod
the Great?

The same guidebook as we’ve been quoting from
is telling us that there is a famous historical front hall
in the so-called “Faceted Chamber”:

“The Sovereign’s Chamber has been the silent wit-
ness of many historical events. The envoys of the
Great Prince of Moscow had been received here, like-
wise visitors from faraway lands; many a royal decree
was read here. In 1478 it heard the edict of Ivan III
about the annexation of the Novgorod lands by Mos-
cow... and in 1570 it saw the grim feast of Ivan the
Terrible” ([731], page 34).

We know what the royal front halls had looked
like in the XV-XVI century, the best example being
the buildings of the Kremlin in Moscow, dated to the
same XV century as the Faceted Chamber of Novgo-
rod the Great by historians. Some of them even claim
certain fragments of the above to date from the XII
century ([557], page 37); however, the date on the
memorial plaque is that of 1433, qv in fig. 3.32.
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Fig. 3.38. Photograph of the Muscovite Kremlin’s Faceted
Chamber. Taken by the authors in 2000.

Let us now consider the “front hall” of the build-
ing in Novgorod-upon-Volkhov, whose modern pho-
tograph can be seen in fig. 3.35. The interior of this
“front hall” is in very poor correspondence with the
architecture of the XV-XVI century; moreover, what
we see here is typical XVIII-XIX century architecture
with intentional anachronistic elements. The real
front hall of the Faceted Chamber in Moscow is rep-
resented in fig. 3.36 for comparison (photograph),
and in fig. 3.37 we see an old engraving of the XVIII
century that depicts a feast in the Faceted Chamber
of the Moscow Kremlin.

One gets the impression that the front hall of the
“faceted chamber from the town on the Volkhov” was
constructed in the XVIII-XIX century in emulation
of the Faceted Chamber in Moscow; however, this
resulted in a severe disproportion, since the chamber
needed to be fit into an already exiting building. The
Romanovian architects ended up with low ceilings
and a central column whose top widens in too dras-
tic a manner, leaving a looming impression. The
strange stripes on the ceiling look very conspicuous
(see fig. 3.35). Historians suggest this building to be
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“the sole relic of the early Gothic style in Russia”
([557], page 22). We see nothing of the kind in truly
old Russian buildings — these “Gothic stripes” must
be emulating the relief facets of the original Faceted
Chamber in Moscow, where they have an actual ar-
chitectural function common for old Russian archi-
tecture (see figs. 3.36 and 3.38).

It is peculiar that the guidebook ([731]) should
dedicate a whole chapter to the “Faceted Chamber” in
Novgorod-upon-Volkhov without uttering a single
word about any reconstructions or renovations of the
building, divulging a great many more details of this
kind that concern other constructions in the citadel,
and of a lesser fame at that — all the reparation works
performed in the XVIII-XIX century are reported very
meticulously, qv in [731], pages 24-31. Could histo-
rians be avoiding the topic deliberately so as not to at-
tract any attention to the true date of this forgery’s cre-
ation. Apparently, no renovations have ever taken place
— the chamber has been in its present condition ever
since its construction in the XVIII-XIX century; how-
ever, the guidebook ([731]) tries to convince one that
the “Faceted Chamber” in Novgorod-upon-Volkhov
was built in the XV century ([731], page 33) — or even
the XII century, according to [557], page 37, having
reached us in its initial condition, more or less. This
is not true, as it is becoming clear to us today.

Apparently, this dim “Gothic hall” in Novgorod-
upon-Volkhov in its modern condition was prepared
for exhibition rather recently — in the XIX century,
during the preparations for the 1862 celebration of
“Russia’s Millenarian Anniversary” in Novgorod-
upon-Volkhov (a very lavish festivity attended by
Czar Alexander IT himself, as well as numerous guests
from every corner of Russia ([731], pages 80 and 82).
This is when the grandiose monument that one sees
inside the citadel was erected (ibid). Apparently, this
was when the first necessity to demonstrate some-
thing “ancient” to the public had arisen; this had been
accomplished successfully.

12.4. Novgorod-upon-Volkhov:
oddities in occupation layer datings

As we have seen, historians are of the opinion that
the occupation layer of Novgorod-upon-Volkhov has
grown by a mere two metres over the last 400 years,
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starting with the end of the XV century ([993], page
16). However, it had grown twice faster in the previ-
ous 500 years ([993], page 16). We learn that “over the
550 years that had passed between the middle of the
X century and the end of the XV it had grown by 5.5
metres” ([993], pages 15-16). This is truly bizarre; the
growth of the occupation layer directly depends on
human activities. Academician V. L. Yanin describes
the process of occupation layer formation rather
vividly:

“Human activity has the following side effect,
which is very important for archaeology: the forma-
tion of the occupation layer in every area inhabited
by humans for a more or less prolonged period of
time. Someone ... cuts down wood to build a house,
with wood chips flying in every direction and falling
on the ground. Then someone’s shoes tear, and an old
shoe sole is thrown away; then a house burns down,
and somebody levels the scene of conflagration and
erects a new dwelling ... this is how the occupation
layer is formed wherever there are humans, year by
year, slowly but steadily. The thickness of this layer de-
pends on the intensity of human activity and the or-
ganic matter conservation capacity of local soil”
([993], page 15).

How are we supposed to relate to the situation
with Novgorod-upon-Volkhov in this case, seeing as
how over the first 550 years the occupation layer had
grown at the rate of one metre per century, how could
it have slowed down to 50 centimetres in the follow-
ing 400 years? Could the intensity of human activity
have diminished and dwindled? This seems very odd
indeed; human activity has become a great deal more
intense in the recent epoch, if anything. Should soil
conservation capacity in the Volkhov region have
changed drastically at some point in the XV century,
one would certainly like to hear more about that.

All of the above must imply that the consensual
dating of the occupation layer in Novgorod-upon-
Volkhov is blatantly incorrect. It appears that the en-
tire formation of the occupation layer must have taken
place at a steady speed in the last 400-500 years, pos-
sibly with a slight acceleration, starting with the XV
century, or the foundation of the settlement on River
Volkhov. The considerable height of this layer is ex-
plained by the fact that “organic matter preserves well
in the environs of Novgorod” and nothing else, ac-
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cording to archaeologists themselves ([993], page 15).
Bear in mind that marshlands preserve organic mat-
ter very well indeed, and it hardly ever rots there.

Let us now observe the rate of the occupation
layer’s growth around the Cathedral of St. Sophia in
the Volkhov region, presumably one of the oldest
buildings in Russia, and one which “has never been
rebuilt since the XI century and preserved ... its orig-
inal shape until the present day”, as we are being told
([731], page 53). It turns out that “over the last nine
centuries, the occupation layer has covered two me-
tres of the building’s lower part” ([731], page 54).
That is to say, the occupation layer that has formed
around the principal cathedral of the Volkhov region
over the last 900 years is presumed equal in height to
the layer that has formed in the centre of Novgorod-
upon-Volkhov over 400 years ([993], page 16). Even
if one were to trust the consensual chronology of this
occupation layer, the “extremely ancient” Cathedral
of St. Sophia would have to be dated to the XV cen-
tury and not the XI.

We are of the opinion that this cathedral was con-
structed even more recently — in the XVII century
and not the XV. Therefore, the occupation layer
around it has been growing by the factor of circa one
metre per century.

It must be said that the speed of the occupation
layer growth has been calculated by archaeologists
from pavement layers, among other things — or con-
curs with the relative “dendrochronology of Novgo-
rod” at the very least. Indeed, according to V. L. Yanin:

“The occupation layer in Novgorod wasn’t subject
to putrefaction and had been growing by a factor of
one centimetre per year in the Middle Ages. It had
grown by 5.5 metres between the middle of the X
and the end of the XV century... thus, the formation
of the ancient occupation layer has taken 28 pave-
ments and 550 years” ([993], pages 15-16). The height
of the pavement layers is therefore equal to 5 metres,
and their formation has taken 550 years — roughly one
metre per century, or one centimetre per year, just as
we learn from historians.

We can therefore count approximately 500 years
backwards from the XX century, and end up with the
XV century as the dating of the town’s foundation.
The Cathedral of St. Sophia must have been built in
the XVII century, since it has submerged by 2 metres.
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We must also point out the fact that traces of chis-
elled-off frescoes were found in the cathedral during
excavations:

“Many chiselled-off fresco fragments have been
discovered during the excavations of the Martiryev-
skaya parvis... The restoration of the dome artwork
began in 1944 ... it turned out that the Pantocrator
and the top part of the archangel figures... were
painted in the XVI century the earliest over fresh
ground” ([731], page 62). That is to say, the plaster
was chiselled off in the XVI century the earliest, and
the fresh ground must date from roughly the same
epoch; therefore, the Cathedral of St. Sophia on the
Volkhov bears distinct marks of later Romanovian
reconstruction works (fresh ground and the chis-
elled-off frescoes).

However, the radical alterations of the original de-
sign did not stop there. According to M. V. Mour-
avyov:

“In 1688 and 1692 the floor of the cathedral was
raised by 1.62 metres... the three round posts have
been demolished, the original narrow windows
widened and more windows cut in other walls. In
1837 the entire northern wall was reconstructed; in
1861 the small headstones over the persons buried in
the cathedral were removed. Finally, in 1893-1904 the
cathedral underwent a complete overhaul, which re-
sulted in the replacement of the original works of Ital-
ian masters by the daubery of the decorators from the
co-operative of contractor Safronov” ([557], page 15).

Has anything remained from the original XVI cen-
tury cathedral? We see that even the XVIII century
artwork has gone without a trace.

M. V. Mouravyov tells us about another rather
characteristic occurrence:

“There had been a great deal of graffiti on the inner
walls of St. Sophia (inscriptions scratched on the plas-
ter) — some of them are in glagolitsa [ pre-Cyrillic script
— Transl.]... they can be regarded as the old temple’s
stone chronicle of sorts... These graffiti were discov-
ered by I. A. Shlyapkin during the last restoration, as
the fresh layers of plaster were being chiselled off;
however, when the Archaeological Commission had
expressed a wish to carry on with the study of the
graffiti, the walls were already covered with fresh
stucco, which has deprived the scientists of the larger
part of the research materials” ([557], page 17).
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Verily, one calls the oddest activities “restoration”
these days.

The information that we have about the “ancient”
events, which have presumably taken place in Novgo-
rod-upon-Volkhov, comes from Russian chronicles in
their edition and interpretation of the XVII-XVIII
century ([365]). As we are beginning to understand
nowadays, the lost originals must have referred to Ya-
roslavl events. After the Romanovian reform of the
XVII-XVIII century these events were transferred from
the Volga to the Volkhov region. In the XIX-XX cen-
tury the confused historians and archaeologists have
started to make pilgrimages to the “backwater centre
of the nondescript Novgorod province”, as M. Karger
is correct enough to call it ([365], page 5). Events de-
scribed in chronicles would eventually become tied to
the Volkhov locale; some of them were vague enough
to permit this, others weren’t. There were some com-
plete fiascos — nevertheless, the churches of the Vol-
khov region are still stubbornly misidentified as “the
Novgorod temples from the days of yore reflected in
the chronicles” One of the countless empty sites has
been declared “the very square where the famous
Novgorod veche used to assemble”. The notorious
Novgorod massacre became associated with the Vol-
khov region instead of Yaroslavl, and a room where the
“grim feast of Ivan the Terrible had taken place” ([731],
page 34) was promptly found and has by now been
photographed by countless tourists, awed and gullible.
The list goes on.

None of the above is true; the events that we learn
about from chronicles had all taken place elsewhere
— in Yaroslavl on the Volga, according to our recon-
struction. A propos, the very name Volkhov is a
slightly corrupted version of the name Volga.

12.5. Birch bark documents had been used by
the “ancient” Romans, and therefore cannot
predate the XIV century

All the considerations voiced above give us a new per-
ception of the fact that the allegedly ancient Romans
have widely used birch bark for writing. As we are be-
ginning to realise, the “ancient” Roman birch docu-
ments must also have been written in the XIV-XVIII
century and not “deep antiquity”. The history of their
discovery is as follows.
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Fig. 3.39. One of the Roman documents written on birch
bark, discovered in England and presumed to date from
times immemorial. These documents are most likely to date
from the epoch of the XV-XVII century; they may have been
written in one of the Russian garrisons, which were quar-
tered in all parts of the gigantic Great = “Mongolian” Em-
pire. Taken from [726], page 127.

Fig. 3.40. A close-in of a fragment of a “Roman” birch bark
document misdated to the II century A.D. today. Historians
point out that it is set in demotic writing, virtually identical
to the Egyptian shorthand and used in every region of the
Empire ([726], page 127). According to our reconstruction,
the document in question dates from the epoch of the Great
= “Mongolian” Empire, or the XIV-XVII century. Taken from
[726], page 127.

In 1973 Robert Burley, a British archaeologist,
began his excavations near the famous Hadrian’s Wall
[the Horde’s Wall?], which dates to the alleged II cen-
tury A.p. “He came across two thin slivers of wood.
Burley reckons they had rather looked like wood-shav-
ings ... they were accurately unrolled with a penknife,
and the archaeologists have fragments of messages in
Latin inside. Burly himself recollects that ‘we were
looking at the miniscule missive and refusing to be-
lieve our eyes’... Burley was holding the remnants of
a letter that was written in ink and mentioned gar-
ments sent by someone to a soldier who had served
in Vindolanda around 102 A.p.” ([726], page 124).
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Let us emphasize that the letter was written in ink;
had it remained underground for two millennia, the
ink would have most probably been washed away by
the time the birch bark was unearthed. Therefore,
such messages must be a great deal less ancient than
it occurs to the English archaeologists and historians.

“Burley had every reason to be fervent, although
he hadn’t suspected it at the moment. He had un-
earthed the greatest cache of documents that has ever
been found in the northern provinces of the Roman
Empire. Over the next four years Burley and his as-
sistants managed to find more than two hundred
documents or fragments of documents with old in-
scriptions; by 1988 they have collected over a thou-
sand of them, including two hundred pieces of bark
with distinct Latin texts on them... Most of them
were made of birch or alder white peeled off very
young trees, and the inscriptions were made with ink
and a reed. These freshly-gathered pieces of bark were
so elastic that they were fashioned into scrolls rolled
crosswise the fibres, which was equivalent to sealing
a letter, and tied with a thread. The largest pieces of
bark are 20 by 8 centimetres... This is how the old-
est group of British historical documents was dis-
covered; it turned out to be a unique source of in-
formation concerning the Roman garrisons in the
north-west. After some 1900 years of oblivion the
Romans quartered in Britain spoke to their descen-
dants through this collection of epistles” ([726], pages
124-125).

According to our reconstruction, the documents
in question are the birch bark epistles used by the
Cossack troops in the XV-XVII century, including
the ones quartered on the British isles after the Great
= “Mongolian” conquest. Some chronicles had re-
ferred to them as to Roman troops, which is how they
are known to Scaligerian history, which had dated
them to a fictional ancient epoch.

One of such documents can be seen in fig. 3.39.
Historians write the following in this regard:

“This letter has been preserved in one of the old-
est layers of Vindolanda; it was written on wood with
ink. The missive is a birthday party invitation sent to
some military commander’s wife by the spouse of
some other Roman troop leader... her writing is very
similar to the demotic (non-hieroglyphic) script
found on Egyptian papyri of the same epoch; it ap-
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pears that the entire empire had used the same short-
hand system” ([726], page 127; see also fig. 3.40).

Everything is perfectly clear, and explained per-
fectly well by our reconstruction. We see that the en-
tire Great = Mongolian Empire of the XIV-XVI cen-
tury had used the same shorthand system — just the
way a centralized state should, where the life of the
imperial provinces, no matter how distant, is in sync
with that of the centre, with similar customs and
principles used in the town on River Volkhov, Horde
garrisons in faraway Britain and Egypt in Africa (see
CHRONS for more details).

12.6. In re the “Novgorod Datings” of
A. A. Zaliznyak and V. L. Yanin. How the
abovementioned Academicians date late
XVIII century birch bark documents
to the XI century

We must say a few words about the article of the
Academicians A. A. Zaliznyak and V. L. Yanin entitled
“The Novgorod Book of Psalms of the XI century as
Russia’s Oldest Book” ([290:1]) published in the
“Vestnik Rossiyskoi Akademii Nauk” (the official jour-
nal of the Russian Academy of Sciences) in March
2001. This is the article that opens the March issue;
we are grateful to A. Y. Ryabtsev for drawing our at-
tention to this publication, since it contains passages
that are most bizarre from the point of view of
chronology and dating methods.

The article of Zaliznyak and Yanin is concerned
with the discoveries in the field of “Novgorod” ar-
chaeology, which have made quite a resonance as of
late; firstly, the piece of birch bark with a drawing that
depicts St. Barbara on one side, qv in fig. 3.41, and,
secondly, the three waxed tablets with inscriptions
scratched in wax that Zaliznyak and Yanin call “The
Novgorod Book of Psalms” ([290:1], pages 202-203).
Both objects were discovered during the excavations
of 2000 in Novgorod-upon-Volkhov ([290:1]).

The finding has enjoyed great publicity; on
27 March 2001 the Russian Academy of Sciences has
held an extended session of its Presidium attended by
Russian government officials. Academician Y. S. Os-
ipov, President of the RAS, emphasized this finding in
his report, having mentioned it first and foremost as
he was speaking about the achievements of Russian
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Fig. 3.41. A sheet of birch bark depicting St. Barbara. Found
during excavations in Novgorod on River Volkhov; the layer it
was discovered in was dated to “the first third of the XI cen-
tury” by V. L. Yanin ([290:1], page 202). However, we see a date
at the bottom of the sheet — 7282 “since Adam”, which con-
verts to modern chronology as 1774 A.D., or the very end of
the XVIII century. Photograph taken from [290:1], page 203.

history and archaeology. He has called it a stupen-
dous discovery (see the text of his report in the
“Vestnik” journal, 2001, Volume 71, Issue 8, page 682).

We shall withhold from judging the value of this
findings for historical and linguistic science. The issue
that interests us is of a formal nature. How were the
ancient objects with inscriptions that Yanin and Zal-
iznyak mention in their article dated? The two authors
are trying to date the findings to the beginning of the
XI century ([290:1]). More precisely, they are dating
the layer of ground whence the birch bark drawing
in question was extracted to the first third of the XI
century ([290:1], page 202). As for the layer where the
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Fig. 3.42. The dating on the birch bark underneath St.
Barbara. A close-in of the photograph (top) and a drawn
copy of the figures (bottom). We see typical XVIII century
handwriting and the dating of 7282 (or 1774 A.D.) set in
regular Arabic numerals. In the top right corner we see the
Church Slavonic letter of 3, which stands for 7. The figure in
question corresponds to the so-called indiction, or the
church year given according to a 15-year cycle, beginning in
September. The indiction did in fact equal 7 in 1774. The
added indiction makes the dating more ecclesiastical, in a
way, since it corresponds to the style common for the old
Russian church literature. It is quite natural that the archaic
indiction date should be transcribed in the ancient Slavonic
numerals and not their modern Arabic equivalent. The pho-
tograph is taken from [290:1], page 203 (a close-in).

three tablets comprising the “Book of Psalms” have
been found, it is dated to the first quarter of the same
XI century ([290:1], page 203). Thus, according to
the opinion of Zaliznyak and Yanin, both objects hail
from the “ancient Novgorod” and were made about
a thousand years ago. This leads them to the conclu-
sion that the two findings must be nothing else but
truly ancient Russian texts. The three-plank “Book of
Psalms”, for instance, is said to have been written by
a representative of “the first generation of literate
Russians”, who had “almost certainly been a witness
of Russia’s baptism” ([290:1], page 206).

The “precision” of datings offered in [290:1] is im-
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pressive — Zaliznyak and Yanin reckon that the “Book
of Psalms” must be dated to “the epoch between the
early 990’s and the late 1010’5, thus offering us a dat-
ing with the precision rate of 10 years; the same equals
around 15 years in either direction for the “Novgo-
rod” dating of the piece of birch mentioned earlier,
which is dated to the “first third of the XI century”
([290:1], page 202).

We have put the word “Novgorod” in quotation
marks for a good reason — according to our research,
the town on the Volkhov known as Novgorod today
has got nothing in common with Novgorod the Great
that is known to us from Russian chronicles. Appar-
ently, the modern “Novgorod” had only received this
name under the first Romanovs in the XVII century,
in the course of their campaign for the falsification of
the Old Russian history. As recently as in the XVI cen-
tury this town was known as “okolotok” (the word
translates as “parochial settlement’, qv in [731], page 9,
and in CHroON4, Chapter 3:12.2. As we have discov-
ered, the history of Novgorod-upon-Volkhov can
hardly be traced any further backwards than the XV-
XVI century A.D. Also, it is most certainly the history
of a small settlement and not a large town — the Nov-
gorod stronghold grandiloquently known as “The
Citadel” or even “The Kremlin” nowadays is most
likely to have been built in the XVII century and not
any earlier — as a mere fortification settlement during
the war with Sweden.

Let us reiterate that, according to the results of
our research, the oldest objects found in the pave-
ment layers of Novgorod-upon-Volkhov date from
the XV-XVI century and not any earlier, since neither
the town, nor the pavements, had existed back then.
The XI century dating of the lowest pavement layer
offered by V. L. Yanin appears erroneous to us. The
correct dating is a much later one, qv in CHRON4,
Chapter 3:12.

How do Zaliznyak and Yanin date the first object
(the drawing, whose photograph, as cited in their ar-
ticle, can be seen in fig. 3.41)?

The method of dating insisted upon in the article
by A. A. Zaliznyak and V. L. Yanin ([290:1]) is based
on the dendrochronological dating of the old pave-
ment layers buried deep in the ground. They write:

“The season of 2000 began with a pleasant sur-
prise. A small piece of birch bark was found in the
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layer dated to the first third of the XI century, with
sketches of human figures scratched on either side.
One of the figures can be identified as Jesus Christ.
The figure on the flip side is accompanied by the in-
scription that can be easily read as “Varvara” (Slavic
version of the name Barbara) preceded by the letter
A in a circle, which had been the usual abbreviation
for the Greek word for “holy” (AI'TOC). The image
of St. Barbara corresponds to the canon completely
— she is wearing a crown and holding the cross of a
martyr in her hand” ([290:1], page 202). See fig. 3.41.

Thus, the piece of birch bark in question is dated
by [290:1] in accordance with the dating of the soil
layer where it has been discovered. The actual den-
drochronological layers of “Novgorod”, in turn, de-
pend on the dendrochronology of wooden pavements
that were unearthed as late as in the XX century. The
group of architects that had conducted the excava-
tions was led by V. L. Yanin for the most part; his scale
of “Novgorod” datings was developed rather recently.
Although the concept of dendrochronological dat-
ing makes sense theoretically, its implementation sug-
gested by V. L. Yanin in case of the “Novgorod den-
drochronology” strikes us as dubious. We have ex-
plained our position with the utmost caution to detail
in CHRON4, Chapter 3:12. The abovementioned piece
of birch bark shall confirm the validity of our doubts.

The matter is that the bark piece in question con-
tains a rather explicit dating, which is well visible and
in excellent condition. Ergo, we get an excellent op-
portunity of verifying the dendrochronological dat-
ings of V. L. Yanin. Does the date from the drawing
correspond to the XI century A.p., or Yanin’s dating
of the pavement layer where it has been found? If the
answer is in the positive, the dendrochronology of
“Novgorod” shall receive some validation at least;
otherwise we shall end up with Yanin’s datings of the
findings contradicting the information contained in
the findings themselves. In the latter case it would
also be very interesting to learn the exact nature of this
dating and whether it differs from the one suggested
by Yanin for the respective layer of soil drastically (the
alleged XI century A.D.)

By the way, the actual presence of a date under-
neath the drawing of St. Barbara is not disputed by
either author: “Another noteworthy detail is that we
find a date scratched on the tablet underneath the
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Fig. 3.43. A XVII century map used to provide a specimen of
the handwriting typical for that epoch. Taken from a book
entitled “History of Moscow in the Documents of the XII-
XVIII Century”, wherein it figures as “A Draft of the Plot of
Land on Petrovskaya Street Reserved for a Construction of a
Theatre. 1776.” Taken from [330:1], page 218.

Fig. 3.44. Specimens of handwritten numerals and the letter
D () similar to 2, Russian handwriting of the late XVIII
century. Taken from [330:1], page 218.

drawing of St. Barbara” ([290:1], page 203). The in-
terpretation of this date by Yanin and Zaliznyak shall
be discussed separately in a short while.

Let us turn to fig. 3.42, where one sees a close-in of
the tablet with the date scratched thereupon —scratched
and not written, mind you ([290:1], page 203). This
explains the fact that the writing lacks the ease and the
flowing curves of the quill; it is heavy, rigid and
straight-lined.

The interpretation of the dating in question is
hardly a difficult task — we see typical XVIII century
writing and regular Arabic numerals saying 7282. It
must be standing for the year according to the Russian
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ecclesiastical era “since Adam”, or the Byzantine era.
The beginning of the new (a.p.) era falls over the year
5508 since Adam.

This chronology had been official in Russia until
the reforms of Peter the Great. However, Russians have
used it for many years to follow, especially for church
needs. Even nowadays certain ecclesiastical publica-
tions use these datings, which might look archaic but
are nonetheless still alive. It is easy enough to calcu-
late that the year 7282 as specified on the document
under study corresponds to the year 1774 A.p. in con-
sensual chronology, since 7282 — 5508 = 1774. Late
XVIII century, no less!

The handwriting of the author is typical for the
XVIII century and none other. Indeed, take a look at
how he wrote the numbers. First we see a figure of
seven, which only differs from its modern counterpart
by a single stroke (or a bend) typical for the late XVIII
century and anachronistic nowadays, qv in fig. 3.42.

Let us turn to old documents that date from the
same epoch for proof. In fig. 3.43 one sees a fragment
of a handwritten plan of Moscow streets dating from
1776; we see a great many numbers, all of them in late
XVIII century writing. One also sees the written name
of the Dmitrovka street (fig. 3.43). This plan was
taken from the book entitled History of Moscow in the
Documents of the XII-XVIII Century ([330:1], page
218); it is marked “Plan of the site on Petrovskaya
street allocated for the construction of the theatre”.
This document is an XVIII century original ([330:1],
page 218).

Close-ins of numerals used in the plan can be seen
in fig. 3.44 — we see that the figure of seven has the very
same “tail” at the bottom as its cousin from the birch
bark document from “Novgorod”. Therefore, the first
numeral of the “birch” date is a figure of seven.

The second and fourth numerals look exactly the
same — two arcs with strokes at the bottom end, qv
in fig. 3.42. It is quite obvious from the examples pre-
sented in fig. 3.44. By the way, the figure of two was
identical to the Russian letter D in late XVIII century
writing — possibly because of the fact that the Russian
word for “two” (dva) begins with this very letter. The
fact that the two were interchangeable is obvious from
the inscription on another XVIII century illustration
that one sees in fig. 3.45. It was also taken from His-
tory of Moscow in the Documents of the XII-XVIII
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Century, section entitled “Pedestrian Bridges over the
Ponds of Presnya, XVIII century illustrations”
([330:1], page 210). A close-in of this illustration is
presented in fig. 3.46; we see the letter and the nu-
meral to be identical.

In this case, one cannot help noticing that the let-
ter D, also known as the figure of two, was occasion-
ally written with no stroke at the bottom whatsoever;
apparently, this detail had been optional. This is how
we see this letter written in the beginning of the word
“Dmitrovka” from the abovementioned plan of 1776,
qv in figs. 3.43 and 3.44 — a mere arc without any
strokes at the bottom; we see this figure treated in the
exact same manner in the birch bark document — the
bottom strokes are rudimentary, but present never-
theless, qv in fig. 3.42.

As for the third numeral — we recognise the figure
of eight without any problems; it is written as two
curved scratches, just as one would expect a figure of
eight scratched on a piece of birch bark to look. De-
spite the complications arising from the writing
method, the numeral is very clear, qv in fig. 3.42.

The date we come up with is the year 7282 — as we
have mentioned above, it is in a different chronolog-
ical system but understandable nonetheless, and con-
verts into 1774 A.p. — late XVIII century, the reign of
Catherine the Great.

In fig. 3.47 one sees the birch document dating of
7282 as compared to the same number written in
XVIII century handwriting, with the numerals taken
from the abovementioned plan of 1776. We see the
same number, the sole difference being the writing
materials used in either case (smooth paper and
rougher birch bark). Scratched lines naturally tend to
have fewer curves in comparison to the ones drawn
with a quill.

Let us also mark the Church Slavonic letter 3
(standing for “7”) above the date and to the right (see
fig. 3.42). It is easy to understand in the present case
— the figure in question refers to the indiction, or the
number of the year in a special cyclic chronology
with a 15-year cycle. It must be emphasised that the
indiction value for 1774 does indeed equal 7.

The fact that this date is accompanied by an in-
diction number makes it more “ecclesiastical’, in a
way, or more congruent with the datings common for
Old Russian church books. It is also perfectly natu-
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Fig. 3.45. At the end of the XVIII century the handwritten let-
ter D was identical to the handwritten figure of 2. In other
words, the two had been interchangeable. The picture is taken
from a book entitled “History of Moscow in the Documents
of the XII-XVIII Century”, wherein it is entitled “Bridges for
Strollers at Presnya Ponds. XVIII Century Drawings”. Taken
from [330:1], page 210.
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Fig. 3.46. A close-in of the previous drawing with the letter-
ing. Taken from [330:1], page 210.

This is how the dating of “7282, 7th Indic-
tion” (or 1774 A.D.) would be written by an
XVIIl century scribe.

It is written similarly on the birch bark doc-
ument from “Novgorod”, the only differ-
ence being that the specimen above was
written by a quill, whereas this one was
scratched on a piece of birch bark.

The indiction is represented by the Church
Slavonic letter “3", which stands for 7.

Fig. 3.47. The dating on the birch bark: 7282 (Arabic numer-
als), [indiction] 7 (the Church Slavonic letter “zemlya”) as
compared to the same date whose individual numerals were
culled from specimens of the late XVIII century handwriting.
This dating converts to the modern chronological scale as
1774 A.D. (7282 — 5508 = 1774).

ral that the archaic indiction number is transcribed
in ancient Slavonic numerals and not the modern
Arabic ones.

Let us finally pay attention that there is a small
squiggle that follows the first figure of seven in the
birch date, apparently in lieu of a dot, qv in fig. 3.42,
since one cannot quite scratch a dot on a piece of
birch bark the way one would draw it on paper. It is
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likely to separate the thousands place, and has been
used in Arabic numeration very widely.

A propos, no such indication was ever used in
Church Slavonic numeration; the thousands place was
indicated by a special sign that used to stand before
the corresponding numeral and not after it; this sign
consists of straight lines and would be easy to scratch
on a piece of birch bark. Its absence per se leads one
to the conclusion that the numerals used aren’t Church
Slavonic, as A. A. Zaliznyak and V. L. Yanin happen to
believe ([290:1]).

The interpretation of this date insisted upon by
Zaliznyak and Yanin is very noteworthy, and quite
edifying, in a way. Let us quote:

“Another curious [could that translate as “relatively
unimportant”? — Auth.] detail is the date scribbled on
the bark; this date reads as 6537 (since Genesis) and
corresponds to 1029 A.p. The first, third and fourth
numerals are in Church Slavonic indication, whereas
the second is Roman, as S. G. Bolotov suggests. There-
fore, St. Barbara was drawn by a person who had found
it difficult to transcribe the date correctly in Church
Slavonic numeration, being however aware of the cor-
rect Western transcription” ([290:1], page 203).

We shall refrain from extensive commentary con-
cerning such an odd interpretation of a number tran-
scribed in regular Arabic numerals used to this date.
Let us merely inform the readers about the tran-
scription of the dating 6537 (or 1029 A.D., since 6537
—5508 = 1029) in Church Slavonic numeration. It is
as follows:

SO®II3

“S” stands for the Church Slavonic letter “zelo”,
which stands for 6000 (accompanied by a special
sign),

“®@” is the Church Slavonic letter “fert”, which
stands for 500,

“J1” is the Church Slavonic letter “lyoudi”, which
stands for 30,

and “3” is the Church Slavonic letter “zemlya”,
which stands for 7.

There is nothing of the kind on the piece of birch
bark that we have under study except a single letter
— namely, “zemlya”. However, this letter alone doesn’t
play any decisive part — firstly, because it pertains to
unit digits, and therefore couldn’t have affected the
dating substantially, even if it had been in any rela-
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tion therewith; however, it does not relate to the pri-
mary date — it is plainly visible in fig. 3.42 that the let-
ter “zemlya” is at a considerable distance from the
primary date, and must therefore indicate something
else by itself. As we have already mentioned, this nu-
meral stands for the indiction of 1774, which had in-
deed equalled 7.

Let us turn to the first three numerals (fig. 3.42).
If they represent the Church Slavonic number 6537,
as the authors of [290:1] are claiming, these numer-
als must look like the Church Slavonic letters “zelo”,
“fert” and “lyouds’. Is there any chance of interpret-
ing the document characters as those letters? Let us
see for ourselves.

The first thing that needs to be mentioned is that
the first letter “zelo” that stands for 6000 must be ac-
companied by a special sign in order to transform it
into a thousands place — there is none such sign any-
where, qv in fig. 3.42.

However, there are more important observations
to be made — after all, the sign could have been omit-
ted. In general, the figure of 7 on the birch bark can
be interpreted as the Church Slavonic letter “zelo” —
we consider this interpretation to be strained, since
one looks like a mirror reflection of the other, but
many historians apply this method to Church Slav-
onic datings nonetheless. However, let us assume that
Zaliznyak and Yanin have interpreted the first nu-
meral correctly.

Let us turn to the most important numeral — the
second. Why do we consider it the most important?
The answer is simple — it is a hundred’s unit and
therefore determines the approximate dating. Other
figures are less important — the thousand’s unit is
easy enough to guess, although certain “ancient” dat-
ings contain millenarian discrepancies, qvin CHrRON1
and CHRON2. As for decades and years — they cannot
shift any dating further than a 100 years in either di-
rection, and also don’t affect the approximate dating
all that much.

Thus, the critical numeral is the hundred’s unit. Let
us see what it should look like in the unlikely case that
the “Novgorod” dendrochronology is correct and en-
quire whether anything of the sort can be seen any-
where in the birch bark document (this turns out to
be impossible). As one sees from the quotation given
above, the authors of the article agree with this.
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Bear in mind that the document was found in the
layer dated to the first third of the XI century by V. L.
Yanin’s method ([290:1], page 202). A simple arith-
metical calculation demonstrates that the numeral in
question must indicate 500 or 400 in order to make
the year correspond to the dating suggested by Yanin.

In the first case we would come up with 6500, or
992 A.p. Decades and years would shift this date into
the XI century A.D., as it is “required” — any number
would do except for 90. This case would be ideal for
a final XI century dating.

The second case would be a great deal worse —
should the second digit turn out to be 400, we would
come up with the year 6400, or 892 A.p., without years
or decades (6400 — 5508 = 892). This is much “worse”
than the first case, since the only way of placing the
final date in the XI century would be applying very
rigid criteria to the decades digit — the only fitting fig-
ure would be 90, indicated by the letter 4 in Church
Slavonic (known as “cherv”). It would take quite an ef-
fort to make anything found on the birch bark look
like the letter in question, due to the simple fact that
there’s no such thing there, qv in fig. 3.42.

Zaliznyak and Yanin insist on the former to be
true; however, they did not dare to make an open
declaration that the Church Slavonic symbol for 500,
or the letter @ (“fert”) was present in the document.
As for the abovementioned presumption voiced in
[290:1] about the numerals being Church Slavonic
with the sole exception of the most important one,
which turned out to be Roman for some reason, our
commentary is as follows. Since the figure in question
is of a decisive character, the assumption that it be-
longs to a different numeric system renders the en-
tire “interpretation” of this date completely invalid.
It is perfectly obvious that no matter any symbol can
get some sort of a numeric interpretation in some for-
eign system; not an obvious one, perhaps, but a per-
missible one at the very least. Bear in mind that we’re
talking about scratches on a piece of birch bark and
not a calligraphically written dating.

One may wonder about whether the second fig-
ure (2) looks anything like the Roman numeral D
used for 500 (see fig. 3.42)? Strictly speaking, it does
not; however, one may yet come up with a rather far-
fetched interpretation that will even make a certain
sense — indeed, we see a figure of two here, which
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used to be transcribed in the exact same manner as
the Russian letter /I by many XVIII century cal-
ligraphists. This is the very latter that corresponds to
the Roman D; handwritten versions of both letters
may have been similar.

But why did the pair of authors interpret the fourth
numeral differently? It is an identical figure of two;
however, this time they did not read it as the Roman
D, or 500, but rather the Church Slavonic “lyoudi” (JI)
with the numeric value of 30? The letter has always
been written in its present manner, and the symbol on
the birch bark consists of a great many more details,
qv in fig. 3.42. But if one is to interpret symbols the
way one wants them to be interpreted, any date can
receive an a priori known “interpretation”

Let us therefore ask the following question, a
purely rhetorical one — is it possible to claim that a
dating that explicitly says 1774 A.p. refers to the XI
century? We do not think so — one would have to try
very hard to validate such a claim, at the very least.
However, anyone who reads the work of A. A. Zaliz-
nyak and V. L. Yanin can witness that it can be done
with great ease, should such a need arise. We have
seen an excellent example of how eager certain his-
torians are to make datings found on ancient artefacts
prove Scaligerian chronology, and what colossal ef-
forts they are prepared to make for that end.

A propos, the XI century dating of the piece of
birch bark did create a “problem” in historical sci-
ence nevertheless:

“The finding had instantly led to a problem. Manor
‘E’, where it was found, is located on the old Cher-
nitsyna Street, whose name translates as ‘Nun Street’
and received its name from the convent of St. Barbara
that had once stood nearby. It is obvious that there
could be no convent here in the first part of the XI cen-
tury: the earliest Russian monasteries date to the sec-
ond half of the XI century, and the Novgorod convent
of St. Barbara had first been mentioned in a chroni-
cle that was referring to 1138 A.p., which postdates our
finding by over a century” ([290:1], page 202).

We learn that the convent of St. Barbara had once
stood at the site where the piece of birch bark was
found, and the drawing we find thereupon is one of
St. Barbara and none other (see fig. 3.41). It is obvi-
ous that the drawing must have been lost or buried
here when the convent had still existed. It must have
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still been around in 1774, when the inscriptions on
the birch bark were made. This makes everything fall
into place.

One might enquire about the actual dating of 1774
as well as the reasons why we should find this par-
ticular figure on the birch document, and why there
should be one at all, for that matter, since it was any-
thing but customary in ancient Russia to write dat-
ings under drawings of saints. There may be differ-
ent opinions on this matter, but one cannot fail to
point out that the year in question had been the year
of Pougachev’s final defeat, with severe persecutions
of the “rebel’s” supporters initiated all across Russia
([941], page 52; also [85], Volume 35, page 280). We
are only beginning to realise the true scale of this
event nowadays, as it is becoming clear that the de-
feat of Pougachev had not come as a result of a mere
“suppression of a peasant rebellion”, as it is taught in
schools, but rather the defeat of a gigantic Russian
Siberian state with its capital in Tobolsk, which had
been hostile towards the Romanovs. This state must
have been known as the “Moscovian Tartaria” in the
West, qv in the section that deals with our recon-
struction of the “War with Pougachev” (CHRrON4,
Chapter 12).

Therefore, 1774 must have been one of the most
important years in the history of Russia and the world
in general; it marks a breakpoint that had afflicted
every stratum of the Russian society. This may be the
reason why we see a date underneath the drawing of
St. Barbara in the first place.

Let us conclude with a few words about the other
item discussed in [290:1] — the three-tablet Novgorod
Book of Psalms. Unfortunately, we find nothing in
the way of an explicit dating thereupon (there aren’t
any mentioned in [190:1], at least). However, the XI
century A.D. dating of these tablets as suggested by
[290:1] appears to be based on a mere fancy. The fact
that it has been found in the layer dated to the “first
quarter of the XI century” by V. L. Yanin ([290:1],
page 203) doesn’t mean anything whatsoever, as we
have already observed in case of the birch document
that bore the dating of 1774. Therefore, these tablets
may well be XVIII-century objects. All the individual
words encountered upon them (as cited in [290:1],
page 106) can also be seen in manuscripts that date
from the XVIII century (those written by the old-be-
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lievers, in particular). One can say the same about
the writing style of the tablets as represented by the
photograph published in [290:1], page 205 — it has no
characteristics that suggest an earlier dating than the
XVIII century.

A propos, it very name of these plaques is rather
curious — they were known as tabellae cerae, whereas
the instrument used for writing was called a stylus.
Styli were small rods made of metal or bone used for
writing on wax; such instruments... were necessar-
ily equipped with a small trowel used for erasing”
([290:1], pages 202-203).

We therefore learn that the “ancient” Greek and
Roman waxed tablets used for writing were called
cerae, whereupon letters were written with styli. One
cannot help noticing the similarity between the “an-
cient” Greek word cera and the Russian words for
“scratching” and “draft” (tsarapat and chernovik, re-
spectively). The trowel, which was a sine qua non at-
tribute of every stylus, may well have been called a sty-
orka in modern Russia; as for the flexion between R
and L, it suffices to remind the reader of how the
word Amsterdam used to be spelt in the Middle Ages
— Amsteldam, Amstelredam etc (see CHroON1, Chap-
ter 1 etc).

SumMmARY: the interpretation of the birch tablet
dating suggested by Zaliznyak and Yanin (the alleged
XI century) strikes us as profoundly erroneous. They
are some seven hundred years off the mark; the above
argumentation demonstrates the dating in question
to stand for 1774, or the second half of the XVIII
century.

12.7. Historians’ response to our article
on the Novgorod datings of A. A. Zaliznyak
and V. L. Yanin

In February 2002 we published an article entitled
“On the ‘Novgorod’ Datings of A. A. Zaliznyak and
V. L. Yanin” in the “Vestnik Rossiyskoi Akademii
Nauk”. It was concerned with the interpretation of
the dating on a recently discovered birch tablet from
Novgorod-upon-Volkhov ([912:2]). We have dis-
cussed this in detail above.

The very same issue of the “Vestnik” contains com-
mentary of the article written by the staff of the RAS
Institute of Archaeology, published at the insistence
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of the editorial board. Namely, the editors ordered and
published the following two articles: “The Dendro-
chronological Scale of Novgorod as the Most Reliable
Scale in the Ancient World” by R. M Mounchayev and
Y. N. Chyornykh ([912:2], pages 141-142) and “Awk-
ward Palaeography” by A. A. Medyntseva ([912:2],
pages 143-146). According to the editorial commen-
tary, they contain a “perfectly objective estimation of
the article from the editorial point of view”, allegedly
also “exhausting the topic related therein completely”
([912:2], page 146).

However, our question to the historians remains
unanswered: what is the date written on the birch?
The negative estimation of our work given in the
abovementioned articles is completely unfounded;
their authors haven’t done anything in the way of
analysing the problem. However, even this trinity
lacked the nonchalance to confirm the XI century
“interpretation” of the date suggested by Zaliznyak
and Yanin; the issue of the correct dating is drowned
in utter silence.

Let us give a brief account of the articles’ content.
R. M Mounchayev and Y. N. Chyornykh, the authors
of the article pretentiously entitled “The Dendro-
chronological Scale of Novgorod as the Most Reliable
Scale of the Ancient World” ([912:2], pages 141-142)
attempt to ruminate at length on the subject of “er-
rant researchers of chronology” in general, leaving
such trifles as the actual analysis of datings scribbled
on birch tablets outside the scope of their venerable
academic attention.

They begin in the following way: “The article of A.
T. Fomenko and G. V. Nosovskiy seems to be con-
cerned with a particular case; however, it is prudent
and even mandatory to view it in a more general con-
text...”

They carry on with general contexts all the way. For
instance, Mounchayev and Chyornykh are of the opin-
ion that before we may dare to interpret a dating found
on a birch tablet, we should “convince the special-
ists... that all the dendrochronological scales of the
Eastern Europe owe their existence to a conspiracy of
the so-called specialists, or utter ignorance from the
part of the latter” ([912:2], page 142). Otherwise, “the
very discussion (or so much as a semblance thereof)
concerning the issue of mediaeval relics and their an-
tiquity is rendered thoroughly meaningless” ([912:2],
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page 142). All commentary is quite extraneous in this
case, really.

Let us cite the only objection that Mounchayev
and Chyornykh could make that is in some relation
to the issue under discussion: “The approach of A. T.
Fomenko and G. V. Nosovskiy to the study of the birch
tablets can be classified as scholastic... Such “meth-
ods” have been rejected by academic science a long
time ago. We consider it needless to carry on with the
discussion of this topic”. In other words, the article is
telling us that historical science has got an established
system of taboos that concern certain approaches to
the solution of historical and chronological problems.
The label “scholastic” doesn’t really explain anything
at all, being nothing but a desire to protect the erro-
neous chronology of Scaliger and Petavius safe from
criticisms and attempts of revision.

Now let us turn to the “Awkward Palaeography”
by A. A. Medyntseva ([912:2], pages 143-146). The au-
thor is trying to refute our interpretation of the dat-
ing on the birch bark; however, for some odd reason,
she only discusses the first figure of the four (the
thousands place), saying nothing about the hundred’s
unit, which is of the greatest interest to us and hap-
pens to be decisive for dating. Could it be that the XI
century “interpretation” of the remaining three fig-
ures suggested by Zaliznyak and Yanin is just too
completely and obviously out on a limb.

As for the first figure, Medyntseva says that she
prefers the interpretation of Yanin and Zaliznyak,
who suggest it to stand for the Church Slavonic let-
ter zelo. She cites a table with different versions of
several Church Slavonic letters (see fig. 1 in her arti-
cle). It is amazing that the very letter she is talking
about (“zelo”) is altogether absent from the table. The
reason is obvious — the Church Slavonic letter “zelo”
looks nothing like the Arabic numeral supposed to
represent it (a figure of seven). Apparently, this letter
was excluded from the table in order to avoid “awk-
wardness” in the relation of facts.

Let us emphasise that despite the obvious wish to
“defend” the interpretation of Yanin and Zaliznyak,
Medyntseva lacks the self-confidence required for
proclaiming the above to be correct. She only man-
aged to agree with how they read the very first nu-
meral without demanding proof, remaining tactfully
taciturn about the other three.
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Fig. 3.48. One of the laws contained in the Sobornoye Ulozhe-
nie of 1649. We see the word “Russian” used in reference to a
confession rather than an ethnic group — it is synonymous to
“Orthodox” here. Photographed edition of the XVII century.

13. A HYPOTHESIS ABOUT THE ETYMOLOGY
OF THE WORD “RUSSIA” (“ROUSS™)

It is a known fact that the Mongolian Empire was
divided into a number of provinces — the so-called
uluses. Bearing the frequent flexion of R and L in
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mind, one might suggest the words Ulus and Rouss,
or Russia, to be of the same origin (also cf. the name
of the famous Princes Urusov). We see an explicit
phonetic parallel. However, in the latter case one won-
ders whether the very name Russia may be derived
from the word “rus” (or “ulus” in its Turkic version),
which used to stand for a province of the Great =
Mongolian Empire?

A similar thing happened to the name “Ukraine”
— this word used to mean “borderlands” (cf. the mod-
ern Russian word “okraina” that translates as “pur-
lieu”). There were many territories known as “uk-
raina”; however, the name eventually became attached
to a single region — namely, the modern Ukraine. The
same thing could have happened to the word Russia;
it may have meant a province initially, later becom-
ing the name of the entire country. In this case, “Russ-
ian” must have meant “a representative of a certain
Imperial province” at some point in time, and later
became the name of an ethnic group.

Let us study the Sobornoye Ulozhenie of 1649 —a
collection of Russian laws of the XVII century, which
was the epoch of the first Romanovs. We shall see that
even in the XVIII century official documents (and the
source in question is as official a document as they get)
used the word Russian for referring to a confession and
not a nationality. We cite a photograph of one such
law in fig. 3.48. The law begins with the words:
“Whether the person is Russian, or belongs to a dif-
ferent faith”, which is quite self-explanatory.
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Ancient Russia
as seen by contemporaries

1.
ABUL-FEDA CLAIMED THE RUSSIANS TO BE
“A PEOPLE OF TURKISH ORIGIN”

According to Abul-Feda, “the Russians are a peo-
ple of the Turkish origin; their closest southern neigh-
bours are the guzes [Guz = Kaz = Cossack — Auth.],
also a related nation... in the XI century the guzes
have conquered Persia and founded the Seljuk monar-
chy” ([175], page 391). The name of the Ottoman
empire is most likely to be a slight variation of the
word Ataman; therefore, we shall be using the formula
Ottoman = Ataman henceforth.

The Turkish origins of the Russians might seem a
preposterous concept at first — however, we advise
the readers to refrain from becoming too surprised.
The Russian dynasty is of a Mongolian origin, even
according to the Scaligerian-Millerian history, since
the princes often married the daughters of the Khans
([362]); many of the court customs are said to have
been adopted from the Mongols by the Muscovites.
The Turkish dynasty is of a Mongolian origin as well,
since it was founded by “Tamerlane the Mongol” in
the end of the XIV century. We shall discuss the real
identity of the Mongolian Khans below; let us merely
state that they were related to the Byzantine emper-
ors so far, and were often married to Byzantine
princesses. One should therefore refrain from think-

ing that the “Mongolian customs” in question were
introduced by nomadic heathens, whose homeland
was in the dusty deserts to the north from China.

The relations between Russia and Turkey must be
a great deal deeper than it is assumed nowadays. The
abovementioned Tartar names used in Russia may
have simply been of an Ottoman = Ataman origin.
Let us point out figs. 3.3-3.5 to the readers once again;
we see Stepan Timofeyevich Razin wearing royal at-
tire and an Ottoman turban on his head, just as the
Ottoman = Ataman sultans used to wear! See also
figs. 3.6-3.9.

One should also remember the famous janissaries
from mediaeval Turkey, as well as the fact that many
Grand Viziers and military commanders have often
been Christians and even Slavs! Let us turn to the Lec-
tures on Mediaeval History by the famous historian
T. N. Granovskiy. He reports the following:

“The Sultan’s infantry is known to have been the
best in Europe, yet the ranks of this infantry were
very odd indeed [sic! — Auth.]. Around 1367... the
Turks started to recruit Christian boys as potential sol-
diers... every village would be visited by the Turkish
officials every five years; the healthiest and strongest
were chosen, taken away and sent to the sultan... at
the age of twenty... they became janissaries... with
no hope of ever settling down with a family... The
janissaries. .. won all the key battles — at Varna, Kosovo



CHAPTER 4

and so on, and they were the ones who managed to
take Constantinople. Thus, the Turkish Sultan’s power
was supported by the Christians” ([192], page 48).

Let us instantly point out that this kind of recruit-
ment is the very tagma, or “tax of blood” already
known to us from the history of the “Mongol and
Tartar yoke” in Russia; recruits were children who
would serve in the army for the rest of their life. These
recruits were known as Cossacks. This custom had
existed in Russia until Peter the Great, and, appar-
ently, a somewhat later epoch in Turkey.

It turns out that the people who took Constan-
tinople in the middle of the XV century were Chris-
tian! By the way, the Sultan was supported by a strong
Christian political party that was active in the be-
sieged Constantinople ([455], page 191).

It is spectacular that the surviving Russian report
of Constantinople taken in 1453 was written by a cer-
tain Nestor Iskander — an eyewitness of the siege and
one of its participants. The fact that the report in
question was written in Russian really makes one
wonder about how a “prisoner of the Turks, who had
been taken captive at a very early age and remained
distanced from his native culture for his entire life”
managed to “follow the rules of the [Russian, as we
shall see below — Auth.] literary etiquette, observing
them meticulously... what we have in front of us is
doubtlessly a masterpiece written by an outstanding
Russian writer of the XV century” ([636], page 602).
The conclusion is extremely simple — the army of
Mehmet II that had stormed Constantinople partially
consisted of educated Russians.

Our opponents might start telling us that Russians
and other Christians were used by the Turks as can-
non fodder and nothing but — as privates at best.
However, this is not so — Granovskiy proceeds to tell
us that “they [Christian children — Auth.] didn’t just
become janissaries — some of them were reared in a
separate seraglio... Those were the best... they con-
stituted the Sultan’s mounted guard... This is where
the potential military commanders and Grand Viziers
came from; all the Grand Viziers in the first half of
the XVI century, who have brought glory to the Turk-
ish army, were brought up in those elite seraglios”
([192], pages 48-49).

The fact that certain Russian princes had Turkic
and Ottoman (Ataman) names and patronymics is
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very persistently presumed to confirm the existence of
the horrendous “Tartar and Mongol yoke” in Russia,
whilst the presence of the Russians in the Turkish
army and the “dominancy of the Christians and the
Slavs” in the top ranks of the Turkish army doesn’t lead
to any comments in re “the Slavic and Christian yoke
in Turkey” from the part of the same historians. Our
opponents may want to claim that the Ottoman sub-
jects of Slavic origin were Muslims; we agree with that
(insofar as the post-XVI century epoch is concerned,
at least). However, Russian Tartars have often been
Christian, as it is known to us from many documents
(the “Epistle to the Baskaks and all the Orthodox
Christians” et al); one should also remember the bap-
tised Tartars from Kasim.

The yoke is most likely to have been a fantasy —all
the historical evidence that we find testifies to a nor-
mal course of affairs in a multinational state.

A very interesting piece of evidence can be found
in the notes of the Englishman Jerome Gorsey, head
of the Moscow office of the “Russian Society of Eng-
lish Traders” in the end of the XVI century. He wrote:
“The Slavic language [Russian, that is, since the au-
thor of these words is referring to Russia explicitly —
Auth.] can... also be of use in Turkey, Persia and even
certain parts of India” ([314], page 97). That goes to
say, some part of the Turkish, Persian and Indian pop-
ulace spoke Russian as recently as in the end of the
XVI century.

All such evidence completely fails to correspond
with the picture of history that is usually drawn for
us by historians. All the “uncomfortable” facts usu-
ally remain hidden from the sight of the general pub-
lic, so as not to provoke any unwarranted questions.
Yet it turns out that there is a lot of such “anti-his-
torical” evidence in existence; some of it is cited in the
present book.

2.
RUSSIA AND TURKEY

Let us formulate the following hypothesis which
is vital for the understanding of our general concep-
tion. There was an epoch when both Russia and Tur-
key had constituted part of the same Empire.

Before the XVII century, the Russia and Turkey
had been friendly nations, which is in perfect corre-



120 l HISTORY: FICTION OR SCIENCE?

spondence with our theory about their being part of
the same Great = “Mongolian” Empire at some point.
The estrangement between the two only began after
this empire broke up in the XVII century.

Some Arabic chroniclers tell us directly that Russia
was considered the Orthodox part of the Mongolian
= Turkish empire ([547]). They noted that the Or-
thodox part of the Empire had possessed the great-
est military potential, and expressed hope for future
confessional unification. We consider these texts to
have been written after the great religious schism of
the XV-XVI century, when the formerly united Chris-
tianity divided into three parts — the Orthodox, the
Latin and the Muslim. A political schism comple-
mented the segregation.

It is known that the relations between Turkey and
Russia were more than benevolent before the middle
of the XVII century.

In 1613 “The Sultan signed a compact of ‘love and
friendship’ with the Lord of the Muscovites, promis-
ing military assistance in the war with the King of
Lithuania” ([183], Volume 2, page 161).

In 1619, “the Patriarch [Russian patriarch Filaret
— Auth.] demanded that the Don Cossacks shouldn’t
just maintain peaceful relations with Turkey, but must
also join the Turkish army and obey the Turkish
pashas” ([183], Volume 2, page 169).

In 1627 “the relations with Turkey were ratified in
writing: ‘T hereby kiss the cross on behalf of Great
Lord Murad, swearing friendship with Czar Mikhail
Fyodorovich, and agreeing upon regular exchange of
ambassadors, as well as promising military assistance
against his enemies and the Polish king. The Crimean
king, the Nogai and the Azov people are forbidden to
wage war against the lands of the Muscovites” ([183],
Volume 2, page 173).

A propos, the Turkish ambassador in Moscow had
been none other Thomas Cantacusen the Greek —
possibly, a descendant of the famous Byzantine em-
peror John Cantacusen ([183], Volume 2, page 170).
Apparently, Byzantine nobility regarded the conquest
of Constantinople by Mehmet II as another palace
revolution and not a foreign invasion (Ottoman con-
quest, the fall of Byzantium and so on). All these
terms that we’re accustomed to nowadays have ap-
parently been introduced after Mohammed’s victory
by the survivors from the defeated party that had fled
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to the West; they were the ones who had been per-
suading the European aristocracy to launch a cru-
sade against Byzantium in order to liberate it from
“Turkish tyranny”. The very concept of the “fall of
Byzantium in 1453” is a brainchild of this propa-
ganda campaign.

Traces of a former union between Turkey and
Russia can be found in historical records telling us
about the abovementioned siege of Constantinople
that took place in 1453 — for instance, the mere fact
that there were Russians taking part in the siege. Let
us also dispute the suggestion that Nestor Iskander,
the “outstanding Russian writer of the XV century”,
had been a simple warrior in the army of Mehmet II
—we are of the opinion that the character in question
had been a prominent Ottoman warlord.

A propos, could the marriage between Ivan III and
the Greek princess after the fall of Constantinople
been his “war trophy”?

It is presumed that the ties between Russia and
Byzantium were severed shortly before the fall of Con-
stantinople, the motivations being religious. Russians
are supposed to have started treating the Byzantine
Church as heretical and allegedly leaning towards es-
tablishing a union with its Occidental counterpart.
Modern historians are of the opinion that the Russians
had refrained from taking part in the war between
Byzantium and Turkey, considering both parties “un-
worthy of assistance”. However, let us consider the
manner in which Nestor Iskander, an actual partici-
pant of the siege, describes the latter. His text was in-
cluded in Russian chronicle compilations and served
as the primary source of information about this event
in Russia. As one should rightly expect, Nestor refers
to Mehmet II, his master, in reverent tones.

Indeed, let us turn to the colour inset in [636].
This is a reproduction of a miniature from the Litse-
voy Svod of the XVI century, depicting the siege of
Czar-Grad by the Ottoman Turks. The text under the
miniature is as follows:

“He [Mehmet I — Auth.] had approached the royal
city armed with wondrous weapons, and made ter-
rifying masses of people and ships congregate before
her walls; this happened in December. And so he had
ordered for the cannons and the harquebuses to fire
at the walls of the city, and sent forth a host of bat-
tering-rams to crush her defences”.
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As we can plainly see, the initial text is very benev-
olent towards Mehmet. Let us now consider the same
fragment as rendered by a modern publication (see
[636], page 222): “This perfidious and wicked infidel
had sent all the envoys away. And so he had ordered
for the cannons and the harquebuses to fire at the
walls of the city, and sent forth a host of battering-
rams to crush her defences”.

This is obviously another edition of the same text
— dating to the XVII century the earliest. We are of
the opinion that the primary goal of this editing ac-
tivity had been to introduce negative characteristics
into the text that had initially treated the Ottomans
benevolently (words like “perfidious”, “infidel” etc). Au
contraire, positive characteristics (“wondrous” and
so on) were removed. The author’s attitude towards
the events he described was therefore inverted com-
pletely. This is how the Scaligerian-Millerian version
of the Russian history had been created.

A propos, let us point out the obvious phonetic
similarity between the words Ottoman (in another
version — Osman, or Ross-Man?) and Ataman. The
Turks used to call themselves Ottomans (and Osmans)
in the 1453 century, when they stormed the walls of
Constantinople - could it be Atamans and Ross-Men?

Let us conclude with an obvious question con-
cerning the identity of this “prominent XV century
writer” — could he be the same Nestor who is con-
sidered the author of the famous Povest Vremennyh
Let nowadays? Bear in mind that this oeuvre is most
likely to have been written in the XVIII century and
then ascribed to an “ancient Russian author” How-
ever, we have already seen that Nestor must have lived
in the XV century.

3.
WHAT ONE SEES ON THE FAMOUS ARAB
MAP BY AL-IDRISI FROM MEDIAEVAL SPAIN

Let us quote from the Book of Ways and Kingdoms
by Abul Kasim Mohammed known as Ibn-Khaukal,
dated to 967 nowadays. He wrote:

“There are three tribe of Russians, one of them is
closer to the Bulgars than the other two. The king of
this tribe lives in Quyaba [presumably Kiev —
Auth.]... Another tribe is found further north and
known as the Tribe of Slavia.... The third tribe is called
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Arthania [The Horde — Auth.], and its king lives in
Artha [also the Horde — Auth.]”. Quotation from
[156] as cited in [547].

It is therefore perfectly obvious that the Arabs used
to consider the Horde, or Artha, a Russian state, which
is in perfect concurrence with our reconstruction.

The Arabs wrote about the Horde rather often —
however, according to the historian B. A. Rybakov,
“precious information about the Slavs and the Kiev
Russia, collected by the Oriental geographers of the
IX-XII century... is still in need of a meticulous
study” ([753], page 174). In the description of the
Arabs, Russia consists of three states populated by
the Russians. We also learn of the three centres of the
state, or the three Sarays. There is a “vast amount of
literature” written about these three centres ([753],
page 174). The Arabs have compiled very detailed
maps of Russia, with each one of the three indicated
explicitly. Different researchers would identify the
three Sarays as different modern towns:

“The three Russian cities located on the same river,
according to an early Persian geographer... can be
identified as follows: Quyaba = Kiev... Slavia = Nov-
gorod, and Arthania = Byeloozero and Rostov... this
is the geographical framework developed by the Russ-
ian specialists in the field of Oriental studies in the
1960’s — 1970’s” ([753], pages 176-177). However, we
learn that other opinions had also existed.

One mustn’t forget about the famous mediaeval
map by Abu Abdallah Mohammed Ibn-Mohammed
Al-Idrisi, compiled in the alleged year 1154 A.D. in Pa-
lermo for King Roger II ([378]). In figs. 4.1-4.4 you
can see the general view of the small map and some
fragments of the large map compiled by Al-Idrisi.
There are some 2500 names on the map in total. Al-
Idrisi had studied in Spanish Cordoba — one of the
mist illustrious cultural centres in the Western Eu-
rope; his book was written in Sicily ([753], page 178).
What else could historians possibly need? Plenty of
material that could be used for reconstructing the
ancient history of Russia. However, oddly enough,
“the specialists in Oriental studies that write about
Kiev Russia, hardly ever refer to the Delights for The
Traveller around the World of Abu Abdallah Moham-
med Ibn-Mohammed Al-Idrisi and his famous map,
two most reliable and respectable sources” ([753],
page 178).
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Fig. 4.1. A brief version of Al-Idrisi’s Arabic map. Taken from [378], inset between pages 32 and 33, Appendix 2.

Moreover, “Novoseltsev calls the passage in Al-
Idrisi’s oeuvre that mentions the three Russian capi-
tal very convoluted, and recommends to treat Al-
Idrisi’s version with the utmost caution” ([752], page
178). What is the matter here? Why do modern his-
torians prefer to keep silent about the work of Al-
Idrisi or to treat it with caution? The matter is that
the ancient geography reported by this author is at
odds with the modern concepts of the Kiev Russia.
Various scientists have used Al-Idrisi’s map and book
in their research and come to conclusions that their
colleagues declared “absurd without a single doubt”.

P. P. Smirnov, for instance, “has used Al-Idrisi’s
map for his perfectly unrealistic localization of the
‘three Russian capitals’— Quyaba as Balakhna [a large
town a little further up the Volga from Nizhniy Nov-

gorod — Auth.], Slavia as Yaroslavl and Arthania as Ar-
datov [a town in the Nizhniy Novgorod region —
Auth.]” ([753], page 178).

It goes without saying that modern readers shall
find the Volga localization of Kiev quite preposter-
ous. Moreover, the consensual identification of Slavia
is Novgorod; however, we learn that Slavia might
also refer to Yaroslavl. This leads us back to our hy-
pothesis about Yaroslavl being the historical Novgo-
rod the Great, concurring perfectly with our recon-
struction.

Another “wild fancy” is that we see a similarity
between the names Arthania and Ardatov; this brings
us to the names Artha and Horde, implying once
again that the Horde had been a Russian state in the
Volga region.
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Fig. 4.3. Another fragment of Al-Idrisi’s large Arabic map. Taken from [378], inset between pages 90 and 91, Appendix 16.



124 I HISTORY: FICTION OR SCIENCE?

CHRON 4 | PART1

Fig. 4.4. Another version of the same fragment of Al-Idrisi’s large Arabic map. It differs from the one reproduced above. Taken

from [378], inset between pages 90 and 91, Appendix 17.

One shouldn’t think that Smirnov’s “wild fancies”
were anything out of the ordinary — B. A. Rybakov,
for instance, is just as harsh on Konrad Miller, and his
“verdict” is as follows:

“Smirnov’s book came out around the same time
as the monumental work of Konrad Miller on Arabic
cartography. The helplessness of the scientific meth-
ods that he uses and the absurdity of the conclusions
that he makes when he attempts to trace out the ge-
ography of the Eastern Europe can compete with
Smirnov’s theories. See for yourselves — the land of the
Polovtsy covers the entire Eastern Europe [and can
therefore be identified as Poland — Auth.]; the name
‘Cumania’ covers the entire area between Samara and
the Crimea, ‘Inner Cumania’ being the territory be-
tween Gomel and Nizhniy Novgorod, and ‘Outer
Cumania’ — the land between Western Dvina and
Volga in the regions of Polotsk and Novgorod, all the
way until Byeloozero...” ([753], page 178).

What could possibly make Smirnov and Miller
“incorrect”? On the contrary — we are beginning to
realise that their cautious attempts of finding new

geographical identifications for the ancient names
correspond to historical reality a great deal better
than Rybakov’s opinion, which is based on nothing
else but the crude Romanovian-Millerian version.

4.
GREATER RUSSIA AS THE GOLDEN HORDE,
LESSER RUSSIA AS THE BLUE HORDE,
AND BYELORUSSIA AS THE WHITE HORDE

A) As we have seen, Arabs refer to the three cen-
tres of Russia in their reports.

B) In their description of Mongolia, the very same
Arabic authors mention the three Sarays — Saray-
Batu, Saray-Berke and the New Saray.

C) The Bible tells us about the three centres of Rus-
sia as well — “Prince of Rosh, Meshech and Thubal”.

We have already formulated our point of view, ac-
cording to which the Bible is referring to Russia, Mos-
covia and Tobol, or Siberia. Let us compare the three
Sarays that are constantly mentioned in the docu-
ments to the separation of the Russian state into the
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following three large kingdoms in the XIV-XVI cen-
tury:

1) The Severskaya Land (Chernigov land) — the ap-
proximate confines of the modern Ukraine.

2) Lithuania, or the White Russia (Byelorussia) —
the North-West of Russia and the modern Byelorus-
sia, with a capital in Smolensk.

3) The Volga Kingdom, also known as Siberia, or
the Vladimir-Suzdal Russia. Its towns and cities
(known as Sarays) were particularly abundant in the
Volga region — Samara, Tsaritsyn, Ryazan, Tver and
Novgorod the Great (Yaroslavl with Vladimir and
Rostov).

All three parts of Russia were united when the
Horde dynasty from the Volga region came to power;
this unification marks the moment when the Great
Princes of Moscow introduced the formula ‘Gosudar
Vseya Rusi’ (‘Lord of the Entire Russia’) into their ti-
tles.

D) The very same triple title was also used by the
first Romanovs (already in the XVII century) — “Lord
of the Entire Russia, Greater, Lesser and White”.

Our hypothesis is as follows. All of the above-
mentioned divisions of Russia or Mongolia into three
kingdom refer to one and the same phenomenon.
This leads us to the following conclusions:

1) Greater Russia = Golden Horde = Tobol = Bib-
lical Thubal = the Volga Kingdom = The Vladimir-
Suzdal Russia, or “New Saray” in the “Mongolian”
terminology, also identified as Novgorod the Great =
Yaroslavl.

2) Lesser Russia = Blue Horde = Severskaya Terri-
tory = Malorossiya, or modern Ukraine = the Bibli-
cal Rosh, or Russia (Kiev Russia). Russian historians
often mention its capital being Chernigov, or Nov-
gorod Severskiy (Northern Novgorod, qv in [161],
page 140), whereas their Western colleagues insist
upon identifying it as Kiev. The name owes its exis-
tence to the area of Siniye Vody (“Blue Waters”, cf. the
modern river Sinyukha, a tributary of the Southern
Bug that was formerly known under the same name,
qv in [347], page 257).

3) White Russia = White Horde = Lithuania = The
Smolensk Principality = The North-West of Russia
(Polotsk, Pskov, Smolensk and Minsk) = the Biblical
Meshech. Modern Byelorussia is the former Western
part of this mediaeval state, whereas the more recent
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Catholic Lithuania is a part of the old White Russia.
Lithuanians as mentioned in the Russian chronicles
are the so-called Latins, or Russian Catholics. This
part of Russia appears to correspond to Saray-Berke
(Byeliy = White Saray) in “Mongolian” terminology
(bear in mind the frequent flexion of R and L).

The border between the Greater and the Lesser
Russia must have roughly corresponded to the mod-
ern border between Russia and the Ukraine (known
as Malorossiya, or “The Lesser Russia”). The border
between White Russia = Lithuania and the Greater
Russia must have been located a great deal further to
the East in the Middle Ages — namely, between Mos-
cow and Vladimir (in other words, Moscow had been
part of the White Russia). It is possible that the wa-
tershed between the two primary rural dialects of
Russia that one finds here may reflect the real polit-
ical boundary between the White Horde and the
Golden Horde that had existed in the days of yore.

Thus, Moscow had initially been part of the White
Russia, or Lithuania. This fact had still been alive in
popular memory in the XVII century, during the
Great Strife (for instance, in the edicts of Minin and
Pozharskiy dating from 1613 that the two were prop-
agating from Yaroslavl. Those contain proclamations
about the necessity to fight against Moscow; the word
“Lithuanians” is used as a synonym of the word “Mus-
covites™:

“And they kissed the cross in Yaroslavl and swore
to stand up against the Muscovite, and to set forth to-
wards Moscow, and to fight until their last breath...
for they gave an oath to fight the Lithuanians and
kissed a cross” ([994], part 2, page 519; quoted ac-
cording to [795], pages 97-98).

5.
THE BEGINNING OF THE TARTAR AND
MONGOL INVASION AS DESCRIBED
BY CONTEMPORARIES

Historians are telling us that “the inhabitants of
Central Europe... soon found out about the Tartars
invading Russia... this portentous news took a few
months to reach the closest neighbours of Russia in
the West, and then also various imperial centres and
Rome itself” ([25], page 71). S. A. Anninskiy reports
that the epistle of Julian, the Hungarian missionary,
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written in re the war with the Mongols, is one of the
earliest European accounts of the events in Eastern
Russia. What does Julian tell us?

“The land they [the Tartars — Auth.] originate from
is known as Gotta [ Anninskiy adds that other chron-
icles use the spelling versions Gothia and Gotha]. The
first war with the Tartars started in the following
manner. There was a chieftain named Gourgouta in
the land of Gotta [Anninskiy: apparently, this is a ref-
erence to Genghis-Khan]... there was another chief-
tain named Vitut in the land of the Cumans [Annin-
skiy: other chronicles use the versions Vitov and
Vrok]... and yet another one, from River Buz, named
Goureg, who had attacked him [Vitut — Auth.] be-
cause of his riches, and defeated him. Vitut had fled
to Sultan Ornakh, who received him... and hanged
him... the two sons of Vitut... returned to the above-
mentioned Goureg, who had robbed them and their
father earlier. Goureg... killed the elder son, having
tied him to horses that tore him to pieces. The
younger son fled to Gourgouta, the Tartar chieftain
as mentioned above, and implored him to bring
Goureg to justice... This was done, and after the vic-
tory... the youth had asked Gourgouta to launch a
campaign against the Sultan Ornakh... Gourgouta
had been happy to oblige, and crushed the Sultan’s
troops completely... And so, with many a glorious
victory to his name, Gourgouta, the Tartar Chief-
tain... set forth against the Persians, having put them
to complete rout and conquered their kingdom. This
victory made him even bolder... and so he started to
wage wars against other kingdoms, plotting to con-
quer the whole world. He approached the land of the
Cumans and... won over their entire land. The Tar-
tars proceeded to move Westward, and it took them
a year or slightly more than that to conquer five of
the greatest pagan lands — Sascia, Fulgaria... Vedin,
Merovia and Poidovia, likewise the kingdom of the
Mordans... the army [of the “Tartars” — Auth.] is di-
vided into four parts... One of them... has ap-
proached Suzdal, another — the borders of the Ryazan
region... the third is on the Don river, opposite Castle
Voronezh (Ovcheruch)... Gourgouta, the first chief-
tain who had started the war, is dead; the Tartars are
ruled by his son Khan” ([25], page 71).

This text is packed with the daintiest morsels of in-
formation concerning the famous conquests of the
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ruler that historians present as Genghis-Khan and
his offspring.

FIRST cOROLLARY. Where do the Tartars and the
Mongols come from? Their homeland is called Gothia
= Gotta = Gotha. However, Gothia is a famous me-
diaeval country inhabited by the Goths, the terrifying
conquerors of the mediaeval world. The Goths are
known to have lived in Europe, which automatically
makes the Tartars a European nation. The corollary
isn’t ours — it is made in the very source that we quote.
We dare any historian to try and identify Gothia as the
geographical predecessor of the modern Mongolia.

Our opponents might say that the missionary
Julian had made a mistake, and the identification of
the Tartars as the Goths is a mere fancy of his; either
that, a misprint, a mistake, or a single case of confu-
sion. However, what is one supposed to do with the
fact that virtually everyone identified the Tartars as
the Goths in the Middle Ages? Herberstein reported
that the Polovtsy nation was referred to as the Goths
by the XVI century Muscovites: “ The Russians claim
that the Polovtsy are the same nation as the Goths”
([161], page 165). Another well-known fact is that
many Russian chronicles used the name Polovtsy for
referring to the Tartars. Thus, the XVI century Mus-
covites were of the opinion that the Tartars were of a
Gothic origin.

We have already acquainted ourselves with the me-
diaeval tradition that persistently identified the apoc-
alyptic nations of Gog and Magog as the Goths and
the Mongols, whereas certain English chronicles of the
Middle Ages unite the two into a single nation of
Goemagog, de facto identifying the Goths as the Mon-
gols and the Tartars (see Part 2 of the present book
for details and references concerning English history).

Herberstein reports that the Tartars were also
known as the Taurimenes and the Pechenegi ([161]).
Another historical fact is that the Byzantines had used
the name Tauro-Scythians for referring to the Russ-
ians (see Leo Deacon in [465], for instance). Once
again we see the Tartars and the Russians identified
as a single nation.

Furthermore, it turns out that a Gothic archbishop
had existed in the Russian Crimea up until the XVIII
century at the very least. A. V. Kartashov, a famous ex-
pert in the history of the Russian Church, reports the
following: “The current of Christianity had reached
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Russia-to-be via the Crimea, which had served Russia
as a cultural bridge with Byzantium. The only Chris-
tian nations here had been the Greeks and the Goths”
([372], Volume 1, page 54). Kartashov proceeds to
list the Greek dioceses (eparchies) in the Crimea area
(around Sevastopol and Soudak). Then he tells us
that “the rest of the Rome had fallen under the in-
fluence of the Goths, who had settled here for good,
reluctant to follow their fellow tribesmen (those had
gone to Italy with Theodoric in the middle of the V
century” ([372], Volume 1, page 54).

The V century mentioned by Kartashov is obvi-
ously an arbitrary Scaligerian dating, since we already
know that Theodoric couldn’t have lived before the
XIII century A.p., qv in CHRON1 and CHRON2.

“The Crimean Goths... used to have an eparchy
of their own... This Gothic region had an outlet to
the sea between Aloushta and Balaklava. .. The Gothic
Archdiocese in Dori... had even survived the Gothic
nation itself, which had finally ceased to exist in the
XVIII century, assimilated by the Greeks and the
Turks. When it had fallen under the jurisdiction of the
Russian Synod after the conquest of the Crimea by
Catherine the Great, the only thing that had remained
from the days of yore was its title of “Gotfic” — the hi-
erarchy and the parish had already been Greek”
([372], page 55). Kartashov tells us further that the
Goths had already founded the Tmutarakan eparchy.
Thus, the Goths had lived in Russia until the XVIII
century at least. Moreover, they were Orthodox Chris-
tians.

SECOND COROLLARY. As we have seen, the ruler of
the Goths was called Gourgouta. The assumption of
the modern historians (S. A. Anninskiy, for instance)
that the name in question is a corruption of Ougou-
dei, one of Genghis-Khan’s nicknames, seems rather
far-fetched to us. Indeed, it is easy enough to recog-
nize the old Russian forms of the name George
(Georgiy) in the name Gourgouta — Gyurata, Gyurgiy
and Gourgiy, as used most often in the Russian chron-
icles. See the alphabetical index to the fundamental
oeuvre of N. M. Karamzin, for instance ([362]): “Gyur-
giy (Gyuryata, see Georgiy)”. One should therefore
bear in mind the parallel between Gourgouta, Georgiy
(George) and Gourgiy.

Let us now remind the reader that Georgiy had
been one of the aliases borne by Yaroslav the Wise, the
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founder of the Russian dynasty! Karamzin, for in-
stance, uses the formula “Great Prince Yaroslav, or
Georgiy” ([362], Volume 1, Chapter 2). Ivan the Ter-
rible recollects his ancestor “Georgiy, or Yaroslav —
the great Czar and outstanding ruler” in a letter to the
Swedish king ([639], page 136).

According to our dynastic parallelism table, the
very same character identifies as Yaroslav Vsevolod-
ovich and Ivan Kalita = Caliph. He had been the in-
stigator of the great invasion of “the Mongols and
the Tartars”, qv below.

THIRD cOROLLARY. What does this George (Gour-
gouta) do? He uses the strife between the chieftain
from the river Buz (Bug, bearing in mind the flexion
between Z and G in Russian) and Vitof, or Vitovt
(sic!), the Cuman chieftain. Georgiy conquers their
domains. The chieftain from River Buz (Bug) is his
namesake (Goureg = Gyurgiy), whereas his foe is
called Vitovt, which is also a name known from
chronicles (borne by the famous Lithuanian Prince
Vitovt (1392-1430), for instance). It is possible that
the Vitovt in question is an altogether different char-
acter; however, all that we want to point out about the
text in question so far is the fact that every single
Tartar name we encounter here was common for the
XIV century Russians and Lithuanians.

Let us point out that the name Cuman, or Kuman
(hence Cumania) is most likely to be a derivative of
the word komon, or kon — the Russian for “horse” in
its archaic form, as used in the famous Slovo o Polku
Igoreve. Therefore, the land of the Cumans is most
likely to translate as “the land of the horsemen” - an-
other alias of the Horde, in other words.

FOURTH COROLLARY. Georgiy proceeds to defeat a
certain Sultan Ornakh and launch a campaign against
Persia, which he conquers successfully. Modern his-
torians claim this Mongolian conquest of Persia to
have taken place two decades after the death of Gen-
ghis-Khan — quite understandably so; they realise that
the Mongols would need quite a bit of time to reach
Volga from the faraway steppes of Northern China;
they would also have to conquer Russia and found a
state before they could move onward to Iran. However,
the Hungarian missionary of the XIV century, a con-
temporary of these events, sees no such chronologi-
cal complications — he ascribes the Persian campaign
to Georgiy, or Genghis-Khan himself. Historians will
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hasten to accuse him of ignorance, since his observa-
tions contradict the consensual chronology.

F1FTH COROLLARY. Next Georgiy conquered Sascia,
Fulgaria, Vedin, Merovia, Poidovia and the kingdom
of the Mordvans. One easily recognises the following
kingdoms:

Bulgaria = Fulgaria,

Merovia = Moravia (land of the Czechs),

Poidovia = Podolia (Ukraine),

The Mordvan kingdom = Mordovia (in the Volga
region).

Sascia (or Sacia) had been the name used for the
lands of the Saxons in the Middle Ages. Apart from
the traditional Saxons in modern Germany, one
should also mention the Saxins from River Yaik (they
left their homeland in 1229, “chased by the Tartars
and the Mongols”, qv in [362], Volume 3, Chapter 8,
page 166). Furthermore, according to Karamzin’s ren-
dition of Herodotus, “the Scythians, known to Persians
as the Saks, had called themselves Skoloty” ([362],
Volume 1, Chapter 1, Annotation 7). Let us add that
the name Skoloty (“The Skolots”) sounds somewhat
similar to the name of the Scots, whose origins can be
traced back to the Saxon invasion — this shouldn’t sur-
prise us; as we shall see in Part 2 of the present book,
the name Scots was used by the English chronicles of
the XIII-XVI century for referring to the Scythians, or
Russians.

Let us reflect for a moment. We understand that
the readers might well feel a certain irritation at this
point due to the tremendous scope of alterations and
identifications; however, we recommend to ponder
this at greater length. To reiterate one of our main
concepts: in the Middle Ages, before the invention of
the printing press, names of nations and geographi-
cal locations would drift across the maps, following
the migrations of documents and chronicles. Actual
ethnic groups remained in pretty much the same
areas as they inhabit nowadays — the migrant groups
included armies and princes, accompanied by their
entourage and their chroniclers. They couldn’t alter
the ethnic compound of the places they passed along
the way to any substantial extent; however, they had
archives, books and documents with them, which is
very important indeed. They were the ones who
would later give names to the nations, the towns and
cities, rivers, mountains and seas. Old names even-
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tually got obliterated from memory. The ones known
to us today come from the documents of the XV-
XVII century, in the localization that had formed by
the epoch of Gutenberg. Geographical names rigid-
ified some extent with the propagation of printed
maps.

SIXTH COROLLARY. And so, we learn of the Volga
region conquered (Mordovia, Bulgaria-upon-Volga
etc. After these victories, Georgiy directs his armies
to the West and separates the troops into four main
parts, which are to proceed in four primary direc-
tions. Which ones? Unfortunately, the text only men-
tions three, namely, Suzdal, Ryazan and Voronezh.
We therefore learn that the lands to the West from the
line of Suzdal/Ryazan/Voronezh hadn’t been con-
quered by that time. We can now begin to reconstruct
the step-by-step military unification of Russia. Geor-
giy started from the East and turned his attention to
the West. After his death, the conquest is continued
by “his son Khan”. Next we have the Mongolian con-
quest of Western Russia and Hungary by Batu-Khan,
known to us as the “great invasion of the Mongols and
the Tartars” from school textbooks on history, also re-
flected as the conquest of Kiev by Yaroslav the Wise,
Prince of Yaroslavl and the conquest of Kiev by Batu-
Khan.

According to Karamzin, “Yaroslav had entered Kiev
together with his valiant army wiping sweat from his
brow, according to the chronicle” ([362]). The con-
quest of Kiev was anything but an easy feat, since
Yaroslav (aka Batu-Khan) had been forced to crush
the Polish army first.

Let us return to Julian’s text and read it once again,
this time utilising the more usual versions of the Russ-
ian names it mentions. We shall also replace the word
Tartar with the word Mongol, since the text in ques-
tion is entitled “the War with the Mongols”. We shall
come up with the following:

“The land the Mongols (= The Great Ones) orig-
inate from is known as Gothia. The first war with the
Mongols started in the following manner. There was
a chieftain named Georgiy in the land of Goths...
there was another chieftain named Vitovt in the land
of the horsemen (the Horde)... and yet another one,
from River Bug, also named Georgiy, who had at-
tacked Vitovt because of his riches, and defeated him.
Vitovt had fled to Sultan Ornakh, who received him...
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and hanged him... the two sons of Vitovt... returned
to the abovementioned Georgiy, who had robbed
them and their father earlier. This Georgiy had...
killed the elder son, having tied him to horses that tore
him to pieces. The younger son fled to the other Ge-
orgiy, the Tartar chieftain as mentioned above, and
implored him to bring the killer of his father jus-
tice... This was done, and after the victory... the
youth had asked Georgiy to launch a campaign
against the Sultan Ornakh... Georgiy had been happy
to oblige, and crushed the Sultan’s troops com-
pletely... And so, with many a glorious victory to his
name, Georgiy, Lord of the Mongols. .. had set forth
against the Persians, having put them to complete
rout and conquered their kingdom. This victory made
him even bolder... and so he started to wage wars
against other kingdoms, plotting to conquer the
whole world. He approached the land of the Horse-
men and... won over their entire land. The Mongols
(= Great Ones) proceeded to move Westward, and it
took them a year or slightly more than that to con-
quer five of the greatest pagan lands — Saxony, Bul-
garia... Vedin, Moravia (the Czech kingdom) and Po-
dolia, or the Ukraine, likewise the Mordovian king-
dom... the army is divided into four parts... One of
them... has approached Suzdal, another — the borders
of the Ryazan region... the third is on the Don river,
opposite Castle Voronezh (Ovcheruch)... Georgiy,
the first chieftain who had started the war, is dead; the
Mongols are ruled by his son Khan (Ivan — Batu-
Khan)”.

What we have before us is an account of strife in
Western Russia (Lithuania, Bug etc), which was used
by the ruler of the Mongols, or the Great Ones (in-
habitants of Velikorossiya, or Greater Russia) to his
advantage. A war began; it ended with the unification
of Russia under the rule of the Novgorod = Yaroslavl
dynasty of Ivan Kalita = Batu-Khan. This unification
was accompanied by the conquest of Kiev, the war
with the Poles, the Persian and the Hungarian cam-
paigns.

These events are traditionally dated to the XIII
century; we place them in the XIV century, consid-
ering the discovered centenarian chronological shift.
Batu-Khan becomes superimposed over Ivan Kalita
= Caliph, and Genghis-Khan — over his elder brother
Georgiy.
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Fig. 4.5. Drawing of Amazons from an “ancient” Greek vase
allegedly dating from the V century B.C. (mounted and
standing). Taken from [578], Book 1, page 23, illustration 12.

6.
AMAZONS IN THE XVII CENTURY RUSSIA.
RUSSIAN WOMEN WEARING YASHMAKS

Amazons are thought of as figmental creatures from
the “ancient” Greek myths and nothing but (see
fig. 4.5). Nevertheless, the Povest Vremennyh Let, for
instance, mentions them as real characters, which
might strike one as odd at first — indeed, where would
the author of the chronicle learn of the amazons?
However, there is nothing out of the ordinary here —
as we have mentioned above, the Povest Vremennyh
Let is of a relatively recent origin. As for mounted
troops of female warriors — those did actually exist in
Russia. For instance, it is known that mounted par-
ties of armed women used to accompany the Czarinas
of the Golden Horde as escort ([282], page 146).

Amazingly enough, this Amazon convoy had ex-
isted at the court of the Muscovite kings until the
early XVII century, and there are records of foreign
travellers mentioning this custom. In 1602, for in-
stance, John, Prince of Denmark and the fiancé of
Princess Xenia Borisovna, visited Moscow. The scribe
who had accompanied him tells us the following
about the royal equipage of Czar Boris, his wife and
his daughter Xenia:

“All the maids were riding horses, just like males.
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Fig. 4.6. A fragment of the map of Charles V and Ferdinand (XVI century). “Potentiss, Acinvictiss, Principibvset Dominis D,
Carolo Qvinto et Ferdinando Sacri Romani Imp, Monarchis Semper Avgvstis Etc, Dicavit Caspar Vopelivs.” Taken from the an-
tique map calendar entitled “Antique Maps. Alte Karten. 2000” Te Neues Verlag, Kempen, Germany.
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Fig. 4.7. A close-in of the above that indicates the existence of
a land called Amazonia in Russia, between the Azov Sea, the
Volga and the Don.

Fig. 4.8. The land of the Amazons in Russia, between Volga and
Don, as represented on the map of Charles V and Ferdinand.

They wore headdress of dazzling white lined with
beige taffeta and decorated with ribbons of yellow
silk, golden buttons and tassels falling over their shoul-
ders. Their faces were covered by white yashmaks with
nothing but the mouth in sight; they wore long dresses
and yellow boots. They rode in pairs, each of them
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upon a white horse; there were 24 of them altogether”
([282], pages 145-146).

I. E. Zabelin cannot help from making the fol-
lowing comparison, which is indeed a very obvious
one: “The ceremonial party of female riders — ama-
zons of sorts, leads one to the assumption that this
custom was borrowed from the queens of the Golden
Horde” ([282], page 146).

A propos, the fact that the customs of the Moscow
court were “borrowed” from the Golden Horde is
common knowledge; from the traditional point of
view this seems very odd indeed — why would the
Russian Great Princes adopt customs of a nation
whose cultural level had been a great deal lower than
that of the conquered Russia? Also — how could these
savages from the dusty Mongolian steppes develop
such complex ceremonial etiquette, if they were void
of so much as basic literacy, as modern historians are
assuring us?

Our explanation is simple. The Great Princes of
Russia didn’t borrow their customs from any savages;
the matter is that the Golden Horde had been none
other but the Russian state of the XIV-XV century
with a capital in Kostroma or in Yaroslavl (aka Nov-
gorod the Great). The Moscow Russia of the XVI cen-
tury had been a direct successor of this state; the cus-
toms of Moscovia and the Golden Horde would nat-
urally be very similar to each other.

The luxurious map of Charles V and Ferdinand
dating from the XVI century explicitly refers to Ama-
zonia as to a Russian territory. Apparently, it had been
located between Volga and Don, in the region of the
Azov Sea and Tartaria, somewhat further to the South
from the Volga-Don portage, qv in fig. 4.6. The map
calls this land AMAZONVM, qv in figs. 4.7 and 4.8.
As we know, these lands have belonged to the Cossacks
(also known as the Tartars) since times immemorial.

The Cossack women, or Amazons, became re-
flected in a great many “ancient” literary works. This
is what historians are telling us:

“The Amazons have firmly settled in the ancient
art and literature. We see them on countless Greek
vases — mounted and battling against the Greeks...
Archaeologists know about the armed women of the
Scythians... Female warriors are also known... from
the mediaeval history of the Alanians. However, the
number of female burial mounds with weapons is



132 | HISTORY: FICTION OR SCIENCE?

the greatest in the areas that had once been populated
by the Sauromatians and not the Scythians, reaching
up to 20% of all burial mounds with weapons” ([792],
page 86).

Let us also pay attention to the following fact — the
abovementioned yashmaks worn by Russian women
as recently as in the XVII century. There is a similar
custom in the Middle East that exists to this day. Could
it have originated from the Golden Horde, or Russia?

One should also bear in mind the similarity be-
tween some old Russian customs and the ones still
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alive in Iran, for instance — thus, the headdress of the
Iranian women is worn in the exact same manner as
they had once been worn in Russia; Iranians use
samovars that are completely identical to their
Russian counterparts, and so on, and so forth.

Bear in mind that Iran (or Persia) had been an
ulus of the “Mongolian” Empire for a long time; it is
therefore possible that some other customs that are
considered “purely Muslim” nowadays had once ex-
isted in the Orthodox Russia and possibly even orig-
inate thence.



CHAPTER 5

Our reconstruction of the Russian
history before the battle of Kulikovo

1.
THE ORIGINS OF THE RUSSIAN HISTORY

According to our hypothesis, the more or less doc-
umented period in Russian history (that is to say,
Russian history that relies upon written sources that
have survived until the present day) only begins with
the XIV century A.p. Unfortunately, we can only give
avery general outline of the pre-XIV century Russian
history; apparently, there are no surviving documents
in existence that could assist one here.

Let us turn to the Povest Vremennyh Let, which fol-
lows Russian historical events up until 1204 — the fall
of Constantinople after the fourth crusade. Morozov
reports his study of this chronicle’s various copies in
[547] and shares his opinion that the Povest Vremen-
nyh Let is most likely to relate Byzantine events and
have little in common with the Russian history. For
instance, Morozov mentions frequent references to
earthquakes, which never happen on the territory of
historical Russia. Morozov had also studied all the
references made to solar and lunar eclipses in the
Russian chronicle, and made the following corollary:

Not a single eclipse predating the end of the XI
century and mentioned in the Povest Vremennyh Let
can be verified by astronomical calculations; the first
solar eclipse that was confirmed by calculations, one
that took place on 8 April 1065, could not have been
observed from Kiev, unlike Egypt and Northern Africa.

All the astronomical data contained in Russian
chronicles can only be confirmed starting with the
XIV century and on.

Our hypothesis is as follows: the Povest Vremennyh
Let has absorbed events from Byzantine chronicles,
coated by a layer of later Russian events, primarily dat-
ing from the XVI century. We shall cite plenty of ex-
amples below.

Thus, we find no traces of documented Russian
history that predate the XIII century; it is possible
that no historians had existed outside Byzantium back
then.

The power of Byzantium, even if regarded as a
purely formal or a wholly religious institution, cov-
ered enormous territories, which were often at a great
distance from the capital. The dominant role of Byz-
antium in the epoch of the XII-XIII century is ex-
plained by the fact that, according to our recon-
struction, the historical character known as Jesus
Christ lived (and was crucified) in the XII century
Czar-Grad = Jerusalem = Troy. Conquered regions,
or themae, as they were called in Byzantium, com-
prised the entire world that was known to Byzantine
chroniclers, beyond which lay bizarre regions that
they failed to comprehend and called “deserts”, pop-
ulating them with fictional characters — giants, peo-
ple with canine heads etc.

After the dissolution of the Byzantine Empire in
1204, its parts became independent, complete with
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nascent statehood and new historians. This didn’t
happen at once, and so the old Byzantine chronicles
were used as the ground layer for the Russian his-
tory. This is also natural, since the countries that were
formed from shards of the Byzantine Empire had all
been governed by former governor-generals, or mem-
bers of Byzantine aristocracy. They eventually be-
came independent rulers, keeping the old Byzantine
chronicles in their possession all the while. Their off-
spring had deemed these chronicles to be the “be-
ginning of the local history”, and would start with
them.

This situation is typical for virtually every coun-
try — for instance, the same happened to the old Eng-
lish history, qv in Part 2; once again, old Byzantine
chronicles of the XI-XIII century were subsequently
included into the ancient English history by the his-
torians from the British Isles. The same process took
place in Russia and in Italian Rome, whose old
“chronicles” reflect the real XI-XIII century history of
Byzantium transferred to Italy and woven into the
Italian chronology.

Therefore, the XIII century marks a break point in
Russian history; we know next to nothing about the
epochs that had preceded it. The dawn of Russian
history as we know it falls on the period when there’s
a large number of principalities or Hordes scattered
all across the territory of Russia; they must have been
built upon the ruins of the former Byzantine Empire
of the Romean Greeks.

Let us briefly list the most important horders: The
Greater Horde, the Lesser Horde, the White Horde
and the Blue Horde. Novgorod the Great = Yaroslavl,
as well as Suzdal, Ryazan, Smolensk, Kiev (or Cher-
nigov), Tver, Azov, Astrakhan and an number of oth-
ers had still been independent capitals, whereas Mos-
cow simply didn’t exist. These Hordes had not yet
unified into a single state and kept fighting against
each other.

These independent states were governed by distant
offspring of the Byzantine governor-generals from
aristocratic clans, all of which used to trace their an-
cestry back to Augustus and were perfectly correct in
doing so, no matter how much sarcasm and vitriol
this notion might provoke from the part of a learned
historian.

The ties with the Byzantine court had remained
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functional and active for many years; Kartashev re-
ports that some of the “Mongolian” = “Great” Khans
(or the Slavic rulers of Russia, as we are beginning to
realise) occasionally married the daughters of the
Byzantine emperors.

For instance, Abaka-Khan was married to the
daughter of the Byzantine emperor Michael Palaio-
logos ([372], page 281); Nogai-Khan, a famous char-
acter in Russian history, was married to Euphrosinia,
the daughter of a Byzantine emperor ([372], page
282). Tokhta-Khan, the predecessor of Uzbek-Khan,
was married to the daughter of Andronicus the Elder,
also a Byzantine emperor; Uzbek-Khan himself was
married to the daughter of Emperor Andronicus the
Younger; however, it is assumed that Uzbek had al-
ready been converted into Islam.

Below we shall be discussing the fact that when one
reads mediaeval Western sources, one finds it very
hard to understand whether the authors refer to the
Muslims or to the Orthodox Christians, since they
often proved reluctant to distinguish between the two,
using the term “infidels” for referring to both — there-
fore, the “infidels” one might encounter in such texts
may well have adhered to the Orthodox faith, de-
pending on the persuasion of the author.

2.

THE INVASION OF THE TARTARS AND THE
MONGOLS AS THE UNIFICATION OF RUSSIA
under the rule of the Novgorod = Yaroslavl
dynasty of Georgiy = Genghis-Khan and then his
brother Yaroslav = Batu-Khan = Ivan Kalita

Above we have already referred to the “invasion of
the Tartars and th