


“[Historical] revisionism only means bringing  
history into accord with facts.”

Harry Elmer Barnes  
American historian 

(1889–1968)

“We should by no means be surprised that the fame 
of the Slavs isn’t as great nowadays as it used to be. 

Had there been as many learned men and writers of 
books among the Slavs as there were fine warriors 

and makers of weapons, their glory would be 
unrivalled by any other nation. As for the fact that 
many other nations, greatly inferior in the days of 

yore, exalt their glory to the heavens today, it is only 
explained by the labours of their scientists.”

Mauro Orbini  
(1601)
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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 question. All this gigantic body of material 
was revised and categorized; finally, its current 
form does not contain any of the repetitions 
that are inevitable in the publication of sepa-
rate books. All of this resulted in the inclusion 
of a great number of additional material in the 
current edition – including previously unpub-
lished data. The reader shall find a systematic 
rendition of detailed criticisms of the consen-
sual (Scaligerian) chronology, the descriptions 
of the methods offered by mathematical statis-
tics and natural sciences that the authors have 

discovered and researched, as well as the new 
 hypothetical reconstruction of global history up 
until the XVIII century. Our previous books on 
the subject of chronology were created in the 
period of naissance and rather turbulent infancy 
of the new paradigm, full of complications and 
involved issues, which often resulted in the for-
mulation of multi-optional hypotheses. 
The present edition pioneers in formulating a 
consecutive unified concept of the reconstruc-
tion of ancient history – one that apparently is 
supported by a truly immense body of evidence. 
Nevertheless, it is understandable that its ele-
ments may occasionally be in need of revision 
or elaboration.
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From the Publishers
By the middle of XVI century the prime political agenda of Western Europe that 
has reached superiority in Sciences and Technologies, but was still inferior militar-
ily, was to free itself from the control of the Great Horde.

The Great Horde was busy in XIV-XVI centuries expanding all over Eurasia, 
building Evil Empire, roads and castles, collecting taxes and tributes to guilt the 
domes of Cathedrals, to erect Pyramids of Gizeh and Temples of Imperial grave-
yards in Egypt.

In the same days of yore the impoverished West European provinces of Great 
Horde invented the compass, telescope, clocks, printing. They turned alchemy into 
chemistry, astrology into astronomy, rewrote history in their favour, and tried their 
best to wipe out the memory of “Evil Empire.”

The concerted effort of the Aristocracy, black and white Catholic clergy, the Prot-
estants, Humanists, and Scientists in the creation and dissemination of the ideas of 
the fictional Ancient World and Dark Ages during the XV-XVII centuries served 
this agenda perfectly.

The fictional Ancient World served their agendas to claim their particular pri-
orities by representing events of the XI-XVI centuries as ones that happened thou-
sands of years before and themselves as inheritors thereof, according to the Ancient 
Authorities they invented and confirmed by the sources they created under aliases.

The fugitives from Byzantine and inheritors of Eurasian warlords became the 
European aristocracy, and claimed the self-rule of their lands, the Roman Curia 
declared its priority over the Oriental Orthodoxy of the Horde.

Protestants translated the New and the Old Testament into native languages to 
ensure the Christians independent exercise of religion without voracious clergy. 
Humanists and Scientists prepared the Enlightenment under cover of Antiquity. 
Savanorola and Bruno went to the stake for that.

The Breakthrough New Chronology books published in USA open new perspec-
tives to check the veracity of History, of its events and characters by application of 
mathematics, statistics, DNA genealogy, population genetics, and astronomy.

Indeed, the time has come to check chronology scientifically as it is the founda-
tion of history. Moreover, world history must not serve Judeo-Christian, Eurocen-
tric, Muslim, Buddhist or any other agenda, it must become the science that reports 
the most probable past of the homo sapience species.

Once the Chronology of Civilization is returned to the realms of applied mathe-
matics, logic and astronomy, and takes into account the irrefutably dated non-con-
tradictory events and artifacts only, it shrinks drastically to approximately 1000 years.

The civilization of population of human sapiens species is defined as a hierarchi-
cal system consisting of state, army, ideology, religion, exchange of goods, writing, 
communication transmission of information in time and space. The key events of 
history move to their more likely place on the time axis.

“Who controls the past controls the future. Who controls the present controls 
the past.” — George Orwell, 1984.
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travelled Marco Polo • Who were Italian 
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Anatoly T. Fomenko, Gleb V. Nosovskiy



The present book is based on the new chronology, 
which was constructed with the aid of mathemat-
ical methods and empirico-statistical results as re-
lated in Chron1–Chron3, as well as Chron6, 
Chapter 19. 

The primary chronological shifts discovered 
in the “ancient” and mediaeval history are repre-
sented on the Global Chronological Map (GCM) 
compiled by A. T. Fomenko in 1975-1979.

Our research of Russian history as related in 
Chron4 apparently reveals its Millerian and Ro-
manovian version to be greatly distorted. It turns 
out that Russia in the Middle Ages and the Great = 
“Mongolian” Horde can be identified as the same 
state. Quite obviously, this is but a hypothesis of 
ours for the time being; however, the constant in-
flux of new data doesn’t merely prove it – the hy-
pothesis in question becomes all the more sig-
nificant.

The new and seemingly correct understanding 
of Russian history based on this hypothesis proved 
to be the very key to the entire history of the Mid-
dle Ages that our predecessors have lacked.

In Chron4 we demonstrate that the XIV cen-
tury is likely to be the correct dating of the Rus-
sian, or Mongolian conquest, shifting it forward 
by about a hundred years.

We have previously considered the history of 
the Russian, or “Mongolian” Empire “from the in-

side”, or the very centre of its naissance and expan-
sion, known as the Vladimir and Suzdal Russia.

In the present book we provide an “external” 
analysis of Russian and Mongolian history. We 
shall relate the history of the countries that were 
caught in the wave of the Great = “Mongolian” 
conquest of the XIV century, including the West 
European territories. After the fragmentation of 
the gigantic Empire in the XVI-XVII century, 
these countries became independent from their 
former centre.

The present book isn’t so much aimed at the 
search of new proof to back our conception as a 
new interpretation of the numerous “blank spots” 
inherent in consensual history. We believe the ac-
tual conception to have been validated sufficiently 
earlier, in Chron1, Chron2 and Chron3 – by 
mathematical methods for the most part. This 
book deals with corollaries, which are naturally 
still hypothetical to a great extent.  

The corollaries stem from the three primary re-
sults yielded by formal empirico-statistical meth-
ods as described in previous books and applied 
to a global analysis of historical materials avail-
able to date.

1) According to the new chronology, the ma-
jor part of historical evidence that has reached 
our day describes events that postdate 1200 AD. 
Some of the materials date from the earlier ep-
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och of the X-XII century AD, but those are ex-
tremely scarce: our knowledge of this period, 
which can be considered legendary to a large ex-
tent, is rather vague. We know absolutely noth-
ing about the events that predate the X century 
AD. Let us remind the reader, that the emperor 
Andronik-Christ (1152-1185) (also called Prince 
Andrey Bogolyubsky, idem Apostle Andrew the 
First) was crucified in 1185 in Czar-Grad. See our 
book The Czar of the Slavs (see English page of the 
site chronologia.org).

2) A new conception of the decline of Romea, 
or Byzantium, in the XIII century of the new era. 
This event generated several copies of itself in 
Scaligerian history, known to us as war – the Tro-
jan War, the Gothic War, the Tarquinian War, etc. 
The most important events of this period concern 
New Rome, or Constantinople – changing own-
ership of the city and the wars fought over it. All 
of it happened in the XIII century AD.

3) A new historical conception of the “Mon-
golian” conquest, which also receives a new dat-
ing that is a hundred years more recent than the 
one suggested by consensual history – namely, the 
XIV century AD. According to this conception, 
the “Mongolian” (or the great) conquest started 
from Vladimir and Suzdal Russia – the conquer-
ors can be identified as a multinational army of 
Slavic and Turkic peoples.

The conquest resulted in the formation of the 
gigantic Great = “Mongolian” Empire, known in 
Scaligerian and Millerian history as the Empire that 
stretched from the Western Europe and Egypt to 
China. The radical difference between our recon-
struction and the traditional version is that the nu-
cleus of the Empire, whence it originated, was Rus-
sia, or the Horde, with its centre in Vladimir and 
Suzdal. Moreover, Scaligerian history substantially 
understated the sheer size of the Empire, claiming 
that certain countries have never been part of it 
(which is incorrect, as we shall demonstrate).

About a hundred years later, the Great = “Mon-
golian” Empire became divided in two, the first 
part being Russia, or the Horde, or the Ortho-
dox part, predominantly Slavic, and the second 
- Turkey, or the Ottoman Empire. This part was 
predominantly Turkic, and it became a Muslim 

country in the XVII-XVIII century. However, this 
division is of an arbitrary character – some part 
of Russian populace remains Turkic until this day, 
and many Slavs had lived in Turkey, or the Otto-
man (Ataman) Empire until the secession of the 
Balkans in the XIX century.

The division resulted from the religious schism 
of the XV-XVI century AD, which led to the emer-
gence of Orthodox Christianity, Islam and Cathol-
icism. They had nevertheless maintained close ties 
as members of a military and political coalition 
until the ascension of the Romanovian dynasty 
in Russia.

The famous Turkish conquest of the XV-XVI 
century AD was the succession of the “Mongo-
lian” conquest and occurred by leave of Russia, 
or the Horde, with some participation from the 
part of the latter.

These results lead us to important corollaries 
and hypotheses that can help one understand the 
history of many European and Asian countries. 
The corollaries are as follows.

If the historical annals of any country contain 
vivid descriptions of said country being conquered 
by a foreign force in the antiquity or the Middle 
Age, it is most likely to postdate 1200, and reflect 
the Russian (Great = “Mongolian”) conquest of the 
XIV, the ensuing Ottoman (Ataman) conquest of 
the XV-XVI century, or both.

It is therefore useful to look for such descrip-
tions while analyzing the history of a given coun-
try in order to see whether said descriptions con-
tain obvious indications concerning the Russian 
or Ottoman origins of the conquerors. If we do 
find such indications, we can hypothesize that 
the allegedly “ancient” conquest is a mere reflec-
tion of the Russian and Ottoman conquest of the 
XIV-XV century.

As a rule, this facilitates the interpretation of 
the country’s history and allows us to fit it into the 
post-1200 AD time interval.

For the convenience of the readers, we shall 
be number the primary corollaries related in the 
present book.

 
•  Corollary #1: a new interpretation of 

Western European history.
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•  Corollary #2: a new interpretation of 
Chinese history.

•  Corollary #3: a new interpretation of 
Egyptian history. 

•  Corollary #4: a possible solution of one 
of the hardest historical riddles – the iden-
tity of the Etruscans. 

Final observation. Vestiges of a major conquest 
remain in a language – this concerns names in par-
ticular. Therefore, we must pay special attention 
to the names of people and geographical location 
for a new interpretation of historical documents. 
If we’re attentive, we shall recognize familiar medi-
aeval terms that accompanied the Russian (“Mon-
golian”) and Ottoman conquest.

Our vocalizations, translations and variants of 
old names are not necessarily successful. We cite 
them nevertheless in order to give the readers an 
opportunity to conduct research of their own, and 
possibly correct us. Let us reiterate that our inter-
pretations of such names as found in chronicles 
should be no means be regarded as independent 
proof of anything at all. We are simply attempting 
to approach the ancient chronicles and documents 
from a new point of view based on the applica-
tion of mathematical methods to history, and we 
urge the readers to keep this in mind all the time. 
No matter how ambiguous and controversial such 
new interpretations might seem, they are neces-
sary if we want to reconstruct a more veracious 
picture of the past.

It goes without saying that individual cases of 
homonymy and name coincidence may be ran-
dom, including the ones that we point out herein. 
Therefore, individual coincidences are of little im-
portance – we are interested in cases when they 
come in groups. Manifestations of such groups 
serve as valuable complementation of the general 

statistical results related in the previous volumes, 
permitting the construction of actual historical 
hypotheses.

Let us reiterate that linguistic vestiges of this 
sort cannot be expected to prove anything on their 
own – they merely provide additional details for a 
rough and general reconstruction based on alto-
gether different principles, namely, mathematical 
methods. They are only useful to us in this capac-
ity, providing some flesh for the existing skeleton 
of the new chronological conception.

Some of the mediaeval documents that we 
shall try to interpret from a fresh point of view 
are vague, convoluted and controversial per se, 
and this controversy shall doubtlessly manifest in 
our reconstruction. We shall occasionally suggest 
contradictory and even mutually exclusive inter-
pretations of the same document. This shall ob-
viously complicate the perception of the book for 
the readers – however, we are doing this deliber-
ately, in order to introduce as many new facts as 
possible in scientific circulation, even if we cannot 
understand them fully. Moreover, our knowledge 
of certain subjects is limited, and we can simply 
overlook facts that will be instantly noticed and 
understood by some of our readers. We can only 
hope to attract the readers to further research, in-
viting them to complement and possibly even cor-
rect some of the interpretations that we suggest.

We have made the table of contents as detailed 
as we could for the convenience of the readers. The 
titles of the sections were made as comprehensive 
as possible, encapsulating the content. The table 
of contents can therefore be regarded as a brief 
summary of the book. 

A. T. Fomenko, G. V. Nosovskiy.
Lomonosov Moscow State University,

Moscow.



Part I.

RUSSIA AS THE CENTRE  
OF THE “MONGOLIAN” EMPIRE 
AND ITS ROLE IN MEDIAEVAL 

CIVILIZATION



“The history of Russia has been written by many, 
but how imperfect it is! So many events remain un-
explained, overlooked, distorted! For the most part, 
authors have been copying each other’s works, reluc-
tant to sift through the sources, since research work 
requires a great deal of time and efforts. Such copyists 
were concerned with nothing but making themselves 
noticed for sophistication, boldness of deceit, and even 
the audacity to slander their own ancestors.”

Zoubritskiy. History of Russia.  
Quoted in accordance with [388], p. 6. 

1.  
INTRODUCTION

Let us briefly remind the readers of the research 
results related in Chron4. According to our hy-
pothesis, the Horde, or the Army, had not been 
any foreign force that invaded Russia from abroad, 
but rather the regular Russian army, which had 
been an integral part of the ancient Russian state. 

1) The “Tartar and Mongol yoke” was merely a 
period of military rule in Russia, which has never 
been conquered by any foreign force.

2) The supreme ruler was the military leader, 
known as the Khan or the Czar, whereas the ci-
vilian rulers, or the princes, were in charge of the 
cities and provinces, responsible for collecting the 
tax that went to support the Russian army.

3) Ancient Russia can therefore be regarded as 
a unified state – the Great = “Mongolian” Empire, 
which had a regular army of professional warriors 
(the Horde). There was also the civilian part, with 
no regular army – all the military personnel was 
serving in the Horde.

4) The Horde, or the militarized Russian Em-
pire, existed between the XIV and the early XVII 
century. Its history ends with the notorious Great 
Strife, when the Russian Czars of the Horde, the 
last one being Boris “Godunov,” were massacred 
in the course of the civil war. The Horde, or the 
imperial army, was crushed by the opposition, or 
the “pro-Western party.” The throne was usurped 
by a radically new dynasty of the pro-Western Ro-
manovs, who had also seized ecclesiastical power 
(installing Filaret as the new Patriarch). 

5) The new dynasty was in need of a “new his-
tory” required as an ideological justification of its 
reign – after all, the Romanovs acted as usurpers 
insofar as the old history of Horde Russia was con-
cerned. They needed to introduce a radically novel 
interpretation of the previous period in Russian 
history. One must admit that they managed to do 
it aptly enough – they distorted the entire history 
of Russia beyond recognition, keeping most of the 
actual facts intact. The history of Horde Russia, 
whose populace had been divided into civilians 
and professional warriors (the actual Horde), was 
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declared to have been the epoch of a “foreign con-
quest.” As a result, the Horde, or the Russian Army, 
transformed into a host of foreign invaders from 
some mysterious distant land under the quills of 
Romanovian historians.

2.  
THE MEANING OF THE WORD 

“MONGOLIA” AS USED BY THE AUTHORS

In the present book (likewise Chron4) we often 
use the words “Mongolia” and “Mongols,” inevi-
tably confusing the readers despite our intention. 
The problem is that these words are already used 
in an altogether different meaning, referring to a 
certain racial type known as “Mongoloid.” 

However, our research demonstrates that the 
mediaeval meaning of the word had differed from 
the modern completely – Mongolia, or Tartar Mon-
golia (Tartary) was the name of the mediaeval Rus-
sian empire, which we also call Horde Russia. It is 
similar to the terms “Russian Empire,” “Soviet Un-
ion” and “Russian Federation” in the sense that its 
populace has always been multinational – the Slavs 
have always coexisted with other ethnic groups. 

As we frequently mentioned above, the word 
“Mongolia” translates from Greek as “The Great 
Empire,” or “The Great Kingdom.” Alternatively, it 
may be derived from the Russian words for “many,” 
“might” and “multitude”  – “mnogo,” “moshch” 
and “mnozhestvo,” respectively. One must con-
stantly bear it in mind that a great many terms 
have changed their meanings over the years. We 
couldn’t think of another word to replace the term 
“Mongols,” which translates as “the great ones,” 
although it may have been expedient so as not to 
confuse the readers who are naturally accustomed 
to the modern meaning of the word “Mongol.” 

We must therefore urge the readers to keep this 
in mind all the time – we use the words “Mon-
gol” and “Mongolian” in their mediaeval meaning 
exclusively, referring to the Great Empire of the 
Middle Ages whose centre was in Russia, founded 
by the Russians as well as numerous other ethnic 
groups that populated its territory. 

From the one hand, we are referring to the 
same phenomena as modern historians  – the 

Great Mongolian Empire with its centre in Rus-
sia, or the Golden Horde on the Volga. We agree 
that it had really existed – however, unlike the his-
torians of the Romanovian school, we suggest that 
Great = “Mongolian” Empire was in fact Russian, 
built by the Slavs and the Turkic peoples (the Rus-
sians and the Tartars, for instance). 

As for the court historians of the Romanovs, 
they declared the “Mongolian” Empire to have been 
founded as a result of a military conflict between 
these peoples, which had resulted in the victory of 
the Tartars over the Russians. We are of the opinion 
that the Tartars and the Russians had never fought 
against each other, with the exception of the inter-
nal civil wars, wherein each of the conflicting par-
ties included representatives of both ethnic groups. 

Church Slavonic had been the official language 
of the Great = “Mongolian” empire. We have made 
this conclusion since we never managed to find 
any official imperial documents written in a Tur-
kic language, qv in Chron4. However, there were 
at least two spoken languages – Russian and Tar-
taric. It wasn’t just a case of the Tartars speaking 
Russian, the way it is today – the Russians had also 
spoken Tartaric, as we demonstrate below, citing 
Afanasiy Nikitin’s “Voyage,” for instance. See also 
Chron4, Chapter 13:3.1.

The regions where Islam had prevailed after 
the schism adopted Arabic (and later Turkic) as 
their official language.

3.  
THE KUBAN TARTARS AS THE KUBAN 
COSSACKS ON THE MAPS OF RUSSIA 

DATING FROM THE EPOCH OF PETER THE 
GREAT

In the present section we relate a number of val-
uable observations made by A. V. Nerlinskiy. We 
would like to express our gratitude to him. A. V. 
Nerlinskiy has conducted a research of antique 
Russian military maps, in particular – the naval 
charts kept in the Navy Archive of St. Petersburg. 

Let us turn to the atlas entitled “Russian Na-
val Charts of 1701-1750. Copies from originals” 
published by Captain Y. N. Biroulya in St. Peters-
burg in 1993 ([73]). As Y. N. Biroulya writes in the 
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9.  
THE FORMER IDENTITY OF LITHUANIA

Let us turn to Y. Y. Shiryaev’s collection of geo-
graphical maps entitled Byelorussia: White Rus-
sia, Black Russia and Lithuania on Maps ([977]). 

1) It turns out that up until the XIX century 
Lithuania was the name used for the territory 
known as Byelorussia today, whereas the mod-
ern Lithuania was known as Zhemaytia or Zhmud. 

2) It turns out that the Lithuanian language 
had not been used as the official language of the 
Great Principality of Lithuania – the populace 
spoke Russian, or Old Byelorussian (a western 
dialect of the Old Russian language). 

Let us quote what Y. Y. Shiryaev has to say on 
the subject: “The Great Principality of Lithua-
nia was formed on the territory of Byelorussia in 
1240. Its capital was the city of Novogrudok … 
The greater part of the modern Lithuania, or its 
western half, was known as Zhemaytia (Zhmud) 
or Samogitia (Latin name) and not as Lithuania. 
It had been an autonomous principality and part 
of the Great Principality of Lithuania, as one see 
from many of the ancient maps reproduced in the 
book. Its citizens were called Zhmudins. 

The modern name [or Lithuania as used for re-
ferring to the modern state of Lithuania – Auth.] 
has only been used starting with the second half 
of the XIX century. The official language of the 
Great Principality of Lithuania had been Old Bye-
lorussian – up until the end of the XVII century, 
and it was eventually replaced by Polish. One must 
note that Lithuanian had never been an official 
language in the entire history of the principality. 
The Great Principality of Lithuania wasn’t only 
considered Slavic in language and culture, but also 
due to the fact that the majority of the populace 
had been Slavic” ([977], page 5).

When did the change of historical names oc-
cur? Y. Y. Shiryaev gives an explicit answer to this 

question. “In the XIX century the course of events 
has led to a shift of historical conceptions and the 
names of ethnic groups and territories. Thus, the 
former ethnic territory of Zhemaytia became 
known as Lithuania, whereas the traditional to-
ponym ‘Lithuania,’ formerly identified with the 
North-Western Byelorussia (including the area 
around Vilna) has completely lost its ethnic and 
historical content” ([977], page 5). 

It would be hard to formulate it more clearly. 
This is explained perfectly well by our conception, 
according to which Lithuania is the former name 
of White Russia, also known as Moscovia. 

This fact is confirmed by old maps. On a map 
dating from the alleged year 1507, which is repro-
duced in Y. Y. Shiryaev’s book, we see the explicit 
legend: Russia Alba sive Moscovia (“White Rus-
sia, alias Moscovia”), qv in fig. 1.34, right part of 
the map. However, V. Ostrovskiy, a modern com-
mentator, translates this perfectly clear inscription 
as “Greek Orthodox faith, or Moscovia,” for some 
bizarre reason. 

This outrageous translation can be seen in V. 
Ostrovskiy’s book ([1323]; quotation given by 
[977], page 9). Ah, the things one does to save 
Scaligerian and Romanovian history!

Further on, our reconstruction implies that the 
city of Novogrudok, or the capital of the Great 
Principality of Lithuania founded in 1240, is most 
likely to identify as the very Novgorod the Great, 
or Yaroslavl. After all, 1240 is the actual year when 
the “Mongolian” conquest began, according to 
Scaligerian and Romanovian history. 

The name Samogitia as used in the old maps is 
of similar origins – “samo-gotia,” or “The Actual 
Land of the Goths.” Another explanation is possi-
ble – Samogitia = Land of the Goths, since the Pol-
ish word for “land” (ziemia) may have easily trans-
formed into “samo.” We have already mentioned 
that the Goths and the Tartars are the same nation 
historically, qv in the book of Herberstein ([161]).



1.  
A GENERAL CHARACTERISTIC OF RUSSIAN 

COINAGE

Today it is commonly assumed that, upon find-
ing an old coin, numismatist historians are usu-
ally capable of estimating where, when and by 
whom it was minted, either right away or after 
giving it some consideration. Unfortunately, this 
is very far from being true. A. D. Chertkov, a fa-
mous Russian historian and numismatist of the 
XIX century (1789-1858), wrote the following: 
“The appearance of old Russian coins, generally 
speaking, can usually tell a numismatist nothing 
about the time of their creation, or their value, or 
even their names – they are small, and the marks 
upon them are so poor in quality that even we 
have dozens of identical coins at our disposal, it 
is sometimes barely possible to read the lettering 
upon it, making it out from two or three letters 
that have survived here and there. Our search for 
explanations shall be fruitless, whether we turn 
to the Chronicles, the Deeds or even Karamzin’s 
‘History’ – everything is silent …

The few lines found in Herberstein’s work, 
which is truly the Ariadne’s thread in the laby-
rinth of Russian numismatic knowledge, refer to 
the coins of his own epoch (the early XVI century). 
Any connoisseur of Russian coins, having made 

the effort of reading a prince’s name upon a coin 
and without any knowledge of the time, the place 
and the value thereof must use his own conclu-
sions to fill the gaps” ([957], pages V-VI).

Further also: “Let us assume that the entire in-
scription reads ‘Great Prince Vassily,” for instance, 
since the coin reveals no more; who could this 
Great Prince be, who was his father, when did 
he reign? … The same happens with other coins 
and the names we read upon them – Mikhail, On-
drei, Dmitrey etc. Dozens of princes with such 
names are known in history. But if the lettering 
says ‘seal of Great Prince, princely seal, pool (such-
and-such), what sort of patience will not cave in?” 
([957], pages VII-VIII).

“In 1780, Prince Shcherbatov classified Russian 
coins as follows:

a) unidentified ones without any lettering,
b) unidentified ones with Tartar lettering,
c)  unidentified ones with lettering in Tartar 

and in Russian,
d)  unidentified ones with Russian lettering, 

and
e) identified coins” ([957], page VIII).
Needless to say, “identified coins” don’t date 

any further back than the end of the XVI century 
AD. Again and again we run into the same thresh-
old of great importance – the beginning of the 
XVII century. It separates the more or less known 
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atopolk’s coins have sustained more damage, but 
the mintage quality is perfect in their case as well. 
Next we have the beautifully wrought coins with 
the legend that says “Yaroslavle serebro” (Yaro-
slav’s silver). I. G. Spasskiy couldn’t hold himself 
from the emotional remark about “Yaroslav’s sil-
ver coins as a phenomenon of mintage quality that 
makes them quite special in the context of that ep-
och’s European coinage” ([806], page 53). 

In Scaligerian chronology, this level of artwork 
emerges all of a sudden, as a flash, instantly demon-
strating perfection of craftsmanship. Where are the 
predecessors of these coins, or the first attempts at 
minting coins, primitive and crude? There are none, 
for some reason. It is obvious that the high quality 
of these coins makes it impossible for them to be 
the first ones minted in a country that has barely 
become civilized. They represent a well-developed 
and rich monetary system with much experience 
behind it, based on silver and gold. 

Later on, after the presumably brief and bril-
liant surge to amazing heights, we see a total col-
lapse. The mintage of coins ceases, and the coins 
themselves disappear. We are told that the pop-
ulation of Russia was suddenly cast back to the 
pre-historic barter system of exchanging skins for 
iron, iron for honey and honey for skins, entering 
the “period of no coinage” that presumably cov-
ered some two hundred or even three hundred 
years. Historians suggest all sorts of theories in 
order to explain this strange phenomenon in Rus-
sian history, to themselves as well as the readers. 

Let us briefly pretend to trust them and move 
forward across the time axis, towards the XIV cen-
tury when Russian coinage was “suddenly revived.” 

I. G. Spasskiy reports the following: “In the sec-
ond half of the XIV century … certain Russian 
principalities revived the mintage of their own 
coins – silver coinage of all sorts” ([806], page 78). 
In Moscow, the mintage was commenced by Great 
Prince Dmitriy Ivanovich Donskoi (1389-1425) in 
the 1360’s or the 1370’s. The coinage assumed a 
wider character under his son Vassily Dmitrievich 
(1389-1425). I. G. Spasskiy’s catalogue ([806]) re-
produces the XIV century coins of Dmitriy Don-
skoi and his descendants. What do we see?

We see primitive and inelegant coins – small, 

irregular in shape and made of crude cuts of silver, 
skewed dies, ugly embossing, obvious cases of dies 
striking the edge of a silver bar, with nothing but 
a few letters embossed, and so on. This is indeed 
the very dawn of real mintage.

These coins are the authentic first coins, and 
therefore naturally very crude and lumpish; the 
art of mintage took much time to perfect, and 
the process had been gradual. Let us move on-
ward through I. G. Spasskiy’s catalogue, advancing 
chronologically, and consider the coins minted by 
Czar Alexei Mikhailovich Romanov in the XVII 
century. Some of them already look satisfactory, 
with fine enough die detail – however, even here 
we see a large number of crude coins only margin-
ally different from the ones minted under Dmi-
triy Donskoi in quality – the same unskilful dies, 
irregular shapes, and diminutive size. 

The conclusion we make is that the real ori-
gins of Russian coinage can be traced back to the 
XIV century AD – even if Russians did mint coins 
prior to that, those were crude and primitive. Rus-
sia was therefore little different from all the other 
countries, since European mintage also doesn’t 
date any further back than the XI-XII century, qv 
in the review in Chron1, Chapter 1:18.

Russian coins of the XIV-XVIII century that 
have actually reached our age reflect the natural 
progress of mintage – from the initial crude and 
primitive coins to the brilliant coinage dating from 
the epoch of Peter the Great and his successors.

The strange splash of luxurious golden and sil-
ver coinage of the alleged X-XI century in Russia 
receives a simple explanation within the frame-
work of our reconstruction – we are of the opinion 
that these coins were manufactured on the interval 
between the XIV and the XVII century. It is clear 
that they date from the epoch when the craft of 
Russian mintage had already been well-evolved – 
gold, silver and excellent dies with fine detail.

These exquisitely wrought coins ended up 
dated to the X-XI century due to the incorrect 
chronology of Russian history thought up by court 
historians of the Romanovian epoch. In other 
words, the imagination of later historians made 
the coin travel backwards in time, ending up in 
the X-XI century due to the chronological shift 
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of 300 or 400 years inherent in Russian history, 
qv in Chron4.

Could it be true, then, that Russia was indeed 
a particularly barbaric state back in those days, 
one that had barely managed to emerge from the 
Stone Age? This would give birth to many strange 
phenomena that couldn’t have happened in the 
truly civilised countries of the Western Europe. 
However, this isn’t the case – history of mediaeval 
European coinage paints the exact same picture.

3.  
STRANGE ABSENCE OF GOLDEN COINAGE 

FROM THE WESTERN EUROPEAN 
CURRENCY OF THE VIII-XIII CENTURY

We already mentioned this surprising effect in 
Chron1, Chapter 1:18. We shall now comple-
ment these observations of ours with several new 
considerations. It is generally thought that the “an-
cient” Rome minted golden coins of outstanding 
quality. The mintage of golden coins had dwindled 
over the centuries that followed, and is reputed to 
have completely ceased in the VIII century AD. 
This mysterious “disappearance of gold” had lasted 
until the XIII century, and even the XV in some 
of the European countries.

This is how V. M. Potin comments on this fa-
mous mystery: 

“Between the V and the middle of the VIII 
century golden coins prevailed in the currency of 
many European countries. Between the middle 
of the VIII and the XIII century golden coins in 
European countries were extremely scarce, with 
the single exception of Byzantium and certain Eu-
ropean regions that were under the influence of 
Byzantium and the Orient, where gold and copper 
had still played an important role.”

Potin proceeds to tell us that “at the end of the 
X century, golden coins were briefly minted in 
Russia; they bore the clear marks of Byzantine cul-
tural influence [we have already mentioned this 
strange surge of masterful Russian coinage in the 
alleged X-XI century – Auth.] … In the second 
half of the XV century, the mintage of golden coins 
was resumed after a break of five hundred years 
by Ivan III, Great Prince of Moscow. The XV cen-

tury begins the epoch of gold and silver currency” 
([684], page 133).

However, in Italy golden coinage is supposed to 
have “resumed” somewhat earlier – in the alleged 
XIII century. A propos, the quality of the “resur-
rected” mediaeval coins dating from the XIII-XVI 
century is just as high as that of the “ancient” gold 
dated to the epochs preceding the VI-VIII century 
by learned historians, qv in fig. 2.12. 

Several “theories” were suggested to explain 
this. 

Theory #1:  The Dark Ages and the wave of 
barbarism sweeping over Europe in 
the VIII-XIII century. 

Theory #2:  The economical incapacity of 
Europe.

Theory #3: Shortages of gold, etc. 

We believe the explanation to be completely dif-
ferent and a great deal simpler. It is as follows: the 
“ancient” golden coins of the alleged I-VIII cen-
tury were in fact manufactured in the epoch of 
the XIV-XVII century. Then they were misdated 
to deep antiquity by the erroneous chronology of 
Scaliger and Petavius. New Chronology returns 
them to the due place and makes the picture a 
great deal more natural, in particular: 

First there were the primitive and crude coins 
of the X-XII century; later on, as experience grew, 
the mintage of golden coins began in the XIV-XV 
century. 

It appears as though Russian coinage has been 
developing more or less simultaneously with the 
Western European. This is perfectly natural, tak-
ing into account the constant trade between the 
countries, and especially the fact that all of it took 
place within the boundaries of the united “Mon-
golian” Empire. Nations were quick with adopt-
ing the useful ideas developed by their neighbours 
and introducing them at home. There were no 
pronounced leaders or outsiders – all the nations 
were developing at a more or less constant rate. 

Actually, historians themselves mention this 
fact: “The technique of manual Russian mintage 
in the XIV-XVII century didn’t differ much from 
the techniques of the other European countries” 
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([684], page 165). Further also: “The naissance 
of Russian coinage [dated to the X century now-
adays – Auth.] coincided with the time that the 
mintage of coins was introduced in a number of 
European countries such as Poland, Sweden and 
Norway …” ([684], page 231).

4.  
THE ORIGINS OF THE BICEPHALOUS EAGLE 

AS SEEN ON RUSSIAN COINS

It is presumed that the bicephalous eagle symbol ap-
peared on Russian coins in 1472 the earliest ([684], 
page 54). Its history is as follows. This symbol was 
first introduced by Ivan III in 1497 as the crest on 
his seal. Some historians explain it by Ivan III mar-
rying the Byzantine princess Sophia Palaiologos in 
1472. It is said to have come from Byzantium, which 
had also given Russia Christianity.

V. M. Potin concludes his analysis of how the 
bicephalous eagle made its first appearance in Rus-
sian heraldry as follows: “Apart from the rather 
unconvincing assumption of A. V. Oreshnikov 
about the symbol of the bicephalous eagle pres-
ent on several XIV century coins, there is no fac-
tual information to confirm that it was introduced 
before 1472” ([684], page 54).

One may have drawn a line here. The hypoth-
esis about the Byzantine origins of the bicepha-
lous eagle seems perfectly natural and appears to 
raise no objections from any part. However, in 
the very next phrase V. M. Potin reports an as-
tonishing fact:

“However, the XIV century inhabitants of 
the Eastern Europe were already familiar with 
the symbol, since it had been embossed on the 
Djuchid coins of Djanibek-Khan (1339-1357) 
and another anonymous mintage dated to 1358-
1380… It is currently impossible to associate the 
coinage of the Golden Horde [sic! – Auth.] bear-
ing the bicephalous eagle symbol with analogous 
coins minted in Russia, since they are separated 
by a centenarian gap …

The epoch of Djanibek was the time when the 
currency of the Golden Horde flourished [sic! – 
Auth.], which is indirectly confirmed by the pop-
ularity of Djanibek-Khan’s coins. They remained 

in circulation for a long time after his death… The 
symbol was more characteristic for copper coins, 
with the Djuchids and the Russian Princes alike. 
It is most likely that after the marriage of Ivan III 
the Byzantine emblem found a fertile soil” ([684], 
page 54). 

One cannot fail to notice that V. M. Potin is 
very cautious when he mentions this “delicate” 
subject. If we are to formulate the same thought 
frankly and explicitly, we shall see the following:

1) The bicephalous eagle first came to Russia 
with the coins of the Golden Horde in the XIV 
century.

2) It can be found on the coins believed to orig-
inate from both Russia and the Golden Horde. 
This is in good concurrence with our reconstruc-
tion, according to which the Golden Horde can 
be identified as the Great Russia, also known as 
the Volga Kingdom and Russia of Vladimir and 
Suzdal, qv in Chron4.

3) It is possible that the Horde, or Russia, bor-
rowed the bicephalous eagle symbol from Byzan-
tium. The reverse is also a possibility – namely, 
that it was brought to Byzantium by the Horde 
and the Ottomans = Atamans.

4) Apparently, the bicephalous eagle first ap-
peared on the coins of Djanibek-Khan regnant in 
the middle of the XIV century (1339-1357). Read-
ers familiar with Chron4 will instantly recognise 
this character as Ivan Danilovich Kalita (the First, 
1328-1340). “Khan” translates as “Czar,” whereas 
Djanibek simply means John-Bek, or John (Ioann/
Ivan). This corresponds with our reconstruction, 
according to which Ivan Danilovich Kalita = Ca-
liph was described in various documents as Ba-
tu-Khan and Yaroslav the Wise.

5.  
THE TARTAR AND RUSSIAN NAMES OF 
THE COINS CIRCULATING AMONG THE 

RUSSIANS AND THE TARTARS

The history of Russian coinage is well familiar 
with the word “altyn,” which is of a Tartar ori-
gin. The following is reported about its etymol-
ogy: “The word altyn was borrowed from the Tar-
tar language, where it used to stand for a golden 
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6.  
RUSSIAN AND TARTAR LETTERING AND 

THE PRESUMABLY “MEANINGLESS 
INSCRIPTIONS” ON THE ANCIENT COINS 

OF THE MUSCOVITE PRINCIPALITY

I. G. Spasskiy reports the following: “On one side 
of the first coins issued by the Muscovite princi-
pality we see the name of Dmitriy Donskoi in Rus-
sian; there is Tartar lettering on the reverse side, 
which settled on many coins of early emission in 
Moscow and its environs, as well as the principal-
ities located further East… Tartar lettering as en-
countered on Russian bilingual coins, oftentimes 
meaningless or even illegible, were once consid-
ered a result of ‘conqueror and tributary’ inter-
action scheme” ([806], page 96). An example of 
such an “illegible Russian coin” is reproduced in 
fig. 2.13 below.

However, as it was already mentioned in 
CHRON4, the term “illegible” is often used for 
referring to coins where the lettering could be read 
if it hadn’t contradicted Scaligerian chronology.

Further I. G. Spasskiy refutes the version about 
Russian princes being forced to place the Tartar 
lettering on their coins as vassals of the Horde. In 
particular, he points out that “even some of Ivan 
III’s coins minted in that epoch, when any med-
dling with the Russian currency was already right 
out of the question, we see Tartar phrases such as 
“The present is a Muscovite denga,” “Iban” (Ivan) 
etc” ([806], page 86).

According to A. D. Chertkov, “on the coin of 
Ivan the Terrible we see an Arabic inscription that 
complements the Russian; it transcribes his name 
as ‘Iban’” ([957], page 59).

Chertkov is therefore of the opinion that the 
Tartar lettering was still present on Russian coins 
under Ivan IV as well as Ivan III – at the very end 
of the XVI century, that is, which invalidates the 
theory about Russia being a tributary of the Horde. 
The latter no longer remained regnant in Russia, 
even if we’re to believe the Scaligerian and Mille-
rian chronology. A. D. Chertkov believed that such 
coins were minted by the Russian princes for their 
Tartar tributaries, which actually makes sense.

The “Tartar” lettering and “Arabic” symbolism 

as present on Russian coins (see figs. 2.5, 2.6, 2.7 
and 2.14) are “consensually” (compulsorily, per-
haps?) considered vestiges of the “Tartar yoke” in 
Russia. What one must remember in this respect 
is that one finds Arabic lettering on coins minted 
in the West of Europe, and not just Russia. 

For example, “in the coins of Normandy and 
Sicily we see the word REX in Roman letters on 
one of the sides and Arabic on the flip side ([957], 
page 61). Let us remind the reader that much of 
the lettering found on Russian coins is also Arabic 
in origin ([957], qv above). Was there a Mongo-
lian yoke in Sicily as well? Historians suggest other 
explanations – for instance, an abundance of Mo-
hammedans in Sicily ([957], page 61).

We are well familiar with this double standard 
practice. The same postulations lead to different 
corollaries in reference to Russia and the West. 
If we apply the same logic to Russia, we can say 
that “there were many Mohammedans in Russia, 
hence the Arabic lettering occasionally found on 
the Russian coins.” This is the very explanation 
used for this effect by A. D. Chertkov (in [957], 
page 61), but only in application to the epochs 
postdating the end of the XVI century.

Our explanation of the Arabic lettering as pres-
ent on Western European coins is as follows. The 
territories in question were part of the Great = 
“Mongolian” Empire in the epoch of the XIV-XVI 
century. The lettering was transcribed in the an-
cient Slavic characters forgotten today and pre-
sumed to be Arabian in origin.

Also, if we’re to assume that one side of the 
“Russo-Arabic” coins was Russian, and the other 
designed to represent vassal dependency, how are 
we to interpret the coin seen in fig. 2.7, with the 
legend “The Just Sultan Djanibek” written in the 
centre, and “Prince Vassily Dm” encircling it? See 
[870], pages 61-63.

Incidentally, even the Russian letters found on 
the Russian coins occasionally strike our contem-
poraries as extremely odd. Thus, the letter O, for 
instance, occasionally looked like a human pro-
file facing right, whereas the letter H looked like 
an animal resembling a do ([957], page 120). See 
figs. 2.15 and 2.16.

According to the evidence of the experts in 
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minted at the end of the XIV century were is-
sued on behalf of the Khan of the Golden Horde” 
([309], page 33). What makes the historians and 
the numismatists arrive at this conclusion?

It turns out that “on the front side [of the Rus-
sian coins – Auth.] we always have a copy of the 
Tartar coin … the reverse side always bears the leg-
end saying ‘Seal of the Great Prince,’ or ‘Seal of the 
Prince,’ as well as the actual crest. The name of the 
Great Prince appears to be a later addition … one 
is therefore brought to the conclusion that all the 
first Russian coins had two names” ([79], page 33).

Actually, the terms “front” and “reverse” as ap-
plied to coins are perfectly arbitrary. On the very 
same page A. A. Ilyin tells us that “in Russian 
numismatic terminology of said period the side 
that bears the seal of the Prince accompanied by 
Russian lettering is referred to as the front side, 
whereas the reverse is the copy of a Tartar coin” 
([309], page 33). 

Specialists in the field of numismatic history 
usually use the rather evasive term “doubly ti-
tled” for referring to these coins. In other words, 
they bear the name of a Tartar khan on one side 
and the name of a Russian prince on the other. 
However, Russian minters in their presumed ig-
norance would often use the name of the wrong 
khan. Consider this: 

“Russian minters, lacking a firm grasp on the 
Tartar language, appear to have used random Tar-
tar coins as specimens” ([309], page 33). Appar-
ently, this is why they would often mint coins with 
names and portraits of the wrong khans ([309], 
page 33). 

It turns out that the savage Russian mint-
ers were completely unaware of just which Tar-
tar coins were minted in their own day and age. 
Think of a modern Tartar with no knowledge of 
the Russian language, who is nonetheless perfectly 
aware of the nature of the Russian currency used 
for making purchases in shops, despite the numer-
ous recent reforms. 

We suggest a simple explanation. These coins 
weren’t “doubly titled,” but rather bilingual – that 
is, each coin would bear the name of a single ruler, 
who was simultaneously Khan and Great prince, 
in two languages – Russian and Tartar. 

8.  
THE LOCATIONS OF THE TARTAR MINTS

Let us ponder another noteworthy issue. Where 
were the Tartar mints – the ones that minted ac-
tual Tartar currency? The Romanovian and Scal-
igerian version of history keeps silent about their 
possible locations. 

On the other hand, we know the locations of 
the mints that produced Russian coinage (presum-
ably copying Tartar specimens), or the Russian 
currency that had “looked Tartar.” 

According to A. V. Oreshnikov, “due to the re-
current findings of uniform coins in a single re-
gion (the area around Suzdal and Nizhniy Novgo-
rod), the question about the place where the Rus-
sian copies of the Tartar coins were minted is likely 
to be answered positively – they originate from the 
Great Principality of Suzdal and Nizhniy Novgo-
rod” ([309], page 33). One gets the impression 
that the mints of Suzdal and Nizhniy Novgorod 
made the Tartar coins of the Russian khans, or 
Great Princes. On the other hand, we find Slavic 
lettering on the Tartar coins ([309], page 24). This 
makes the distinction between the “Russian” and 
“Tartar” coinage even more vague – apparently, it 
classifies as nonexistent. 

9.  
WHY GREAT PRINCE IVAN III PUT THE 

HUNGARIAN COAT OF ARMS ON SOME OF 
HIS COINS

There must be something out of order with the 
modern Romanovian version of Russian history 
if it allows for such events as the following. Ap-
parently, when the Russian Prince Ivan III was 
minting his own coins, “he faithfully reproduced 
a common type of Hungarian coinage, complete 
with the Hungarian coat of arms on one of the 
sides and the figures of St. Laszlo on the other 
(mistaken for the Prince in Moscow). However, 
the Russian subscription contains the names and 
the titles of Great Prince Ivan, and his son and co-
ruler, Ivan Ivanovich” ([806], page 109). 

Let us reflect for a moment. It is very hard to 
imagine that a mighty ruler of the great Empire 
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would for some reason put the coat of arms of 
a foreign country on his coins. One might well 
enquire whether this should imply that Hungary 
was part of the Great = “Mongolian” Empire of 
the Horde in the XIV-XVI century. At any rate, 
this hypothesis is more plausible than, say, the na-
tional Mexican coat of arms embossed on US dol-
lar coins, with the profile of a Mexican hero placed 
on the reverse. 

Furthermore, any textbook on mediaeval his-
tory states that the Mongols did in fact invade 
Hungary in the XIII century, at the very begin-
ning of the “Mongol and Tartar invasion.” Scali-
gerian chronology dates this event to 1241, when 
the mighty army of Batu-Khan, or the Cossack 
Batka, laid waste the domain of Bela IV, King of 
Hungary ([677], page 8). The West was immersed 
in a state of panic upon learning of this. 

In reality, it appears to have happened about a 
hundred years later, under Batu-Khan, also known 
as Ivan Danilovich Kalita, who reigned in the XIV 
century. Therefore, Hungary had been a colony of 
the Great = “Mongolian” Empire for some time. 

However, as it is known to us even from recent 
history, in such cases imperial authorities usually 
minted special coins for their colonies. In our case, 
the Hungarian coins must have copied the Horde 
prototypes, using Hungarian symbols but indi-
cating the title of the Russian Czar, or the leader 
of the Great = “Mongolian” Empire, in Russian – 
“colonial coinage,” as it were. After the fragmen-
tation of the Empire, Hungary had separated from 
the Horde (Russia), which naturally resulted in the 
cessation of such mintage. 

10.  
SOME GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS IN RE 

NUMISMATIC HISTORY

10.1. The similarity or dissimilarity of 
portraits on various coins

One occasionally comes across the opinion that 
the portraits of the same king as found on the 
coins pertaining to different mintage and type are 
“similar as a rule,” whereas the coin portraits of 
different monarchs usually “differ.” 

However, if this is indeed the case, the consid-
eration is only applicable to modern coins, with 
high enough quality of representation. Mediae-
val coins demonstrate no such traits – there is a 
multitude of cases when a single king’s portraits 
on different coins look completely different. On 
the contrary, coin portraits of different kings often 
look amazingly similar. The readers can observe 
this to be the case if they turn to any comprehen-
sive catalogue of ancient coins. 

There is nothing odd about it – the primitive 
nature of mediaeval dies, as well as the crudeness 
of artwork and embossment, give us no opportu-
nity of identifying monetary portraits or distin-
guishing between them. It is absurd to refer to the 
extremely approximate “royal portraits” found on 
mediaeval coins as “similar” or “dissimilar.”

10.2. The bizarre hoardings of “long-term 
accumulation”

Some of the coin hoardings discovered by archae-
ologists are characterised as “long-term accumu-
lation hoardings.” This term is used for the find-
ings where “the same pot” contains coins dating 
from epochs considered distant in Scaligerian 
chronology. 

For instance, a single hoarding can contain 
coins whose datings are centuries apart ([684], 
page 8). Such cases are usually explained by the-
ories about “ancient collections accumulated by 
several or even many generations” ([684], page 8). 

We are supposed to believe that some ancient 
numismatist clan had been collecting coins from 
different historical epochs for centuries on end – 
“ancient” Roman coins, mediaeval European coins 
etc, and then buried the collection in the ground 
for future archaeologists to find. 

We shall not deny the theoretical possibility of 
this explanation. 

However, we can suggest another point of view, 
which strikes us as more natural. The overwhelm-
ing majority of hoardings should be constituted 
from coins of more or less the same epoch, whose 
dating scatter range does not exceed several dec-
ades, or the period of real coinage circulation 
within the lifespan of a single generation. 
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If we find a strange hoarding where “ancient” 
coins are mixed with mediaeval ones, it can only 
mean that the so-called “ancient” coins were mis-
dated, and should really be dated to the same me-
diaeval epoch. The only reason why they ended up 
in the same hoarding as the coins believed to be 
mediaeval nowadays is that all of them had been 
in circulation around the same time.

It is most likely that the mysterious “long-term 
accumulation” hoardings that make the “antiq-
uity” intertwine with the Middle Ages in a pecu-
liar manner result from the fallacies of Scaligerian 
chronology. New Chronology transforms all of 
them into typically mediaeval hoardings. 

10.3. Strange destructions of “ancient” coin 
hoardings in the Middle Ages

Here we have another bizarre fact. It turns out that, 
according to V. M. Potin, “the ‘pagan’ coins of the 
antiquity were treated with suspicion as a rule; 
the interpretations of the artwork and the letter-
ing were often preposterous [from the Scaligerian 
viewpoint? – Auth.], and hoardings of coins were 
often destroyed” ([684], page 8). 

Let us cite a characteristic example. An iron 
chest with gemstones and “ancient” Roman coins 
was discovered in the alleged IX century. Abbot 
Konrad von Halden “gave orders for the immedi-
ate meltdown of the coins, believing the finding 
to be the devil’s work” ([684], pages 8-9). By the 
way, did this really happen in the IX century? Ac-
cording to our reconstruction, the order for the 
destruction of the old coins was most likely given 
in the epoch of the Reformation, or the XVI-XVII 
century, when the history of the “Mongolian” Em-
pire was being obliterated and distorted. 

As it is widely known from recent history, many 
books were destroyed in the Western Europe dur-
ing the late Middle Ages for some strange rea-
son – for instance, they were burnt publicly, in 
plain sight of the crowds gathered to witness the 
incineration. Nowadays we are told that the books 
in question were considered heretical and con-
tradicting the established ecclesiastical tradition. 
This might indeed be the case. However, as we are 
beginning to understand, the primary reason was 

the destruction of written documents associated 
with the Great = “Mongolian” Empire. There was 
even a special index of forbidden books subject to 
mandatory destruction. 

Apparently, a similar fate befell the imperial 
coinage of the Horde in the XVI-XVII century. 
They weren’t burnt, obviously enough, but rather 
re-melted. Wherefore? Could it be that many au-
thentic coins started to contradict certain nascent 
pseudo-historical conceptions – the Scaligerian 
version of history, for instance? The ancient sym-
bols of the Horde that they had borne upon them 
were the very reason for their destruction. The 
problem would thus be effectively and promptly 
“solved,” leaving no space for explanations, dis-
putes et al. 

10.4. Petrarch (also known as the “ancient” 
Plutarch?) as the first numismatist

When did the collection and classification of an-
tique coins actually begin? 

“Most researchers begin the history of modern 
collecting from the deeds of Francesco Petrarch, 
the prominent Italian humanist and poet (1304-
1374). His letters reveal that winegrowers often 
brought him found ancient coins, which the poet 
would buy” ([684], page 9). 

Imagine the glee of the numerous winegrowers 
at finding such a generous buyer! Their fields must 
have become bountiful excavation fields. 

On the other hand, Petrarch’s involvement in 
the creation of the “authorised Roman history” is 
marked by numerous oddities, as covered in de-
tail in Chron1, Chapter 7:4.

10.5. The “ancient” Golden Fleece and its 
double from the XV century

From our salad days we all know the romantic 
“ancient” myth of the Golden Fleece, or the leg-
endary treasure sought by the Argonauts. It was 
glorified and immortalised by Homer, the famed 
poet. According to the opinion of the historians, 
the campaign of the Argonauts dates to deep an-
tiquity, or the epoch of the Trojan War, which is 
dated to the XIII or the XII century before Christ? 
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However, it turns out that in 1429, some 2600 
years later, Duke Philip of Burgundy founded the 
Order of the Golden Fleece in Bruges to commem-
orate his marriage to Isabel of Portugal ([684], 
page 36). 

“The origins of the order’s symbolism is ex-
plained in a variety of ways. Some try to associ-
ate it with the ancient myth of the Golden Fleece, 
others – with the Flanders felt, which was made of 
sheep wool… Near the end of the XV century, the 
crest of the order appears on the silver and golden 
coinage minted by Philip the Handsome, Count of 
Franche-Conte (1493-1506) … who had minted 
coins in Brabant, Flanders, Namur and Holland …

For about three centuries, the chain of the 
Golden Fleece with the crest of the order was 
circumscribing the coats of arms found on most 
coins minted all across the enormous Habsburg 
domain by the Emperors of the Holy Roman Em-
pire, Kings of Spain and overseas colonies, rulers 
of the Netherlands and parts of Italy …” ([684], 
pages 36-37). 

We shall omit the lengthy list of countries, cit-
ies and rulers whose coins had borne the chain of 
the Golden Fleece in the XV century and later on. 

Therefore, Scaligerian chronology is of the opin-
ion that it had taken Europe some twenty-five hun-
dred years to recollect the “amazing ancient legend” 
and found the Order of the Golden Fleece to com-
memorate it. Our explanation of this “revival” is 
based on altogether different considerations. 

The “ancient” myth of the Golden Fleece does 
indeed date from the epoch of the Trojan War, 
but the correct dating of this event is the XIII cen-
tury AD and not the XII century BC. See more on 
the subject in Chron1 and Chron2. The voyage 
of the Argonauts and the “search of the Golden 
Fleece” is but a legendary reflection of the medi-
aeval crusades, whose primary participants were 
the Franks and the subjects of the Holy Roman 
Empire. Hence the foundation of the Order of 
Golden Fleece in the XV century – immediately 
after the Trojan War and the voyages of the Argo-
nauts, which identify as the crusaders. The foun-
dation of the Order of the Golden Fleece in Eu-
rope obviously didn’t postdate the Argonauts by 
2500 years. 

10.6. Mediaeval geographical names were 
in a state of constant flux

“Numismatic science … cannot exist without the 
knowledge of historical geography … since the 
names of towns, cities and whole areas have un-
dergone many changes since then. The mediae-
val names of cities on most European coins are in 
Latin, and they differ from their modern counter-
parts considerably, for instance:

Aachen – Aquisgranum, or Aquensis urbs,
Milan – Mediolanum,
Liège – Leodium,
Regensburg – Ratisbona,
Cologne – (Sancta) Colonia Agrippina, etc.” 

([684], page 59).

The same book lists a large number of other inter-
esting examples. Let us cite a few more (see [684], 
pages 287-288).

Argentoratum, Argentina or Argentaria – 
Strasbourg in France,

Augusta Trevirorum – Trier in Germany,
Augusta Vindelicorum – Augsburg in Ger-

many,
Batavia or Pattavia – Passau in Germany,
BORUSSIA – Prussia,
Dorobernia – Canterbury in archaic litera-

ture, or – Dover in Great Britain.
Eboracum or Eoferic – York in Great Britain,
Grantebrycg – Cambridge in Great Britain,
Hybernia – Ireland,
Holsatia – Holstein in Germany,
Ianva – Genoa in Italy,
Lugdunum – Lyon in France,
Mediolanum – Milan in Italy,
Mimigardeforum – Munster in Germany,
Moguntia – Mainz in Germany,
Monacum or Monachum – Munich in Ger-

many,
Mons, Montium or Montanus ducatus – Berg 

in Germany,
Nicopia – Nucoping in Sweden,
Palatinus ad Rhenum or Palatinus Rheni – 

Rhineland-Westphalia in Germany,
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Papia or Ticinum – Pavia in Italy,
Revalia – Tallinn in Estonia,
Ruscia or RUTHENIA – Russia,
Sabaudia – Savoy in France,
Scotia – Scotland,
Urbs clavorum – Verden in France, and
Vindobona – Vienna in Austria.

These facts once again confirm our general thought 
that in many cases the names of mediaeval cities 
and areas had been in a constant state of flux be-
fore they rigidified in the epoch of the printing 
press, when the multiple copies of printed geo-
graphical maps put an end to the process. 

Therefore, whenever one comes across the 
name of a town or a region in an ancient doc-
ument, one must first of all estimate the actual 
country in question – otherwise it is very easy 
to make a mistake and transplant the events that 
occurred in the city of Paris, France, to the soil of 
the “ancient” Asian Persia, or P-Russia, known as 
White Russia. 

10.7. Dates as indicated on antique coins

“Minting dates on ancient coins are rare excep-
tions. Some of them can only be dated (and to 
wide time intervals, at that) by secondary indica-
tions. However, in the Hellenistic epoch the coins 
often bore the reign years of the kings who minted 
them, or the date of minting in local chronology” 
([684], page 125). However, this can only provide 
us with tiny shreds of relative chronological data. 

The estimation of a coin’s true chronology is a 
difficult task.

“The first dated Russian coins appear in 1596 
transcribed as letters of the Slavonic alphabet. 
Although the so-called yefimki talers, as well as 
the coins awarded as decorations under Alexei 
Mikhailovich, had the dates inscribed upon them 
as numerals (all of the yefimki are known to date 
from 1655), virtually every coin up until 1722 
bears a dating transcribed in Slavonic numerals” 
([684], page 128). 

10.8. Is it possible to date sepulchres by the 
coins found therein?

According to V. I. Ravdonikas, “it is dangerous to 
base the chronology of sepulchres upon findings 
of the monetary nature” (quoted by [684], page 
183). We are beginning to understand the reason 
why – apparently, the coins discovered in hoard-
ings and in actual soil often contradict the Scali-
gerian chronology. 

For example, in the course of the Novgorod 
excavations, a coin minted between 990 and 1040 
was discovered in the layer dated to 1197-1212 by 
the archaeologists. 

V. M. Potin makes the following restrained 
comment: “The time interval between the dates 
of the mintage and the loss is thus equal to two 
centuries… Occidental denarii of the X-XI cen-
tury can be found in graves that predate 1200” 
([684], page 183). The gap is two or even three 
centuries long. And so on, and so forth.



1.  
THE ALLEGEDLY ILLEGIBLE INSCRIPTIONS 

ON MEDIAEVAL SWORDS

Inscriptions presumed illegible are by no way an 
exclusive trait of Russian coins. One finds them 
on the numerous mediaeval swords found in Eu-
rope and particularly on the territory of the for-
mer USSR and its immediate neighbours ([254]). 

A. N. Kirpichnikov, a famous specialist in the 
history of mediaeval weapons, reports the follow-
ing: “In the 1870’s A. L. Lorange, a staff member 
of the Bergen Museum in Norway, began to study 
the swords of the Vikings, and was amazed to have 
found previously undiscovered symbols and let-
tering upon them… By 1957 K. Leppäaho had fur-
bished 250 early mediaeval swords and found doz-
ens of inscriptions and symbols… In 1963 A. K. 
Antejn, a historian and a specialist in metallic ar-
tefacts, started his research of swords… The sci-
entist found over 80 blades with lettering, symbols 
and ornamentation in the museums of Latvia and 
Estonia… Over 99 swords found … on the ter-
ritory of the ancient Russia, in Latvia and in the 
Kazan region of the Volga have been studied [by 
A. N. Kirpichnikov – Auth.] …

Formerly unknown shapes were found on 76 
blades… The amazing abundance of letters and 
symbols that were revealed on the objects known 

quite well and for a long time, is explained by cer-
tain peculiarities of the branding process … the 
symbols and the lettering found on the objects of 
the IX-XIII century … were branded while still red 
hot with the use of iron or damask wire. Even after 
removing the layer of corrosion from the blade, 
these shapes are hardly visible at all. It was only 
after the application of a special etching solution 
known as the Hein reactive (copper and ammo-
nium chloride) that the surprised observers could 
see the symbols that appeared on the blades as 
though they came from the very depths of obliv-
ion” ([385], page 149). 

It is presumed that the letters in questions tran-
scribed “the names of the smiths who had forged 
the blades or their workshops. The craftsmen have 
been Carolingian and came from the Western Eu-
rope – they must have worked in the regions of 
the Rhine or the Danube… Some of the names 
were unknown previously or very rare. Therefore, 
the Russian soil has preserved the work of several 
Occidental smiths who remain forgotten in their 
homeland” ([385], page 50).

Let us ask the following question: how do we 
know that these swords were made in the Western 
Europe, if the names of the craftsmen inscribed 
on them are unknown in those parts? We shall 
cite a very vivid example from an article in [385], 
which illustrates the “method” used by the ar-
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by invaders from Mongolia, the most distant of 
these lands, who are said to have conquered Ka-
zakhstan, Altai, etc., “en route.” Consider this: 
“In the beginning of the second millennium the 
Polovtsy made a breakthrough to the West. They 
marched through Kazakhstan quickly, and came 
to the Volga region in the middle of the XI cen-
tury” ([871], page 75). 

Our reconstruction arranges things in the cor-
rect order. The direction of the expansion had 
been the reverse, and it was started by the Rus-
sians, who had also conquered territories in the 
East. This becomes obvious from the following 
simple observation alone. 

It turns out that the stone effigies of the “Pol-
ovtsy” found in the steppes of Kazakhstan, Altai, 
Mongolia and Tuva are “male as a rule … often with 
a drooping moustache [characteristic for the Cos-
sacks, as a matter of fact – Auth.]” ([871], page 75). 
However in Russia “more than 70 per cent of the 
earliest Western statues [found in Russia and not 
in the East – Auth.] of the Polovtsy are female. We 
are confronted with a mystery that still defies a sci-
entific explanation [sic! – Auth.]” ([871], page 76). 

We have to admit that there is nothing mysteri-
ous about this fact – it simply reveals the location 
of the homeland of the warriors who erected these 
statues. It is obvious that in their homeland (Russia) 
the statues on grave-mounds were of both sexes, 
since the land had been inhabited by both men and 
women. However, very few women took part in the 
military campaigns. The male warriors died and 
were buried on the spot, without transporting the 
bodies back to the distant motherland. Therefore, 
the statues erected in the conquered territories must 
have been almost exclusively male, which is exactly 
the case with Kazakhstan, Altai, Tuva, Mongolia 
etc. Actually, the suggestion that the statues were 
built by the “Polovtsy” might be derived from the 
fact that they were built in the fields (cf. the Rus-
sian adjective for “field” – polevoy). 

Therefore, we are of the opinion that the stone 
effigies of the “Polovtsy” are simply the ancient 
Russian memorial monuments. 

Actually, one cannot fail to pay attention to the 
bizarre fact that the parts of the statues that actu-
ally got chiselled off are the faces – we see this to 

be the case with the statue in the Russian National 
Library as well as the photographs of the statues 
available to us. Why the faces? Could it be that 
they looked explicitly Slavic?

We have a direct mediaeval piece of evidence 
about the “Mongolian” (or Russian, as we realise 
today) origins of the statues’ makers. According 
to G. Fyodorov-Davydov, “William of Rubruck, 
a monk from the Western Europe who travelled 
to the faraway Karakorum in central Mongolia 
[or central Russia, according to our reconstruc-
tion – Auth.], the capital of the Mongol khan, in 
the middle of the XIII century, leaves some inter-
esting evidence… Among other things, Rubruck 
reports the following: ‘The Komans mount large 
mounds over the deceased and install statues upon 
them, facing east and holding chalices near their 
stomachs’” ([871], page 75). 

It is hard to disagree with the historians’ opin-
ion that Rubruck is referring to the very “stone 
maids of the Polovtsy,” taking the chalices into ac-
count. As for the “Mongolian Komans,” they are 
most likely to identify as horsemen, seeing as how 
the archaic Russian word for “horse” was “komon” 
(see the “Tale of Igor’s Campaign,” for instance). 

Stone effigies of the Scythians weren’t just 
found in the East – they also exist in Europe. In 
fig. 3.28 one sees a male statue carved in stone, 
which is “the idol of the Scythian sanctuary … 
installed upon the ancient grave-mound of Tsy-
gantcha over the Novoye Selo ford across Lower 
Danube” ([975], page 736). 

In figs. 3.29, 3.30, 3.31 and 3.32 we see a stone 
statue of a female, which is kept in the State Her-
mitage of St. Petersburg. We find the following leg-
end on the notice plate: “An effigy of the Polovtsy, 
XII century, Krasnodar region.” The face of the 
statue is disfigured; it is holding a chalice against 
its stomach and has a hood that falls over its back. 

In fig. 3.32a we see a stone statue from the Na-
tional Museum of History in Moscow. It is a female 
figure with a “chalice” held close to its stomach. 
A propos, there is no notice plate anywhere near 
it, so we know nothing of where the statue was 
discovered. Could it be Moscow? The absence of 
plates can be explained by the fact that, according 
to Scaligerian and Millerian history, the Polovtsy 
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never lived in the region of Moscow, therefore it 
is somewhat incongruous to make such findings 
here. 

In fig. 3.32b we see ancient stone statues built 
by the Horde in the Altai region of Xinjiang, 
China. 

Let us point out the detail that characterises 
most of these Scythian effigies – they all hold some 
object near their stomach, which is considered to 
be a chalice. It is most noteworthy that some of the 
statues found on the American continent (the “an-
cient” Toltec and Mayan territories, for instance) 
look strikingly similar. In fig. 3.33 we see a pho-
tograph of one such statue from Yucatan (Merida 
Museum). It is presumed that such stone effigies 
were made by the Mayans and the Toltecs ([1056], 
page 9). The human figure here is reclined and 
holding a large flat chalice against its stomach. 
Another ancient Toltec effigy of stone can be seen 
in fig. 3.34 – it is also shaped as a reclining hu-
man figure, the god Chac Mool that holds a chal-
ice pressed to its stomach (fig. 3.35). The statue is 
located in Chichen Itza, near the entrance to the 
large “Warrior Temple” ([1056], pages 34-35). Let 
us point out that these statues were treated with 
respect in America – as deities, no less. 

The positions of the Scythian and American 
statues are different; however, the main motif, or 
the chalice held near the stomach, is the same for 
both types. The reason such duplicates exist is very 
simple – we see traces of a common culture that 
emerged as a result of the XV century conquest 
of the Americas by Russia (or the Horde) and the 
Ottoman (Ataman) empire. The colonists had 
brought their customs with them. See Chron4 
and Chron6 for more details. 

7.  
N. A. MOROZOV’S INPUT INTO HISTORICAL 

SCIENCE IS GREAT; HOWEVER, HIS  
PRO-WESTERN THEORY IS ERRONEOUS

Above, in Annex 1 to Chron4, we cite the most 
interesting ideas from N. A. Morozov’s work on 
Russian history ([547]). We believed it expedient 
to acquaint our readers with N. A. Morozov’s point 
of view, since this part of his oeuvre was only pub-

lished recently. On the other hand, after having 
conducted an independent research of the prob-
lem, we came to the unambiguous conclusion that 
some of N. A. Morozov’s hypotheses about Russian 
history are manifestly erroneous. 

In particular, his primary hypothesis about 
the Occidental origins of the “Mongol and Tartar 
yoke” in Russia as a result of its conquest by the 
Western European crusaders is completely wrong 
in our opinion. 

We are aware of the fact that our conception ex-
plicitly contradicts the concept about the allegedly 
indubitable supremacy of the Western Europe over 
Russia and all things Russian, which has taken root 
over the time of the Romanovian reign. This mis-
conception even managed to take in N. A. Morozov, 
which is why he never managed to understand Rus-
sian history as it is. His tremendous experience in 
the field of analyzing the “ancient” history critically 
revealed a great many facts to him, yet he could not 
explain them. The realisation of this fact must have 
kept him from the publication of his manuscript on 
the history of Russia ([547]). 

The “pro-Western” delusion of Morozov is easy 
enough to understand – he wasn’t the only one by 
far to have fallen under its influence instilled in 
our minds by the “Romanovian education.” We 
can easily relate to the fact that many of our read-
ers would find it easier psychologically to con-
sider the Russian state a product of the Western 
crusader conquest. It could be discomforting, yet 
easy due to the sheer force of habit. 

The reverse postulation – namely, the fact that 
Russia was the very Great (or Mongolian) Empire 
that conquered a great many countries at some 
point in time, is a lot more difficult to get accus-
tomed to psychologically.

8.  
THE WESTERN EUROPEAN COUNTRIES 

AND THEIR FEAR OF THE “MONGOLS AND 
TARTARS”

Mediaeval Western sources dated to the epoch of 
the XIII-XV century nowadays speak of the ter-
rible menace to the West presented by the “Tar-
tar and Mongol invaders” based in Russia. As we 
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realise today, all of them were written later, in the 
epoch of the XVI-XVII century. 

This fear is voiced in numerous Hungarian, 
German and English documents. We have cited 
many related materials above, in Chron4, Chapter 
18:16. For instance, while referring to the “Tartars 
and the Mongols,” English chroniclers do not con-
ceal their terror in the face of the nations of Gog 
and Magog impending over the Western Europe.

All of these Western European writings (dated 
to the XIII-XV century today and more likely to 
date from the XVI-XVII century in reality) give 
the impression of a deep, almost physiological, an-
tagonism between the “Western nations” and the 
“Mongols.” The military power of the “Turks” and 
the Russian “Mongols” was perceived as the most 
terrifying thing of all. According to our recon-
struction, the forces in question were the united 
armies of Russia, or the Horde, and the Ottoman 
(Ataman) Empire. 

After the ascension of the Romanovs in Rus-
sia, the fears of the Westerners have abated to a 
great extent. However, these emotions were very 
pronounced in the XVI-XVII century. 

In figs. 3.36 and 3.37 we reproduce the ancient 
engravings from Sigismund von Herberstein’s 
Notes on Muscovite Affairs allegedly dating from 
the XVI century ([161]). In the first one, which we 
already reproduced in Chron4, we see the Rus-
sian Czar receiving an envoy. The Czar, or Khan, 
is wearing a huge turban with a feather on his head 
and a luxurious mantle, which clearly makes him 
look like an Oriental ruler. In the second engrav-
ing he appears to be taking part in some cam-
paign – we see faraway camps in the field. The 
Czar is sitting on his throne, and there is a crown 
with escallops on his head. He is wearing heavy 
plate armour, likewise his coterie. This engrav-
ing is most noteworthy, since nowadays only the 
Westerners are depicted in this manner (under 
the assumption that Russians had never possessed 
such armaments, wearing hides, gowns and leather 
helmets, complemented with the odd occasional 
hunting knife, usually of a foreign origin). The 
enormous manufacturing facilities of Tula and the 
Ural region were presumably incapable of mak-
ing heavy armaments – just nails and horseshoes. 

One must note that after the Romanovian cen-
sorship of the XVII-XVIII century the surviving 
authentic portraits of the Russian Czars wearing 
heavy plate armour and turbans have become per-
ceived as extremely uncanny. Millerian histori-
ans have painted an altogether different picture of 
the Russian rulers of the XIV-XVI century, much 
more primitive and even savage to some extent. 

9.  
THE GREAT = “MONGOLIAN” CONQUEST 
RESULTED IN A WESTWARD MIGRATION 

OF GEOGRAPHICAL NAMES

9.1. The Volga and the Bulgarians

N. A. Morozov was perfectly correct to note that 
“in the Bible, the Volga is reflected as the river 
Phaleg. The Greeks confused the Walachians and 
the Bulgarians (or Volgarians, as they were known 
in Byzantium), which shouldn’t surprise us, since 
both names are derived from the word Volga. ‘Bul-
garian’ means ‘Volgarian’, whereas ‘Walachian’ is a 
corrupted version of “Vologi,” or the inhabitants of 
the Volga region. Nicetas Acominatus in his rendi-
tion of Bulgarian history before 1206 always uses 
the term ‘Walachian’” ([547]).

Apparently, in the epoch of the Great = “Mon-
golian” conquest of the XIV century, mediaeval 
Bulgaria was named after the Russian river Volga 
(and the Volga Bulgars).This could have happened 
in the very first stage of the “Mongolian” imperial 
expansion and the conquest of the lands that lay 
the closes to the Russian borders. Later on, after 
the decline of the Empire in the XVII century, 
the name Bulgaria (or “Volgaria”) lingered on the 
Balkan peninsula, which is where we can observe 
it to this day. 

9.2. On the names of the rivers (such as the 
Don, the Danube, the Dnepr and the Dniester)

We have already mentioned the fact that the name 
Volga was given to many rivers and derives from 
the word “vlaga” (“water” or “moisture”). The 
name Don is of an even greater interest. Today it 
is usually associated with just one river – the mod-
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ern Don in Russia. However, in Chron4, Chap-
ter 6:2.12 we demonstrate that the name was also 
used for referring to River Moskva. Furthermore, 
it turns out that the word “don” simply stood for 
“river” – and still does in many languages. 

This fact is known well enough to many lin-
guists. The Etymological Dictionary of M. Fas-
mer ([866], page 553) report that the names “Don” 
and “Danube” are synonymous, and also stand for 
“river” in many ancient languages – not just the 
Slavic: 

Turkish: DON = Tan = “great river,” 
Ancient Indian: DANU = “oozing liquid,”
Ancient Avestan: DANU = “river,”
Ossetian: DON = “river.” 

As for the Slavic languages, M. Fasmer reports that 
many Russian dialects still use the word “dunai” 
(the Russian for “Danube”) in the meaning of 
“a creek” – in the Olonets region, for instance, 
whereas the same word stands for “a deep river 
with steep banks” in Polish, whereas in Latvian 
“dunavas” means “a small river or a spring” ([866], 
page 553). 

In general, rivers named “Dounayets,” which 
is basically the same name as “Don” or “Danube” 
could be found all across Russia in the XIX cen-
tury – namely, the provinces of Kursk, Smolensk, 
Ryazan, Kostroma, Mogilyov, Vyatka, Tomsk, Cher-
nigov, Vitebsk etc. They may still exist. Further-
more, we have Dunae in Lithuania and Dunaec in 
Poland ([866], page 553). 

Thus, the word “Don” had simply stood for 
“river.” Therefore, chroniclers must have used the 
word in question in the same meaning, which im-
plies that a great many rivers may have been re-
ferred to as “Don” in chronicles. We are therefore 
faced with a multitude of “Dons.” 

Apart from that, the names “Dnepr” and “Dni-
ester,” which rank among the largest European riv-
ers, are also derived from the word “Don,” like-
wise the Danube (Dunai), which is merely a slight 
modification of the word in question. All of the 
above is explicitly stated in M. Fasmer’s Etymo-
logical Dictionary ([866], page 518). 

The first two letters of all these names (DN) 

can therefore be translated as “river.” This is by 
no means a hypothesis of ours, but rather a fact 
known well to the specialists. Linguistic debates 
merely concern the meaning of the suffixes – PR 
in “Dnepr,” STR in “Dniester,” and so forth ([866], 
page 518). 

Coming back to the Volga, one must point out 
that in Hungarian chronicles, for instance, it is re-
ferred to as “Ethul id est Don,” or “River Ethul” 
(“Ithil”). 

According to the perfectly justified observation 
of N. A. Morozov, the tribe of Dan as mentioned 
frequently in the Bible must have simply referred 
to the Slavs residing in the regions of the Don or 
the Danube. 

Moreover, it is known quite well that in mediae-
val texts the Slavs were often called “Danes”; now 
we realise that the word in question can translate 
as “people living near rivers.” Russian names of the 
Cossack regions are all derived from the names 
of rivers – Yaik, Don, Kuban, Dnepr, Irtysh, etc. 

9.3. The hussars, the Khazars, the cuirassiers 
and the Czar-Assyrians (or Sar-Russians)

According to N. A. Morozov, “linguistic relics … 
allow for the formation of the hypothesis that the 
Hungarian [and Russian – Auth.] hussars are the 
descendants of the Khazars. 

However, there are more obvious traces. Apart 
from the Hussars (Khazars) there were also ar-
moured cuirassiers. Where does their name come 
from? Let us recollect the fact that mediaeval rul-
ers strived to, and actually did, keep armies of for-
eign mercenaries by their side in order to facilitate 
the suppression of uprisings among their subjects. 
We shall realise that the cuirassiers, or armoured 
horsemen, were of a foreign origin. Their name, 
as well as the very word cuirass, is also foreign in 
origin and resembles ‘Cyrus of Assyria’, or ‘Army 
of the Assyrian Czar’” ([547]). 

It is most likely that the word “cuirassier” as 
used for heavily armoured mounted troops in 
Europe is a linguistic relic of the conquest of the 
Western Europe by the invader army of Russia, 
or the Horde. 

It is possible that a number of the “Sar-Russ” 
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(“Czar-Russian”) regiments stayed in the colonised 
European territories for a long time as military 
garrisons, or the “western group of forces” of the 
Horde, left in Europe to maintain order and ensure 
regular tribute payments to Russia, or the Horde. 
See more details in Part 3. 

Let us once again emphasise that the names 
Syria = Assyria = Ashur famous in the “ancient” 
history and mentioned in numerous sources, in-
cluding the Bible, transform into “Rus” or “Russia” 
when reversed (in the Hebraic or Arabic fashion, 
for instance). 

9.4. The actual identity of the Khazars

It turns out that a direct identification of the Khaz-
ars can be found in a work of the early XIX cen-
tury by Georgiy Koniskiy, Archbishop of Byelorus-
sia, entitled History of the Russians, or the Lesser 
Russia ([423]).

Having analysed a number of old documents, G. 
Konisky came to the conclusion that historians are 
incorrect in their understanding of the origins of 
the Khazars, the Pechenegs, the Polovtsy etc. He is 
of the opinion that all these nations are Slavic in or-
igin, and the wars between them were “civil feuds of 
the Slavs disputing the borders of their domains … 
and conflicts between their Princes; the errors of the 
historians are explained by the multitude of names 
borne by the same nation” ([423], page 2). 

Georgiy Koniskiy reports the following: “East-
ern Slavs were known as Scythians or Skitts [Scots 
in the British version, as mentioned in Chron4, 
Chapter 18:11 – Auth.] … their cousins in the South 
were called Sarmatians … or Russians (Rousnyaks) 
due to the colour of their hair [“roussiy” stands for 
“fair-haired” in Russian – Trans.], the ones that 
lived near the Northern coasts were known as Va-
rangians … and the ones in the middle received 
their names from their ancestors, sons of Japheth: 
Rosses and Roxolans after Prince Rus, as well as 
Muscovites and Moschs after Prince Mosoch, 
whose nomads lived in the area of River Moskva. 
Hence the name of the Muscovite Kingdom, which 
eventually became the Kingdom of Russia. 

The Slavs invented even more names for them-
selves:

The Bulgars lived in the region of River Volga; 
The Pechenegs were baking their food [“bake” 

is “pech” in Russian – Trans.]
The Polyane and the Polovtsy lived in the fields 

[“pole” is the Russian for “field” – Trans.]
The Drevlyane lived in the woods, among 

the trees [the Russian for “tree” is “derevo” or 
“drevo” – Trans.]

The Kozars were all those who rode horses and 
camels, invading the lands of their neighbours; 
this name was eventually given to all the Slavic 
warriors recruited from their midst to guard the 
borders of their homeland. They also made their 
own armaments, whole clans of them. 

However, whenever they would leave their 
lands in times of war, civilians provided them 
with necessary support, collecting money between 
themselves; this tax would later receive the indig-
nant name of “tribute to the Kozars. These war-
riors … were renamed Cossacks by Constantine 
Monomakh, the Greek Czar, and have kept this 
name until this very day” ([423], page 3). 

We have thus come up with the following pic-
ture. 

1) The name “Kozars” (or “Khazars”) is the an-
cient name of the Russian Cossacks – the name 
of Kazan in particular and the whole Kazan King-
dom in general must be another derivative. The 
legendary Khazars didn’t disappear anywhere, as 
assumed in Romanovian history. They still inhabit 
their former territories under their own name of 
the Cossacks. As a matter of fact, certain histori-
ans are convinced that the Don Cossacks live on 
the territory formerly inhabited by the Khazars, 
whom they are supposed to have massacred com-
pletely. We are of the opinion that no such massa-
cre ever took place – the Khazars still inhabit the 
same lands as the Cossacks. 

2) The Khazars, or the Kozars, were Slavic – to 
a large extent at the very least. 

3) The Pechenegs and the Polovtsy were Slavic 
as well; the latter can be identified as the Poles. We 
suggested this as a hypothesis in Chron4, and 
now we see it mentioned as a fact in a source dat-
ing from the early XIX century. Let us remind the 
readers that we mention this in reference to the 
Tartar and “Mongol” conquest, when the Pech-
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enegs, the Polovtsy, the Tartars and the Russians 
all fought between themselves. According to G. 
Koniskiy and our hypotheses voiced earlier on, the 
wars in question were civil feuds of the Slavs. Once 
again we see that the notorious “Tartar and Mon-
gol invasion” was merely the unification of the 
Russian lands under the authority of the Eastern 
“Horde” dynasty of Rostov, Suzdal and Yaroslavl. 

4) Georgiy Koniskiy describes the structure of 
the ancient Russian state as divided into civilians 
and warriors, or the Horde – civilian populace and 
the Cossacks, in other words, which is in perfect 
concurrence with our reconstruction of Russian 
history. 

5) G. Koniskiy decribes the “Kozar Tribute” as 
the tax required for the sustentation of the army, 
which had once existed in Russia. We also formu-
lated this as a hypothesis in Chron4, pointing out 
that the mediaeval Russian military tax was the very 
“Tartar tribute,” or tithe. Our reconstruction ex-
plains the “strange” assertions of Koniskiy’s, who 
states it quite plainly that the army tax in Russia 
was indeed known as the “Kozar tribute” (or Cos-
sack tithe). It has to be said that Old Russian had 
the word “kazachye” (literally, “the Cossacks’ own”) 
which stood for “taxation” or “tribute.” This import-
ant fact is recorded in the Dictionary of the Russian 
Language in the XI-XVII Century ([787], page 19). 

We can therefore see that the Tartar tribute, 
the Kozar tribute and the Cossack tithe can all be 
identified as one and the same thing. 

9.5. Slavic names on the map of the Western 
Europe

The name of the Tatra Mountains could have ap-
peared after the conquest of the Czech lands by the 
“Tartars,” or the Russian Cossacks from the East. 

Furthermore, one gets the impression that the 
mediaeval Great = “Mongolian” Empire had com-
prised the entire Europe as well as Russia and Tur-
key in the epoch of its maximal expansion. 

This is the reason why there were many towns 
and cities with Slavic names in mediaeval Prussia, 
whose very name (P + Russia) speaks volumes of its 
former proximity and relationship with White Rus-
sia. Moreover, there are many such names on the 

territory of the modern Germany formerly known 
as Prussia. It suffices to study any map of the Ger-
man North – for instance, the area adjacent to Ber-
lin, the former capital of Prussia (P + Russia). 

In order to represent this effect quantitatively, T. 
N. Fomenko did the following in 1995. She took a 
detailed modern map of Germany (“Deutschland, 
Germany, Allemagne, Germania. Hallwag AG, 
Bern, Switzerland), which indicates 14841 towns 
and cities – approximately fifteen thousand, that is. 

Out of those, she selected the names that 
sounded distinctly Slavonic – Kieve, Kladen etc. 
It turned out that there are 920 such names on the 
territory of Germany, slightly less than a thousand, 
which comprises 6.2 per cent of all the names. 

This number is large enough. It is curious that 
the majority of Slavic names are concentrated on 
the territory formerly known as Prussia, or P-Rus-
sia, which is another proof of close ties that existed 
between Russia and P-Russia in the Middle Ages. 

It is also known that in the twentieth century, 
under the regime of the National Socialists, many 
Slavic names of towns and villages in the North 
of Germany and the area formerly known as 
Prussia were deliberately replaced by more “Ger-
man-sounding” ones in order to obliterate every 
trace of the former unity of Germany (as Prussia) 
and Russia. It would be interesting to conduct a 
similar study of a map of the pre-war Germany, 
or, better still, a XIX century map of Germany 
and Prussia. We haven’t managed to do it so far. 

Other Western European countries also have 
many names that sound Russian or Slavic. This 
was noticed a long time ago, and many scientific 
publications were made on this subject. Many such 
examples from all across the Western Europe were 
collected by the famous Russian historians A. D. 
Chertkov ([956]) and A. S. Khomyakov ([932]). 

Let us add a number of our own observations 
thereto. For instance, the famous Lake Geneva is 
also called Lake Leman on modern Swiss maps 
(Lake Geneva being its second name). The sim-
ilarity with the Russian and Ukrainian name for 
“bay” (“liman”) is truly striking (see [223], Vol-
ume 2, page 651). 

The very name Geneva might be derived from 
the Slavic word for “new,” “novoye.” This may be 
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implied by the name of the city as transcribed on an 
old stone exhibited in the Museum of Archaeology, 
which is situated in the basement of the ancient 
Cathedral of St. Peter in Geneva. One of the pres-
ent book’s authors, G. V. Nosovskiy, saw this stone 
personally in 1995. The inscription says “NAVAE” 
(the rest is impossible to decipher). The modern 
notice plate claims the name to be the name of the 
city transcribed as “Genavae” – however, there’s no 
sign of the first two letters, although this part of 
the stone is in a good condition. 

The initial name of the city may have indeed 
been Navae (“New”), the prefix “Ge” being a more 
recent addition – for instance, as the abbreviation 
of the word “gorod” (“city”). The old name of Ge-
neva could therefore have translated as “New City,” 
or G-Navae in brief. 

NOV is presumed to be a common Indo-Eu-
ropean root (Latin: novum, nova; French: neuf, 
neuve; German: neu; English: new etc). 

There are many such examples. For instance, 
the name Vienna may have derived from the Slavic 
word for “crown” (“venets”). Another version is 
that it derives from the name of the Slavic tribe 
of Venedes, qv in Part 3. 

The same might apply to the name Venice as 
a possible derivative of the name “Venedes” (or 
“Vendians”). The latter is mentioned in Fasmer’s 
Etymological dictionary (see [866], “Venden”). 
This hypothesis is confirmed by the Old Russian 
name of the Venetians – “Veneditsi” ([866], Vol-
ume 1, page 290).

One must also consider the toponymy of the 
rivers Rhone and Rhine. 

Certain scientists (for instance, A. S. Khomya-
kov and A. D. Chertkov – see [932] and [956]) 
claimed that the region of the Rhone was pop-
ulated by the Slavs, and that the modern inhab-
itants of that area are their descendants. It would 
be noteworthy to look up the name of the river in 
a Russian etymological dictionary. Fasmer’s Ety-
mological Dictionary of the Russian Language re-
ports the following ([866], Volume 3, page 501).

“Ronit” and “Ronyu” means “to spill” in Serbian 

and Church Slavonic, as well as virtually every 
other Slavic language, and “to flow” in Slovakian. 
There was also the Upper German word “rinnan” 
(“rinnen” in modern German), which also trans-
lated as “flow”; the same word meant the same 
thing in the Gothic language. Also cf. the English 
word “run” (in the meaning of “flow”). 

All these words are ideal for the name of a river. 
Let us emphasise that this root is nowadays the 
most common for the Slavic languages in particu-
lar – this is confirmed by the Indo-European Ety-
mological Dictionary by Y. Pokorniy ([1347], Vol-
ume 1). It turns out that the French form of the 
name Rhone (Rhône) corresponds to the Greek 
name Eridanos, or simply Jordan ([1347], Volume 
1, page 334). The same word family includes the 
Greek name of the Volga – Ra ([1347], Volume 1, 
pages 334 and 336), likewise the Russian word for 
“river” (“ryeka”). See [1347], Volume 1, page 331. 

The name of the Rhine in Germany must also 
be related to the above. 

The part of France that borders with Spain 
(slightly to the West from the estuary of the 
Rhone) was given as Roussillon on the maps of 
the XVIII century ([1018] and [1019]). “Russian 
Ilion,” or “Russian Troy,” perhaps? Or, alterna-
tively, “Russian Lions.” 

Therefore, the XIX century historians may 
have been correct in their claim that the region 
of Rhone was once populated by the Slavs, as well 
as many other parts of the Western Europe. 

After the fall of the Great = “Mongolian” Em-
pire in the XVII century, the territory of the West-
ern Europe was cleared from its Slavic inhabit-
ants to some extent, but by no means completely. 
Their former areas of residence fell under the in-
fluence of France, Germany etc. The Slavic past 
was largely forgotten. 

Some of the Slavs, who were pushed back to the 
East in the XVII-XVIII century, returned to the 
territory of the modern Russia and rejoined with 
their ethnic cousins, having brought over certain 
relics of the Western culture – in particular, Latin 
words, names and customs.



Part II.

CHINA.  
THE NEW CHRONOLOGY  

AND CONCEPTION OF CHINESE 
HISTORY. OUR HYPOTHESIS



There are many preconceptions concerning the 
history of China. It is presumed to be exception-
ally ancient, a lot more so than European history, 
and its datings are said to be perfectly reliable. 
The basics of Chinese chronology are believed 
to be so firm that it serves as a classical example 
of an indubitably ancient and reliable chronol-
ogy. There is the popular misconception about 
Chinese chronology being based on the “ancient 
Chinese” astronomical records, which permit to 
date the events of the “ancient Chinese” history 
without any ambiguity whatsoever. 

This example makes it difficult to believe that 
the history of Europe, Egypt and Asia Minor is 
as brief as the New Chronology claims it to be. 

Moreover, one must naturally wonder about 
the possible reasons why the documented history 

of China begins thousands of years ago, remaining 
reliable nonetheless, whereas the much shorter 
history of Europe contains so many errors. Could 
it really be that the Chinese have maintained the 
chronology and history of the last six thousand 
years unbroken and distortion-free, whereas the 
history of every other nation is a millennium old 
at best, and filled with errors?

Basically, Chinese history looks like a perfect 
paragon that makes it hard to imagine the Scali-
gerian version of documented European history 
to be erroneous to such a tremendous extent. 

We shall proceed to give a brief description of 
the real situation with Chinese history and chro-
nology as opposed to whatever is advertised. The 
work on the reconstruction of Chinese history 
has only just begun.

Introduction



1.  
THE ACTUAL ASTRONOMICAL EVENTS 
DESCRIBED IN CHINESE CHRONICLES

The astronomical events recorded by the Chi-
nese were studied by N. A. Morozov in the 6th 
volume of his oeuvre entitled Christ ([544]). We 
shall begin our analysis with quoting some of his 
observations, and then add some of our more re-
cent considerations thereto. 

The Chinese have left us records of comet 
observations, which have reached us as the two 
primary comet catalogues considered “ultra-an-
cient” today. 

“The major historical tractate entitled ‘An-
nals’  … begins its narration with the year of 
2650 BC. It is supposed to have been started by a 
certain ‘Master of the Horse’ around 97 BC and 
continued until 1644 AD by different historians. 
Some of its parts are concerned with nothing but 
astronomy, and contain the observations of the 
sun, the moon, and five of the planets, as well as 
stellar coverings and comets. The Anglo-Shang-
hai pronunciation of the word ‘Annals’ is She-Ke, 
which is how this oeuvre is usually referred to by 
the Europeans. 

The ‘Encyclopaedia of the Forest Horse’  … 
contains a whole volume with comet descriptions. 
This ‘Forest Horse’ (Ma-Tuan-Lin) is said to have 

lived around 1232 and recorded all the observa-
tions of comets made between 611 BC and his 
own epoch – just whence those revelations came 
to him remains unclear. The rest of the encyclo-
paedia covers the period up to 1644, or the exact 
same time when the records in the ‘Annals’ of the 
‘Master of the Horse’ cease, likewise the records 
of the European cometographers. Let us recollect 
that Lubieniecki’s famed Cometography came out 
in 1681, preceded by the European compilations 
of the early XVII and the late XVI century. We 
see the simultaneous nascence of voluminous 
cometographic works in the Western Europe 
and in China in the period between the XIII and 
the XVII century; it is highly dubitable that they 
could have come into existence independently 
from each other. 

A shorter ‘History of China’ (comprising a mere 
100 volumes), which covers the period between 
the antediluvian epoch and 1367 was translated 
into French by the Catholic missionary named 
Mailla, and it contains the descriptions of several 
comets that cannot be found in either of the two 
earlier sources” ([544], Volume 6, pages 58-59). 

Thus, the final edition of the primary Chi-
nese sources took place as recently as in the XVII 
century AD. N. A. Morozov points out that the 
Chinese possess no manuscripts whatsoever that 
would predate the XVII century ([544], Volume 6). 

chapter 4

Astronomical events  
in the “ancient” Chinese chronicles
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The absence of earlier manuscript is usually ex-
plained by historians as follows: the Chinese only 
wrote on paper, whereas the Europeans of the 
XIV-XV century used parchment, or specially 
treated leather, which is naturally more endurable 
than paper – the latter disintegrates very fast. At 
any rate, let us keep in mind the important fact that 
there are no Chinese texts dating from before the 
XVII century in existence.

Let us quote from Morozov again: “As I have 
already mentioned, the Chinese do not have any 
manuscripts that would predate the XVII cen-
tury, which is when the chronicles of She-Ke and 
Ma-Tuan-Lin were compiled – possibly, with the 
assistance of the Catholic missionaries who were 
in charge of the Chinese observatories back then, 
and even built them for the Chinese” ([544], Vol-
ume 6, page 119). 

“Having cited the complete roster of comets 
that were first filed by Mailla and Gaubil, as well 
as some later European authors, I cannot refrain 
from expressing … a certain lack of trust in the 
purity of this roster’s Chinese origins. It was … 
included in Pingré’s ‘Cometography,’ albeit edited 
and abbreviated. Then, in 1846, Biot published 
the comet rosters from the ‘Annals’ (retaining the 
Shanghai name ‘She-Ke’) and the almost identical 
rosters from the ‘Encyclopaedia,’ or ‘Ma-Tuan-Lin,’ 
as it was called in Shanghai, in his oeuvre entitled 
‘Connaissance des Temps’… Both rosters are much 
more detailed than the original roster of Mailla 
and Gaubil, although they reveal obvious traces of 
borrowing from each other” ([544], Vol. 6, p. 42.

N. A. Morozov has thus discovered that the 
allegedly ancient Chinese comet rosters were sub-
stantially expanded by someone in the XVIII-XIX 
century. This happened in Europe. We shall soon 
see find out the identity of the responsible parties, 
as well as their motivations, and demonstrate that 
the comet roster was almost certainly expanded 
after 1759. 

Furthermore, it turns out that the Chinese 
sources do not contain any descriptions of astro-
nomical instruments, and there are no traces of the 
ancient astronomical observatories anywhere on 
the territory of China ([544], Volume 6, page 132). 
This is very odd indeed, if one is to believe that the 

Chinese have been conducting meticulous astro-
nomical observations for several thousand years. 

European astronomical observations of that pe-
riod are believed to be greatly inferior to the Chi-
nese – nevertheless, the Europeans have preserved 
detailed descriptions of instruments, observation 
techniques etc. It suffices to recollect the “ancient” 
astronomical work of Claudius Ptolemy – the Al-
magest. Could it be that it had never occurred to 
the Chinese, despite many centuries of observing 
the sky, to relate their exact methods and provide 
some sort of a description of the instruments that 
they used for this purpose?

Our opponents will naturally say that the Chi-
nese had “kept their methods secret.” We shall 
refrain from arguing here, because we shall soon 
cite much more substantial evidence to prove 
that the real Chinese astronomical observations 
started in the XVI century the earliest. Apart from 
the comet rosters, Chinese chronicles mention 
eclipses. N. A. Morozov also managed to discover 
the sole existing horoscope. 

We shall deliberately tackle the comet issue 
somewhat later. However, we can already formu-
late the results of our own research. They are as 
follows. 

1) The only comet that could confirm the cor-
rectness of the Scaligerian chronology of China 
is Comet Halley. Other comets are of zero utility 
insofar as the issue of dating is concerned.

2) All reported observations of Comet Halley 
before the XV century are utter disinformation, 
and were fabricated in the XVIII-XIX century. 
This isn’t even a hypothesis  – it is a strict as-
sertion, which shall be proven in Chapter 5 of 
CHRON5. We do not claim every Chinese report 
associated with Comet Halley today to be a for-
gery – one or two turned out quite sufficient for 
that end. This forgery is most likely to date from 
the period between 1759 and 1835.

2.  
CHINESE ECLIPSES

The descriptions of eclipses as found in Chinese 
chronicles are very vague, lacking such vital de-
tails as the phase of the eclipse, the observation 
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site etc. N. A. Morozov was perfectly correct to 
note that such nebulous reports can by no means 
be used for the purposes of historical dating, since 
one can find an eclipse of some sort in every dec-
ade, observable from some point and possessing 
some phase value. If we are to assume that the 
Chinese only described distinctly manifest (or 
total) eclipses, these descriptions will fail to corre-
spond with reality in any way at all. For instance, 
the Chinese “History of the Khitan State” by E. 
Lun-Li (Moscow, Nauka, 1979) reports eclipses in 
the years of 992, 994, 998, 999, 1002, 1004, 1007 
etc. Total (or at least distinctly observable) solar 
eclipses cannot happen with this regularity and 
be visible from the same territory.

Corollary. Chinese eclipse observations 
can neither confirm nor refute any chronology 
of China at all, be it veracious or erroneous. 

3.  
CHINESE HOROSCOPES

The situation with horoscopes is even worse. 
N. A. Morozov claims that his study of the Chi-
nese chronicles did not yield a single ancient hor-
oscope compiled in China – at the very least, he 
didn’t manage to find any of those. 

The only horoscope related to Chinese history 
survived in the chronicles of Eastern Asia ([544], 
Volume 6, page 50). Morozov conducted a study 
of this horoscope, which is associated with the 
reign of the grandson of the first Chinese em-
peror Huang Di “The Yellow” (could it be Em-
peror John, or Juan as pronounced in Spanish?)

Modern historians date the beginning of this 
emperor’s reign to the first half of the third mil-
lennium before Christ. Emperor Huang was “a 
contemporary of Noah, moreover – we are told 
that this name wasn’t a real name, but rather a 
‘post mortem alias,’ since the Chinese buried the 
emperor’s name with the emperor and gave him 
a new name after his death” ([544], Volume 6, 
page 43). 

It turns out that “in the reign of the Yellow 
Emperor’s grandson, in the springtime of the 
year, on the first day of the first month, all five 
planets converged underneath the Alpha and 

Beta of Pegasus  – in Aquarius and partially in 
Capricorn” ([544], Volume 6, page 50). 

This horoscope is dateable perfectly well, and 
so N. A. Morozov performed this operation. Ap-
parently, in the third millennium before Christ, 
which is the period that the Yellow Emperor’s 
reign is dated to by historians (ditto the reign 
of his grandson), “there was nothing remotely 
resembling the convergence of five planets near 
Aquarius – this event only happened once, on 9 
February 1345, and in a very spectacular manner 
at that” ([544], Volume 6, page 54). 

We have verified the calculations of N. A. Moro-
zov with the aid of modern astronomical software 
and found another solution for this ancient Chi-
nese horoscope: 15 February 1108 AD. This solu-
tion turned out to be even better than Morozov’s. 
See for yourselves. Firstly, all five planets did in 
fact converge in Capricorn, and were clearly vis-
ible before dawn. Secondly, the moon was new, 
which corresponds to the first day of lunar month 
as indicated in the Chinese texts. Finally, the solu-
tion is vernal, since the event took place in the 
middle of February. Another excellent solution 
for this horoscope dates from 6 February 1524 
AD. Other solutions that we have found were 
much worse than the two excellent solutions of 
1108 and 1524 as mentioned above – the planets 
were either at too great a distance from the Alpha 
and the Beta of Pegasus, or could not be observed 
simultaneously. 

It is therefore very likely that “the grandson 
of the Yellow Emperor” lived in the XVI century, 
but definitely not in the third millennium before 
Christ – that period doesn’t contain a single solu-
tion for the “first Chinese horoscope.” 

One might wonder whether any attempts of 
dating the horoscope were made before Moro-
zov. They were; the account of just how this was 
carried out is most edifying indeed. Let us quote 
it after N. A. Morozov. 

“How could Bailey ‘confirm’ this antediluvian 
pseudo-Chinese chronology saying that the con-
vergence of the five planets really happened on 20 
February 2448 BC? Very simple. He assumed that 
the Chinese anticipated the unnatural mediaeval 
astrological equality of the planets, the sun and 
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the moon, as well as the 19-year Meton’s cycle 
(some twenty-five hundred years before the Eu-
ropean Meton, no less), but suddenly decided to 
exclude the two most important planets from this 
list – namely, Jupiter and Saturn, replacing them 
with the Sun and the Moon. Things instantly be-
came simple – since the geocentric conjunctions 
of the Sun, the Moon, Mercury, Venus and Mars 
occur once in each constellation every 15 or 17 
years, Bailey could instantly locate this event 
within the 77 years of the alleged reign of the 
Yellow Emperor’s grandson, relieved from the ne-
cessity to fit the larger planets into his equation” 
([544], Volume 6, page 50-52). 

If one is to confirm Scaligerian chronology in 
this manner, Chinese history definitely ranks as 
“well-confirmed.” 

We see a vivid example of how certain scien-
tists committed actual forgeries striving to con-
firm the Scaligerian history of China – possibly 
guided by “best considerations possible.” 

4.  
THE “ANCIENT” CHINESE 60-YEAR CYCLE 

AND ITS ORIGINS

Many people are aware of the cycle in question, 
and follow the Chinese zodiac meticulously, tak-
ing into account the sign of the current year and 
asking each other about their Chinese signs (Dog, 
Pig, Monkey or Rooster?), believing themselves 
to be in touch with the ancient wisdom of the 
grandeval Orient, where the mysterious calendar 
cycles that rule our destinies were discovered in 
antediluvian times. What makes this theory par-
ticularly appealing is, of course, its alleged unbe-
lievably ancient age. 

It is presumed that the 60-year cycle was 
adopted by the Chinese at the very dawn of their 
history, in the reign of the same famed Yellow 
Emperor, or the alleged year 2638 BC ([544], Vol-
ume 6, page 43). However, the 60-year cycle is 
known very well in astronomy – it is the approx-
imate conjunction period of Jupiter and Saturn. 
Such conjunctions were indeed presumed very 
important in the Middle Ages. N. A. Morozov 
came up with the natural hypothesis that such 

conjunctions provided the basis of the “ancient” 
Chinese 60-year cycle. 

However, the 60-year period between the con-
junctions of Jupiter and Saturn is approximated – 
we are therefore given a spectacular opportunity 
of dating the moment when the 60-year calendar 
circle was introduced. Indeed, over the course of 
time the discrepancy between the astronomical 
conjunctions of Jupiter and Saturn and the cal-
endar beginnings of the sixty-year Chinese cycle 
grows ever greater. It would be interesting to cal-
culate the date when they coincided, which will 
give us the epoch when the cycle in question was 
introduced. 

It turns out that these coincidences only ex-
isted between 1204 and 1623 AD. By the way, this 
time interval fully covers the moment encoded 
in the horoscope of the Yellow Emperor – 1345 
AD, qv above. 

Thus, the “ancient” Chinese sixty-year circle 
was introduced in the XIII century AD the ear-
liest; most likely – in the XIV century, the epoch 
of Huang, or John, the Yellow Emperor, or even 
later. 

5.  
WHEN DID THE CHINESE INVENT THE 

TELESCOPE?

We are all of the opinion that the telescope was in-
vented by Galileo or his immediate predecessors 
in the XVII century. He came up with the revolu-
tionary idea of using optical lenses for looking at 
distant objects, including stars and planets. This 
invention truly revolutionised many fundamental 
disciplines, such as navigation, astronomy etc.

However, it turns out that we are under a pro-
digious delusion about the time when the tele-
scope was invented. In the alleged VI century BC, 
the time when many European nations were still 
nestling in caves, the Chinese already had tele-
scopes and used them widely. 

This becomes obvious from the ancient Chi-
nese book entitled “Canonical Verses” (Shi-Chin), 
which “are said to have been edited anew – pre-
sumably, by the great sage Confucius from the 
[alleged – Auth.] VI century BC… Chinese sci-
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entists believe the ‘Canonical Verses’ to be one of 
the five books comprising their primary ancient 
collection of historical verse… 

The first part of this book is called ‘Highest Em-
peror,’ and it tells about the deeds of the ‘Highest 
Emperor’ (Yao), who ascended to the throne in the 
41st year of the 5th cycle… 

Paragraphs 3-8 of the ‘Canonical Verses’ con-
tain the instruction given by this ‘Highest Em-
peror’ to his two court astronomers named ‘Plan’ 
and ‘Draft’ (He and Ho). 

In the first paragraph (or Paragraph 3) he or-
ders them to ‘Observe the sky, calculate the cal-
endar and construct an instrument that would 
represent the 12 signs of the zodiac and the move-
ments of the Sun and the Moon along them’ … in 
Paragraph 8 the Emperor addresses his astrono-
mers as follows: ‘Plan and Draft! You know that 
the year consists of 366 days! Devise the interme-
diate months and a hundred religious services to 
make everything work fine.’

The commentator adds that 366 days stand for 
the true time of the entire celestial sphere’s rota-
tion, whereas the length of the solar year equals 
365 ¼ days. Hence the conclusion that the Julian 
year was discovered in China by Confucius … and 
that the precession of the climatic year was already 
known to the Chinese back then, albeit errone-

ously estimated as greater than it really was” ([544], 
Volume 6, page 57). 

Let us emphasise that this level of astronomi-
cal knowledge of the “ancient China” would cor-
respond to that of the European astronomy in the 
XV-XVI century AD. Modern historians aren’t 
surprised by this fact, for some reason. 

However, this does not exhaust the list of the 
“ancient Chinese discoveries.” 

“The second part of the ‘Canonical Verses’ 
called ‘Humble Emperor’ (Shun-Di) tells us about 
the deeds of Emperor Humble, the heir of the 
Highest Emperor. He ordered to make a ‘look-
ing-glass’ to make the seven mobile luminaries 
‘observable daily.’ This must be a direct implication 
that Galileo’s telescope was known to the Chinese 
four thousand years before the great European sci-
entist … Why is it that the ones who believe in the 
existence of the Julian year, the armillary sphere, 
the knowledge of the solstices and the equinoxes 
etc in the Ancient China stop before this final step 
and identify the ‘looking-glass’ as an astronomical 
quadrant?” ([544], Volume 6, page 58). 

Corollary: such texts cannot possibly pre-
date the XVII century AD in our opinion. 

Let us once again emphasise that the surviv-
ing Chinese manuscripts date from the XVI-XVII 
century the earliest.



1.  
SUSPICIOUSLY HIGH COMET 

OBSERVATION FREQUENCY IN CHINA

Above we have told about the sources that record
ed the observations of Chinese comets. By a “Chi
nese” comet we mean a comet observation record
ed in a certain chronicle identified as Chinese 
nowadays. 

The complete roster of Chinese comets con
tains over 300 records. It is presumed that these 
records report observations of comets that took 
place in 309 different years. Nowadays historians 
distribute them over the interval between 610 BC 
and 1640 AD. Thus, the roster covers the span of 
some 2200 years, which gives us about one com
et observed in seven years. However, since the 
comet roster contains a number of lacunae, since 
there are epochs when no comet observations 
were recorded, the frequency of comet observa
tion in China is much higher – a comet in every 
three years for some epochs, for instance. In the 
III century AD the Chinese observed 35 comets, 
and 20 of them in the IV century. 

Apart from that, all these comets are presumed 
to have been visible to the naked eye, since they’re 
mentioned in chronicles, which often contain per
sonal impressions of the chroniclers, and not spe
cialised astronomical literature. It would be natural 

to assume that comets mentioned in chronicles 
were quite spectacular and visible to many people. 

This makes the Chinese comet roster very odd 
indeed. The frequency of comet observations re
corded therein is very high, even if we’re to as
sume that the Chinese didn’t merely mention 
spectacular comets, but also tiny ones, which 
would appear as a minute point to the naked eye. 

How many comets have modern readers seen 
in their lifetime? Not a single truly spectacular one 
over the last fifty years. There were small comets, 
which could be seen to the naked eye after their 
prior location on the sky with the use of a tele
scope. However, the ancient Chinese are unlikely 
to have used powerful telescopes in order to rake 
through every sector of the sky in order to find a 
comet and instantly write it into a chronicle. 

Moreover, in order to distinguish between a 
small comet and a star the Chinese needed a full 
catalogue of visible stars in order to locate a slow
ly moving dot of a comet among them. Let us 
consider the star charts used by the Chinese as
tronomers. What do we see? In figs. 5.1 and 5.2 
we reproduce a Chinese star chart of the XIX cen
tury as an example. Even this chart is rather prim
itive, and it dates from the XIX century. N.  A. 
Morozov also cites the ancient Chinese star cata
logues of the XIX century ([544], Volume 6). They 
are rather primitive, crude and incomplete. 

chapter 5

Chinese comets
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these interstellar vagabonds don’t quite rain over 
us in such abundance as one finds in the roster [of 
Chinese comets – Auth.]” ([544], Vol. 6, p. 60). 

In fig. 5.3 we reproduce some drawings of com
ets from an ancient book of Stanislaw Lubieniecki 
dating from 1681. In fig. 5.4 we see an ancient 
Chinese drawing of a comet next to Ursa Major. 

2.  
YEARS OF COMET OBSERVATIONS IN CHINA

A list of Scaligerian dates when alleged 
comet observations are registered  

in Chinese sources 
(Also given in [544], Volume 6, pages 130–132) 

● –610,
● –530, –515, –501,
● –466, –432,
● –304, –302,
● –295, –239, –237, –233, –232, –213, –203,
● –171, –156, –154, –153, –147, –146, –137, –136, –13
4, –133, –119,
● –118, –109, –108,
● –86, –83, –76, –75, –73, –72, –71, –69, –68, –60, –4
8, –47, –43, –31, –11, –4, –3,
●  13, 22, 39, 55, 60, 61, 65, 66, 71, 75, 76, 77, 84,
●  102, 110, 131, 141, 147, 148, 149, 161, 178, 180, 182, 

185, 188, 192, 193,
●  200, 204, 206, 207, 213, 218, 222, 225, 232, 236, 238, 

240, 245, 247, 248, 251, 252, 253, 255, 257, 259, 262, 
265, 268, 275, 276, 277, 279, 281, 283, 287, 290, 296,

●  300, 301, 302, 303, 304, 305, 329, 336, 340, 343, 349, 
358, 363, 369, 373, 386, 390, 393,

●  400, 401, 402, 415, 416, 418, 419, 422, 423, 442, 449, 
451,

●  501, 532, 539, 560, 561, 565, 568, 574, 575, 588, 594,
●  607, 615, 616, 626, 634, 639, 641, 663, 667, 676, 681, 

683, 684,
●  707, 708, 710, 713, 730, 739, 760, 767, 770, 773,
●  815, 817, 821, 828, 829, 834, 837, 838, 839, 840, 841, 

851, 856, 864, 868, 869, 877, 885, 886, 892, 893, 894,
●  905, 912, 928, 936, 941, 943, 956, 975, 989, 998,
●  1003, 1014, 1018, 1035, 1036, 1049, 1056, 1066, 

1080, 1095, 1097,
●  1106, 1110, 1126, 1131, 1132, 1133, 1145, 1147, 

1151

●  1222, 1226, 1232, 1237, 1240, 1264, 1277, 1293, 
1299,

●  1301, 1304, 1313, 1315, 1337, 1340, 1351, 1356, 
1360, 1362, 1363, 1366, 1368, 1373, 1376, 1378, 
1385, 1388, 1391,

●  1407, 1430, 1431, 1432, 1433, 1439, 1444, 1449, 
1450, 1452, 1453, 1456, 1457, 1458, 1461, 1462, 
1465, 1468, 1472, 1490, 1491, 1495, 1499,

●  1500, 1502, 1506, 1520, 1521, 1523, 1529, 1531, 
1532, 1533, 1534, 1536, 1539, 1545, 1554, 1556, 
1557, 1569, 1577, 1578, 1580, 1582, 1584, 1585, 
1591, 1593, 1596,

●  1604, 1607, 1609, 1618, 1619, 1621 1639, 1640.

1) We have omitted sightings of several comets 
in a single year – for instance, it is presumed that 
the Chinese observed three comets in 416 AD, 
two comes in 422 AD and so on. All such multi
ple records are omitted. 

2) We do not cite the data concerning precise 
calendar dates of presumed comet observations. 
The Chinese have left records that report the ex
act year, month and sometimes even day when a 
given comet was observed, presumably of the 
highest exactitude. We shall not require these 
data; moreover, we shall see that all of these “exact 
indications” are likely to date from a rather recent 
epoch. 

3) Many Chinese records specify paths of com
ets across different constellations. We do not cite 
these data here for the following reason. The anal
ysis of these paths only make sense if we need to 
estimate the orbits of these comets or want to 
identify them as comets that we already know. 
The only comet that it is sensible to identify in 
this manner is the famous Comet Halley. How
ever, we shall consider it specifically later on. 

As for all the other comets, we have to point 
out the following: “Apart from Comet Halley, we 
know of no other recurrent comets visible to the 
naked eye that would confirm the precision of 
European and Chinese reports. 

The recurrence of many comets, most of them 
minute, has been estimated by now; however, not 
one of them is mentioned in the chronicles in 
such a manner that it could be identified” ([544], 
Volume 6, page 156). 
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3.  
EUROPEAN COMETS AND THEIR 

OBSERVATION DATES

A list of Scaligerian dates when  
the alleged sightings of comets were 

recorded in European chronicles 
(Also given in [544], Volume 6, pages 130–132) 

● –479, –465, –430, –429, –413, –411, –409,
● –372, –352, –347, –340, –335,
● –219 (?), –203,
● –199, –182, –167, –165, –164, –149, –145, –143, –13
5, –128, –118, –117, –116, –109,
● –98, –92, –89, –86, –83, –39, –59, –46, –45, –44, –4
2, –40, –30, –29, –28, –22, –12,
●  12, 14, 16, 17, 40, 48, 51, 54, 56, 57, 60, 61, 62, 

66, 68, 69, 70, 72, 73, 76, 78, 79, 81,
●  130, 145, 146, 160, 161, 181, 188, 190, 192, 195,
●  204, 213, 217, 220,
●  307, 308, 324, 335, 340, 363, 367, 370, 375, 377, 

380, 383, 384, 386, 389, 390, 393, 394, 396, 399,
●  405, 410, 412, 413, 418, 423, 434, 442, 443, 

448, 450, 453, 454, 457, 459, 488,
●  500, 519, 531, 533, 535, 538, 540, 541, 550, 

557, 560, 570, 583, 587, 589, 594, 597, 599,
●  601, 602, 603, 604, 607, 617, 620, 622, 623, 631, 

633, 660, 667, 674, 675, 676, 678, 684, 685, 687,
●  715, 719, 729, 744, 745, 761, 763, 791,
●  800, 809, 812, 814, 815, 817, 818, 828, 819, 830, 

837, 838, 839, 840, 841, 844, 868, 876, 882,
●  900, 902, 905, 906, 910, 912, 913, 930, 941, 

942, 944, 964, 968, 975, 979, 983, 996, 999,
●  1000, 1004, 1005, 1006, 1009, 1017, 1027, 

1031, 1038, 1042, 1053, 1058, 1064, 1066, 
1067, 1071, 1077, 1092, 1095, 1097, 1098,

●  1102, 1103, 1106, 1107, 1108, 1109, 1110, 
1111, 1112, 1113, 1119, 1125, 1132, 1133, 
1141, 1145, 1163, 1169, 1172, 1180,

●  1200, 1202, 1211, 1214, 1213, 1217, 1219, 
1222, 1223, 1230, 1238, 1240, 1241, 1254, 
1255, 1256, 1264, 1267, 1268, 1269, 1273, 
1282, 1285, 1286, 1293, 1298, 1299,

●  1300, 1301, 1302, 1303, 1307, 1312, 1313, 1314, 
1315, 1318, 1337, 1338, 1339, 1340, 1341, 1345, 
1347, 1351, 1352, 1353, 1362, 1363, 1365, 1368, 
1376, 1379, 1380, 1382, 1390, 1391, 1394, 1399,

●  1400, 1401, 1402, 1403, 1407, 1408, 1414, 1426, 
1433, 1434, 1439, 1444, 1445, 1450, 1454, 1456, 
1457, 1458, 1460, 1461, 1467, 1468, 1470, 1471, 
1472, 1475, 1476, 1477, 1491, 1492, 1493,

●  1500, 1504, 1505, 1506, 1510, 1511, 1512, 1513, 
1514, 1516, 1517, 1521, 1522, 1523, 1524, 1526, 
1527, 1528, 1529, 1530, 1531, 1532, 1533, 1537, 
1538, 1539, 1541, 1542, 1545, 1554, 1556, 1557, 
1558, 1559, 1560, 1564, 1566, 1569, 1572, 1576, 
1577, 1578, 1580, 1582, 1583, 1585, 1590, 1593, 
1596, 1597,

●  1602, 1604, 1607, 1618, 1652, 1653, 1661, 1664, 
1665, 1682.

Apparently, the European list also provokes many 
confused questions. Nearly every oddity pointed 
out in Chinese rosters is also present here. 

Furthermore, one cannot fail to notice the 
amazing multitudes of comets that Europeans are 
believed to have observed in the Middle Ages. 
Take the part of the roster corresponding to the 
XVI century, for instance. See for yourselves:

4 comets were observed in 1500, 
2 comets were observed in 1504, 
6 (!) comets were observed in 1506,
3 comets were observed in 1511,
3 comets were observed in 1516,
2 comets were observed in 1523,
4 comets were observed in 1527,
3 comets were observed in 1529,
4 comets were observed in 1530,
6 (!) comets were observed in 1531,
6 (!) comets were observed in 1532,
5 (!) comets were observed in 1533,
3 comets were observed in 1538,
6 (!) comets were observed in 1539,
2 comets were observed in 1541,
3 comets were observed in 1542,
2 comets were observed in 1545,
8 (!) comets were observed in 1556,
3 comets were observed in 1557,
6 (!) comets were observed in 1558,
2 comets were observed in 1560,
3 comets were observed in 1569,
6 (!) comets were observed in 1572,
2 comets were observed in 1576,
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9 (!!) comets were observed in 1577.
And so on, and so forth (see [544]).

It appears that in the XVI century Europeans are 
said to have observed 145 comets with the naked 
eye. This is completely out of proportion. Let us 
remind the readers that the telescope was only 
invented in the XVII century – therefore, one can 
only speak of comets visible with the naked eye, 
and those are very scarce indeed. 

N. A. Morozov was perfectly correct to note: 
“European comets observed with the naked eye 
are so abundant that no such observations must 
ever have taken place” ([544], Volume 6, page 
135). The comet roster cited above brings us to 
the following conclusion. 

It is most likely that we are confronted with 
various reports of a single comet, which were lat
er presumed to refer to different comets. This also 
demonstrates that many mediaeval records were 
misdated by later chronologists, who have trans
formed a single comet into a multitude which 
became spread over many years. Once again, this 
proves that a correct conversion of a date found 
in a mediaeval document into the modern chron
ological system is anything but a simple task. At 
any rate, we can see that mediaeval chronologists 
have made a great many mistakes. 

Alternatively, we shall have to assume that in 
the XVI century one could indeed observe com
ets with the naked eye nearly every month. 

One might suggest that the chronologists 
could be corrected – for this end, we should col
late different descriptions of a single comet into 
one and create a correct comet chronology. 

Unfortunately, this would only be possible if 
we knew the dates when said comets could be 
observed in reality a priori. The problem is that 
we know no such dates; this is precisely what we 
have to find out from the roster that we have at 
our disposal today. 

We can see that the astronomers and cometog
raphers of the XVIIXVIII century could not dis
tinguish between the “fictitious comets” and real 
ones, or identify various descriptions of a single 
comet as such. It is easy enough to understand 
why  – various eyewitnesses of a single comet 

could describe it differently (for instance, confus
ing the constellations that lay in the path of the 
comet). Different trajectories were recorded as a 
result. Mediaeval cometographers were apparent
ly unable to take their bearings in the resulting 
chaos of data. Chances are, it is impossible to re
construct the veracious chronology of mediaeval 
comet observations. 

One of the implications is that the years of 
comet observations reported by mediaeval chro
nologists, let alone the months, cannot be consid
ered reliable datings. 

References to the constellations that lay in the 
path of the comet are also unreliable – especially 
seeing as how it is highly unlikely that all mediae
val citizens had star charts at their disposal 
(Dürer’s, for instance), which would give them an 
opportunity of tracing the comet’s path – there
fore, it could only be traced by professional as
tronomers. However, we see that even they often 
got confused. Let us, for instance, consider the 
European description of the path of Comet Halley 
in the alleged year 1378 AD ([544], Volume 6, 
page 142). Initially it strikes one as a natural de
scription of a comet’s trajectory across constella
tions. However, a closer study reveals that “the 
comet’s position fitted the purpose of calculating 
its orbit so poorly that Pingré declared it useful 
for nothing but tiring the very heart out of an 
overly diligent researcher of Comet Halley” ([544], 
page 142). Apparently, the mediaeval observers 
muddled something up, and it is impossible to 
estimate the exact nature of their error nowadays. 

4.  
A COMPARISON OF THE CHINESE AND 

EUROPEAN COMET ROSTERS

Let us sum up. N. A. Morozov compiled compar
ative dating tables for the Chinese and European 
records of comet sightings ([544], Volume 6, pag
es 130132). He discovered that the “ancient” 
Chinese comet observations fail to concur with 
the “ancient” European observations. Both rosters 
(the “ancient” Chinese and the “ancient” Europe
an) are too dense. Such great density of comets 
visible to the naked eye is impossible. Both these 
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It is believed that the Chinese observed all of 
this comet’s forthcomings between the I century 
BC and the present at the very least. It is believed 
that the modern theory of Comet Halley’s motion 
is confirmed by the ancient Chinese chronicles; 
this theory, in turn, confirms the Scaligerian 
chronology of China. 

In fig. 5.6 we reproduce an ancient representa
tion of a comet from the ancient carpet of Baille. 
Scaligerian history tries to convince us that the 
comet in question is Comet Halley as seen in the 
alleged year of 1066. 

Even N. A. Morozov in his radical revision of 
many layers of the ancient history only questions 
the veracity of the Chinese records concerning 
Comet Halley before the beginning of the new 
era, believing them to be more or less correct af
terwards. 

He makes the following confused statement: 
“Whatever the origin of these Chinese comet re
cords, some of them are in amazing concurrence 
with the theoretically calculated recurrences of 
Comet Halley, which makes us treat them seri
ously as a valid means for the verification of the 
ancient documents that contain comet descrip
tions” ([544], Volume 6, page 156). 

Thus, one has no apparent reasons to be sus
picious of the Chinese chronology, based on the 
recurrences of Comet Halley, among other 
things – even N. A. Morozov was convinced, al
though he retained a number of serious suspi
cions: “Comet Halley does not substantiate the 
reports of SheKe and the “Forest Horse” con
cerned with the first centuries AD. What right 
have we to assume that these books can prove any 
chronological scale extending further back into 
the past?” ([544], Volume 6, page 154). 

However, the situation here isn’t quite as sim
ple as it might seem originally. The analysis of 
N.  A. Morozov proved incomplete here. He 
shouldn’t have considered the correspondence 
between some of the “ancient” Chinese records 
and the calculated recurrence cycle of Comet 
Halley “amazing”  – our analysis demonstrates 
that the probability of said correspondence being 
mere coincidence is high enough; many such cor
respondences do in fact turn out purely coinci

dental, qv below. However, fortunately enough, 
the creators of the “ancient” Chinese chronology 
refused to stop here, attempting to bring the en
tire picture to “perfection.” 

They made a mistake here, having added sev
eral “ancient” Chinese records of the alleged 
sightings of Comet Halley in the XVIII century 
and thus left a criminating piece of evidence that 
permits proving the falsity of the entire “ancient” 
Chinese chronology. The forgery in question was 
committed in the XVIII century. 

5.2. The analysis of Planet Halley’s 
recurrence cycles

5.2.1. A list of the dates of Comet Halley’s alleged 
sightings

Let us begin with the list of dates traditionally 
associated with the sightings of Comet Halley. It 
is usually divided into two parts, namely, the Chi
nese and the European records of Comet Halley’s 
observations. Let us cite both lists and compare 
them to each other. 

The astronomers Cowell and Crommelin have 
used these dates as a basis for the astronomical 
and mathematical theory of Comet Halley’s mo
tion at the very beginning of the XX century. 
They used this theory for their theoretical calcu
lations of the comet recurrence cycles into the 
past. 

In the following table we cite the results of 
their theoretical calculations as well as the years 
of European and Chinese observations presumed 
to be related to Comet Halley. The names of 
months in the left column indicate the passage of 
the comet through the perihelion point.

No other mentions of Comet Halley are found 
in either the Chinese or the European sources, 
apart from a few scarce exceptions. For instance, 
the Chinese record of 239 BC is occasionally con
sidered to be a reference to Comet Halley ([544], 
Volume 6, page 140). See the graph of Cowell and 
Crommelin and the comet roster on page 73 of 
the abovementioned source. 

The first impression one gets is that the table 
unambiguously leads us to the following funda
mental conclusion: the mathematical theory of 
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Comet Halley’s motion is in excellent corre
spondence with the observations of the Chinese. 
A propos, the correspondence of said theory with 
European sources is a great deal worse. However, 
let us refrain from being overly critical – after all, 
it is common knowledge that the Chinese astron
omers were known for their meticulousness, es
pecially in the distant past – a far cry from their 
European colleagues. 

Let us reiterate: the theoretical graph appears 
to be conformed by the coincidence of all the the
oretical dates with the ones taken from the Chi
nese chronicles, with the exception of one two
year discrepancy and two oneyear discrepancies. 
Actually, the oneyear discrepancies can be dis
regarded, owing to a certain ambiguity concern
ing the beginning of the year in the antiquity.

5.2.2. What happened to Comet Halley in 1986? The 
reasons why it shifted to the other hemisphere

One must specifically mark the fact that the Chi
nese astronomers are believed to have observed 
every single apparition of Comet Halley over the 
course of two thousand years without missing any.

China is located in the Northern Hemisphere. 
Apart from that, every description of the path of 
a comet identified as Comet Halley today refers 
to the constellations of the Northern Hemisphere 
or the Zodiac. We have checked this against the 
comet roster in [544], Volume 6. 

The inevitable conclusion is that every single 
apparition of Comet Halley over the last two 
thousand years was theoretically observable from 
the Northern Hemisphere exclusively. 

Everything seems understandable and natural 
so far. A large recurrent comet has been following 
the same stationary orbit, more or less stable in 
relation to the ecliptic, for the last two thousand 
years. 

Let us ask the readers residing in the Northern 
Hemisphere whether they saw Comet Halley in 
1986? The answer is in the negative. The reason is 
perfectly simple – it wasn’t visible from the North
ern Hemisphere, and could only be observed from 
the Southern (being rather dim at that). 

What could have possibly happened to Comet 
Halley? Two thousand years of observations from 
the Northern Hemisphere followed by a sudden 
migration to the Southern? Our opponents might 
suggest this fact to be a consequence of the math
ematical law of its motion. This very mathemati
cal law is what we shall consider in the following 
section. 

For the time being, let us make a summary. 
Such a drastic change in the motion pattern of a 
comet that had remained stable for two thousand 
years strikes us as very odd indeed.

The above makes us strongly doubt the verac
ity of the traditional chronology of Comet Hal
ley’s sightings. Are all of its apparitions reflected 
in the Chinese chronicles veraciously? Could we 
be faced with random coincidences or something 
worse still – later insertions into the text? By the 
way, what is the probability of an arbitrary “peri
odical sine curve” randomly coinciding with the 

 Theory (Cowell  
& Crommelin),  
Julian calendar

Traditional dates  
of Chinese records 

(acc. to She–Ke)

Traditional dates  
in European  
chronicles

April 1910 1910 1910
March 1835 1835 1835
March 1759 1759 1759
September 1682 1682 1682
October 1607 1607 1607
August 1531 1531 1531
June  1456 1456 1456
November 1378 1378 –
October 1301 1301 1301
September 1222 1222 1222
April 1145 1145 1145
March 1066 1066 1066
September 989 989 –
July  912 912 912
February 837 837 837
July  760 760 –(761 ?)
November 684 684 684
March  607 607 – (607 ?)
November 530 532 531
July  451 451 – (450 ?)
November 373 373 –
April  295 296? –
April  218 218 217
March  141 141 –
January 66 66 66
October –12 –11 –12
August –86 –86 –86
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However, one can make the more or less de
finitive claim that every reappearance of the com
et reveals substantial changes in its behaviour, 
which means that there are no reasons whatsoev
er to assume that its past apparitions were char
acterised by any periodicity at all. 

This leads us to a very important conclusion. 
Taking into account all the above considerations, 
we must admit that the “Chinese sawtooth 
curve” as the presumed recurrence cycle function 
of Comet Halley is manifestly false. It cannot pos
sibly reflect the real sightings or the real trajecto
ry of the comet. Therefore, it is either of a random 
nature, or a forgery, all in all, either premeditated 
or unwilled and resulting from “the very best in
tentions.” We shall discuss this issue below. 

5.2.4. The provenance of the “Chinese law of 
periodicity” for Comet Halley

We may be asked the following question, which 
is perfectly justified: if the behaviour of Comet 
Halley does in fact lack periodicity, whence did 
the experimental sawtooth curve that provided 
Cowell and Crommelin with a foundation for 
their hypothesis actually originate? After all, they 
did manage to locate every single dot of the graph 
in the old comet rosters, and arrange them into 
the “Chinese law of periodicity” perfectly well. 
Could all the Chinese observations have been 
counterfeited in order to prove the periodicity of 
Comet Halley’s recurrence cycles over the course 
of the last two thousand years? One cannot deny 
the fact that the graph in fig. 5.7 contains at least 
17 dots that represent the preXIV century epoch. 
Is it possible that each and every one of them is 
the result of a forgery?

This is not the case, obviously enough. Howev
er, our analysis demonstrates that a partial forgery 
did actually take place; simultaneously, as we shall 
demonstrate in an instant, it was unnecessary to 
fabricate several dozen records. The structure of 
the Chinese comet roster, dense as it happens to 
be, is such that the substantiation of almost any 
“law of periodicity” would require the fabrication 
(insertion) of three observations maximum. 

Let us linger upon this for a while. The matter 
is that the Chinese comet roster is exceptionally 

dense – in other words, it contains a great variety 
of recorded “comet sightings.” Let us assume that 
someone might pursue the objective of integrating 
a certain “law of periodicity” into it, which comes 
down to the task of discovering a periodic series 
of observations separated by equal intervals of 76 
years, 80 years, 120 years etc. Is it feasible at all?

Actually, yes. Moreover, it is possible to imple
ment this for almost any given periodicity value – 
we can find a “comet” with the recurrence cycle 
of 55 years, 101 years and so on. However, in 
some cases ideal periodicity will require the in
sertion of two or three observations into the com
et roster. Interval values that would complicate 
the formulation of such a “periodicity law” due 
to the necessity of adding too many “observa
tions” to the roster are few and far between. 

Let us begin our demonstration with the ob
servation of Comet Halley that dates from 1607, 
which is located at the very end of the Chinese 
roster. We believe this record to be veracious – 
after all, it dates from as recent an epoch as the 
XVII century. 

We have tried to find a fitting observation for 
every prior date covered by a step with a fixed 
value. It turns out that the majority of such a pri
ori defined interval values shall correspond to 
actual observations contained in the Chinese 
comet rosters with the maximal precision margin 
of three years, with no more than three lacunae 
for the entire roster, qv in the table below. 

Therefore, the insertion of an observation or 
two into the Chinese cometary roster suffices to 
use the latter for the validation of any centenari
an periodicity law for Comet Halley – moreover, 
any recurrence cycle can be substantiated in this 
manner quite as easily. Exceptions are extremely 
rare – there are very few actual “unfortunate” pe
riodicity values that completely fail to correspond 
with the Chinese experimental data. 

Comet Halley has got nothing to do with these 
matters  – the sole reason is the extremely high 
chronological density of the Chinese comet ros
ter, which makes it possible to discover any kind 
of periodicity in the motion of any comet. 

Let us cite the table of correspondence be
tween different “periodicity values” of Comet 
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Table.
a comparison of the chinese comet data and the  “theoretical” reappearances of 
comet halley as calculated for randomly chosen recurrence periodicity values  

(The comparison covers the interval between 100 B.C. and the end of the Chinese comet roster)

Period 
value d1 d2 d3 d4

50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92

15
23
31
32
24
16
14
16
21
28
35
29
22
22
13
10
16
17
23
29
35
30
24
18
20
19
16
3

14
10
15
22
25
30
35
31
26
25
16
11
18
15
10

7
10
8
4
6
5

10
14
5

11
7
6
9

15
8
7

11
17
4
7

10
12
7
2

12
9

11
3

10
2
6

20
2
2
6
3
2

21
9

11
7
5
7

3
4
1
4
1
2
3
7
4
3
3
5
7

15
8
5
3
5
1
1
6
8
4
0
2
6
5
2
6
2
2
6
2
2
1
2
2
5
3
2
3
5
7

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
1
0
2
2
0
0
1
6
2
1
0
2
2
2
0
0
0
2
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0

93
94
95
96
97
98
99

100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135

10
22
16
9
7
8

14
15
19
23
27
31
35
32
28
24
20
16
12
14
24
16
13
20
15
11
10
8

14
8
7

10
19
22
13
8

12
10
10
11
14
17
20

9
11
10
8
6
7

11
3
2
4
6
8
6
4
7
6
3
2
3
8
6

11
5
8
8
2
2
7
4
7
6
7
8
9
8
7
6
7
8
3
2
1
0

9
7
6
5
4
7
3
1
0
1
2
1
0
4
2
0
1
0
1
6
4
6
3
5
0
1
0
3
4
7
0
0
0
0
0
0
6
5
5
3
0
1
0

1
1
1
1
1
2
0
4
0
0
3
1
0

11
8
5
3
1
0
1
1
3
1
0
1
3
5
2
6
1
2
3
0
2
0
1
0
5
1
0
3
5
5

136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178

23
26
29
32
35
33
30
27
24
21
18
15
12
9
6

10
11
5
3

10
14
7
5

10
14
21
22
19
14
9
5
4
8
5
7
8
8
7
5
7
9

11
11

2
4
6
8

10
10
8
6
4
2
0
1
2
4
3
6
4
3
2

10
6
4
4
4
8

13
18
8
5
9
4
4
6
1
3
5
7
3
5
7
9
0
1

1
2
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
0
0
0
1
0
0
3
1
1
0
3
6
3
2
4
8
8
6
4
5
4
4
1
0
0
3
3
4
1
0
0
0
0
0

6
0
0
0
0
7
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
1
0
0
2
4
5
2
1
0
0
0
0
4
5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
5
4
0
0
0
0

Period 
value d1 d2 d3 d4 Period 

value d1 d2 d3 d4
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Halley’s apparitions and the “experimental” Chi
nese data for the period between 100 BC and 
1607 AD. 

The first column of the table contains the val
ue of the “period” – we have tried every value in 
the range between 50 and 200 years, calculating 
all possible discrepancies (in years) between the 
“theoretical” dates of Comet Halley’s repeated 
sightings in the past as determined for this “pe
riod” and the most fitting “experimental” dates 
from the Chinese comet roster for each of said 
values. The resulting discrepancy values were 
then arranged in the order of decreasing and 
marked d1, d2, d3 etc. The first four values of this 
decreasing (or, rather, nonascending) sequence 
can be found in columns 25 of our table. 

Thus, the second column contains the maxi
mal value of discrepancy (in years) between the 
“theoretical” sightings of Comet Halley in the 
past calculated for a given “period” and the best 
matches from the Chinese comet roster. The third 
column contains the second greatest discrepancy 
value. The fourth and the fifth are ascribed to the 
next two values in descending order. Thus, we 
indicate the four greatest discrepancy values for 
a given “period,” which represent the difference 
between the Chinese data and the periodicity law 
of Comet Halley’s recurrence cycles as formulat
ed for the “period” in question.

Consider the last column of the table. More 
than half of the values contained therein are ze
roes. Only ten per cent of discrepancy values ex
ceed three years. 

Thus, in 90 per cent of all cases the Chinese 
comet roster will “confirm” a given arbitrary pe

riod value to be the alleged “recurrence cycle 
value” of Comet Halley, and with high precision 
at that – the maximal discrepancy value shall not 
exceed three years in any of the cases. In fifty per 
cent of the cases the “correspondence” shall be 
ideal. The greatest number of lacunae in the Chi
nese roster, by which we mean a lack of corre
spondence with the “theoretically calculated” date 
in a given instant, does not exceed three. 

Indeed, what do we mean if we say that the 
fourth largest value of discrepancy between the 
Chinese experimental data and the “theoretically 
calculated” equivalents does not exceed three 
years? It means that no other “theory vs. experi
ment” discrepancy value (with the sole possible 
exception of the first three values found in col
umns 24) exceeds 3 years, either. Hence the the
oretical “excellent correspondence between the 
theory and the experimental Chinese data.” The 
structure of the Chinese comet roster provides for 
such “excellent correspondences,” regardless of 
whether or not the theory in question is correct. 

Let us return to our table. As it is easy enough 
to see, one of the theoretically possible “Comet 
Halley recurrence period values” stands out dis
tinctly  – namely, that of 77 years. It is made 
unique by the fact that nearly every single alleged 
sighting of Comet Halley corresponding thereto 
is actually represented in the Chinese roster. Ini
tially, it strikes us as indubitable proof of veracity 
that validates the roster itself, the dates it contains 
and the “Comet Halley Theory” in general. 

However, this is just the initial impression. In
deed, the last advent of Comet Halley in 1986 could 
not be observed from the Northern Hemisphere.

179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186

9
7

11
14
8

10
8

10

2
3
5

10
8
7
0
9

0
0
5
5
6
0
0
0

0
0
4
5
0
0
0
0

187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194

16
22
22
16
11
8
7
7

10
11
11
10
9
0
7
6

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

195
196
197
198
199
200

8
8
9

11
13
15

5
7
3
2
1
0

5
4
0
0
0
0

5
0
0
0
0
0

Period 
value d1 d2 d3 d4 Period 

value d1 d2 d3 d4 Period 
value d1 d2 d3 d4
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Could this be the only such case in seventeen 
hundred years? This fact alone makes the “ideal 
correspondence” between the theory and the 
“Chinese experiment” highly suspicious. 

Let us point out that the European comet ros
ter, which has an even greater density than its 
Chinese counterpart, does not contain any quin
tuple recurrences of Comet Halley, qv above. 
Therefore, the European roster does not confirm 
the periodicity of Comet Halley’s recurrence. Ac
tually, a more precise formulation shall ring as 
follows: the periodicity of Comet Halley’s recur
rent observations does not confirm the veracity 
of the European comet roster. 

As we have demonstrated, the discrepancies 
between the “Chinese experiment” and the theo
ry (with a period equalling 77 years) are also far 
from random and can be expressed as a sawtooth 
curve, qv above. The sum total of these circum
stances leads us to the conclusion that what we 
have before us is clearly a case of forgery. 

5.2.5. Dating the introduction of fabricated data into 
the “observation records” of Comet Halley

The dating in question is easy enough to estimate. 
It suffices to take a look at the curve in fig. 5.7 and 
mark the point where the strict periodicity in the 
behaviour of the sawtooth curve built for Com
et Halley ceases to manifest. This occurs on the 
interval between 1759 and 1835. In other words, 
to the left of the 1759 mark, the sawtooth curve 
spawns two or even three copies of itself, which 
are almost completely identical to one another. 
What we see is the allegedly ideal “centenarian 
periodicity law.” 

In 1835 this “law” gets broken for the first 
time, qv in fig. 5.7. Although this very first dis
crepancy is far from catastrophic, it is nonetheless 
clearly manifest – the first time in two thousand 
years. However, since the first discrepancy was 
rather mild, it is easy enough to understand Cow
ell and Crommelin, who didn’t consider it a de
viation from their “Chinese periodicity law” of 
Comet Halley’s recurrence. 

However, the next two advents of Comet Hal
ley (in 1910 and in 1986) were completely outra
geous from this theory’s point of view. One must 

think that if Cowell and Crommelin were our 
contemporaries, they wouldn’t merely refrain 
from advertising their discovery of the “Chinese 
law,” but also put the chronology of the Chinese 
comet rosters to question, just as we have done. 

It goes without saying that the missing obser
vations (three of them at most) weren’t intro
duced in the Chinese roster by Cowell and Crom
melin, eager to build an ideal sine curve. They 
merely processed the Chinese rosters available at 
their time and made rigid by the tradition. 

A visual study of the “Chinese curve” leads us 
to the assumption that the insertion of fabricated 
observation records (a maximum of three) must 
have taken place between 1759 and 1835. This is 
the only condition upon which the law in question 
could have been formulated with “immaculate 
precision” – before the embarrassing observation 
of 1835, which wasn’t taken into account by the 
authors of the forgery. Therefore, the forgery must 
predate 1835; however, it is also most likely to 
postdate 1759. But how can this be true? Weren’t 
the Chinese comet rosters published by Mailla and 
Gaubil in the XVII century (see above)?

The reply is as follows. Indeed, the initial ver
sion of the Chinese rosters must have been pub
lished in the XVII century. However, in the be
ginning of the XIX century more detailed ver
sions of the Chinese rosters came out  – one of 
them was published by Biot in 1846, for instance 
([544], Volume 6, page 42). This curious fact had 
already been pointed out by N. A. Morozov, who 
never managed to find out anything about the 
origins of these mysterious supplements to the 
Chinese roster of the XVII century. 

However, nowadays we realise that if the sup
plements in question were introduced in the be
ginning of the XIX century, shortly before the 
publication of the new extended Chinese roster, 
this circumstance is in good concurrence with our 
reconstruction. The initial Chinese roster was 
complemented with a few “observations” designed 
to justify the “Chinese sine curve” of Comet Halley. 

One shouldn’t consider the parties responsible 
for said forgery malevolent falsifiers. They must 
have been guided by the best intentions possible. 
The matter is that the approximate recurrence 
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cycle of Comet Halley must have already been 
known – possibly calculated in the epoch of Hal
ley, or the XVIII century, on the basis of three or 
four real observations of the comet made in the 
XVIXVIII century. 

Scientific thought was evolving, and some
body must have come up with the brilliant idea 
of looking for the recurrent observations of Com
et Halley in deep antiquity as reflected in the stu
pendous Chinese rosters dating from times im
memorial. We are of the opinion that this person 
wasn’t that much au fait with astronomy. 

For some reason, this mysterious wellwisher 
decided that the duration of the comet’s recur
rence period had always fluctuated around the 
average value of 77 years. The next step involved 
the construction of a graph spanning the last sev
en or eight hundred years, which was then me
chanically copied so as to reach further back into 
the past. The resulting graph turned out a peri
odic sawtooth curve. The author must have been 
overjoyed at finding almost all of the required 
dates included in the graph, failing to understand 
that any other value of the recurrence period 
would have yielded the same results (109 years 
instead of 77, for example). 

Let us repeat that the author must have been 
ill at ease with astronomy. The two or three ob
servations aimed at the “justification” of his “the
ory” must have been lacking from the roster. This 
dissonance between the theory and the practice, 
which would be perceived as normal by a profes
sional astronomer, transformed into a menace to 
the harmonious model of the author’s newly cre
ated paradigm, hence the decision to introduce 
the missing observation (alternatively, the author 
could have found some Chinese document and 
interpreted the vague data and evidence con
tained therein in the desired key). The motivation 
behind this must have been pure and noble, such 
as the desire to reconstruct the veracious picture 
of the distant past. 

Some 100150 years later, Cowell and Crom
melin, two professional astronomers, made the 
astonishing discovery of this recently created 
graph. They transformed it into an astronomical 
“law of nature,” effectively canonising this artifi

cial construction. Shortly afterwards, in 1910, this 
law was ruthlessly broken by nature itself when 
Comet Halley appeared in the sky 3.5 years ear
lier than the “Chinese graph” had predicted. 

All of this activity must have resembled the 
mediaeval Cabbala, or the attempts of many sci
entists to find harmonious and perfect numeric 
relations in nature – the great Kepler descanting 
universal harmony is a good example. It was par
ticularly vogue to calculate lunar eclipses, horo
scopes and the like into the past; apparently, com
ets weren’t spared this fate. 

Let us conclude with another observation con
cerning the 77year recurrence period of Comet 
Halley. If we are to consider the entire Chinese 
comet roster and not just the part of it that post
dates 100 BC, as we have done above, the 77year 
period value ceases to be unique as compared to 
all the other possible values. It lacks two dots for 
ideal repetition, likewise many other period values. 

5.2.6. On the chaotic character of Comet Halley’s 
motion

In 1989, B. V. Chirikov and V. V. Vyacheslavov 
published an article in Astronomy and Astrophys-
ics ([1066]). They demonstrate therein that the 
motion of Comet Halley is largely affected by a 
random compound. This work was brought to 
our attention by Professor V. V. Kozlov, Member 
of the Russian Academy of Sciences, Professor of 
the MSU and Doctor of Physics and Mathematics, 
as well as A. I. Neyshtadt, Professor of the MSU 
and Doctor of Physics and Mathematics. 

The main corollary of the authors’ research can 
be formulated as follows: “It was demonstrated that 
the motion of Comet Halley is chaotic due to the 
perturbations caused by Jupiter” ([1066], p. 146). 

Therefore, the model of Comet Halley’s motion 
is by no means determinate, but rather construct
ed within the paradigm of dynamic chaos  – in 
other words, if a certain comet, such as Comet 
Halley, for instance, revolves around a greatly elon
gated orbit that reaches beyond the circular orbit 
of Jupiter, it meets the latter in a random phase 
every time it returns to the Solar System due to the 
incompatibility of their revolution periods. Jupiter, 
being a massive planet, affects the perturbation of 
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the comet’s trajectory the most. Thus, upon en
countering the planet in a random phase, the com
et becomes subjected to a random perturbation. 

Apparently, comets of this kind (as described by 
the mathematical model developed in [1066]) are 
characterised by chaotic dynamics. One of the most 
sensitive parameters of a comet’s orbit is the time 
of its passage through the perihelion, or the time it 
takes a given comet to return (its period). In par
ticular, the period of Comet Halley is a random 
value with an exponentially progressive dispersion. 

However, the “ideal Chinese sine curve” could 
not have become manifest in the behaviour of 
Comet Halley as a result of a random experiment. 

Our opponents may appeal to the theoretical 
possibility of miracles, their scarcity notwith
standing. We do not deny it – for instance, a mon
key pressing the keys of a typewriter might pro
duce a coherent text without any grammatical 
errors (a novel, for instance). However, the prob
ability thereof is negligibly small, although it 
doesn’t equal zero. The same is true about the 
possibility of the “Chinese curve” being the prod
uct of a random experiment series. The probabil
ity thereof is just as small and just as negligible as 
the chance that some monkey might type the en
tire text of “War and Peace” with gusto and élan – 
all four volumes of it, sans errors or omissions. 

5.2.7. Suspiciously high frequency of improbable 
occurrences in Scaigerian history

It would be apropos to make a general observation 
concerning historical events of low probability. N. 
A. Morozov, likewise the authors of the present 
book, would often encounter the following sort of 
counterargumentation. Let us quote from one of 
Morozov’s most qualified opponents as an exam
ple – B. A. Rosenfeld, a mathematician and the 
author of the article entitled “Mathematics in the 
works of N. A. Morozov” ([583], pages 129138). 
B. A. Rosenfeld wrote the following in re the nu
merous bizarre parallels inherent in the tradition
al version of history, such as coinciding reign du
rations characteristic for the dynastic currents 
from different epochs, recurrent astronomical 
events and so forth: “Morozov would calculate the 
probability rates of various events; upon finding 

them infinitesimal, he would declare such coinci
dences impossible. Considerations of this sort are 
completely invalid [? – Auth.], seeing as how the 
probability theory is concerned with mass events 
and not individual ones. Events whose probability 
rates approximate zero to whatever extent can still 
actually happen” ([583], page 137). 

The last claim of B. A. Rosenfeld is actually 
true. Events with infinitesimal probability rates 
do happen – however, if one is to make a certain 
improbable event happen, one needs to run a 
large number of trials – more precisely, its mag
nitude needs to be inversely proportional to the 
value of the probability rate. Therefore, apart 
from the actual probability rate of a given event, 
one also needs to consider the amount of trials 
required for this event to happen. 

There is a special discipline concerned with 
these very matters – it is called mathematical sta
tistics. And one must state that N. A. Morozov’s 
considerations are perfectly valid insofar as math
ematical statistics is concerned. 

If we are to explain the above on the qualitative 
level to the lay reader, we must point out that the 
objections along the lines of “the event is improb
able, but it could still have happened randomly” 
that we hear so frequently cannot be voiced too 
often – once or twice, three times at most. They are 
also applicable to individual occurrences and noth
ing but; as soon as they get voiced too often and 
become applied to whole series and classes of im
probable coincidences inherent in the traditional 
version of history, they become utterly meaningless. 

Some of our readers might voice the very same 
sentiment in re Comet Halley and the allegedly 
random nature of the Chinese curve, whose prob
ability rate is minute but yet greater than zero, 
which makes it possible. 

However, this sentiment will be nothing but 
yet another link in a lengthy chain of similar ob
jections. Scaligerian history is virtually packed 
with events with probability rates approximating 
zero. Each objection of the above sort only makes 
sense as an individual phenomenon – as soon as 
it becomes drowned in a multitude of similar ob
jections, the entire multitude loses all validity and 
meaning. 
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Let us emphasise the following important cir
cumstance once again. Why do all such 
“massproduced coincidences” precede the XVI 
century AD chronologically? Why have they been 
nonexistent for the last four hundred years? What 
is the matter with history – how come it has only 
been conforming to the rules of the probability 
theory for the last four hundred years, after hav
ing stubbornly ignored the laws of mathematical 
statistics for centuries on end?

5.3. In re the comet of Charles V

The famous comet of Charles V is a spectacular 
example of how the Chinese comet roster can be 
used to prove virtually anything. The comet in 
question appeared in 1556, “it was large, and the 
Chinese describe it similarly. 292 years before it, in 
1264, a similar comet was observed right before 
the death of Pope Urban – it is also recorded in the 
‘Annals’ (SheKe). Pingré used this source to esti
mate the comet’s orbit as extremely similar to the 
orbit of the comet of Charles V… He identified 
both comets as one and the same comet, whose 
recurrence cycle equals 292 years. This theory stip
ulated the search of the same comet in 972, 680, 
388 and 96 AD” ([544], Volume 6, pages 157158). 

Needless to say, scientists managed to find all 
the necessary dates in the Chinese roster; the Eu
ropean roster also contained all of them save for 
the first one. Once again, there is nothing surpris
ing about this fact whatsoever – the comet rosters 
are very dense, and the descriptions they contain 
are vague enough to suit any taste identifica
tionwise. 

N. A. Morozov was perfectly write to note: “Ev
erything seems to be perfectly harmonious here, 
just as it is in case of Comet Halley: Chinese and 
European sources alike ‘confirm’ the periodicity of 
the comet of Charles V, and the actual comet of 
Charles V, in turn, confirms the veracity of these 
records traced back to the beginning of the new 
era… However, the expectants were soon disap
pointed in the most deplorable manner – when 
they tried to foretell its return around 1858, it 
mocked their expectations by never turning up … 
it hasn’t been observed to date, which was truly a 

blow to all of the ‘validations’ contained in the Chi
nese annals” ([544], Volume 6, page 159). 

What we see is yet another example of insuf
ficiently justified attempts of employing the dense 
Chinese and European rosters in order to validate 
the periodicity of comets. Such attempts are made 
for one reason only  – astronomers trust these 
rosters too much, being unaware of the fact that 
the rosters in question may in fact be of a very 
recent origin. Moreover, the very density of re
cords contained in comet rosters, which confuse 
real observations of comets with their duplicates 
multiplied in various chronicles, allows to use 
them for the “validation” of virtually anything. 

5.4. Strange duplicates with the periodicity 
of 540 years inherent in the Chinese and 

European comet rosters

N. A. Morozov discovered the following strange 
tendency that characterises all known comet ros
ters, European as well as Chinese, in the course 
of his analysis related in [544], Volume 6. All the 
ancient comets that predate 59 AD recur over the 
period of 540 years. Moreover, the large lacunae, 
or gaps in comet observation records, recur after 
the same period of time. 

He wrote the following: “This is by no means 
a random occurrence; therefore, only two expla
nations are possible” ([544], page 167). The first 
one: the “ancient” comets copy more recent ones. 
The second: the real astronomical life of comets 
has a strange 540year period, which makes all 
comets “recur” after the passage of 540 years. 

N. A. Morozov adds that a third explanation is 
also possible; we believe it to be the closest to the 
truth. A shift of 540 years “is also possible if the 
historical events associated with the sightings of 
all the European comets were shifted backwards 
in time by a factor of 540 or 1080 years” ([544], 
Volume 6, page 170). However, the shifts of 540 
and 1080 years are known to us quite well – they 
are indeed manifest in the Scaligerian version of 
the “ancient” history and can be discovered by a 
variety of independent methods – statistical, as
tronomical etc. We discuss them at length and in 
great detail above. 



1.  
A GENERAL CHARACTERISTIC OF CHINESE 

HISTORY

1.1 The reason why Chinese history  
is so complex

Let us begin with two general observations. 
Firstly, Chinese historical sources are extreme-

ly chaotic, contrary to the popular opinion.
Secondly, the modern Chinese pronunciation 

of historical names, personal as well as geograph-
ical, is drastically different from the ancient – and 
once we turn to the older versions of the names, 
we instantly begin to recognize names and terms 
familiar from European history. 

According to J. K. Wright, “many of these 
Asian Christians bore Christian names, which 
have reached us in Chinese transcription  – for 
instance, Yao-Su-Mu (Joseph) or Ko-Li-Chi-Sy 
(George; see [722], page 254). We can clearly see 
how Christian names transform in Chinese pro-
nunciation and become distorted to a large extent. 

It turns out that Yaosumu stands for Joseph, 
and Kolichisy – for George. If one isn’t aware of 
this fact beforehand, one is unlikely to ever figure 
it out on one’s own. 

However, many of the modern ruminations 
about the uniqueness and the antiquity of Chi-

nese history are largely based on this strong dis-
tortion of European and Christian names as pro-
nounced in Chinese. It suffices to re-write the 
European annals transcribing all the names in the 
Chinese fashion in order to make the well famil-
iar European texts impossible to recognise. 

The general hypothesis related in the present 
part of the book can be formulated as follows.

Early history of China up until the XV century 
AD is in fact the history of Europe and the Medi-
terranean region – Byzantium in particular. His-
torical chronicles telling us about Europe were 
transplanted to China by the Great = “Mongolian” 
conquerors in the XIV-XV century AD the earliest. 

Later on, already after the XVII century, these 
chronicles were discovered in China and errone-
ously assumed to report the “ancient history of 
China.” The mistake was easy to make, since the 
Chinese had used hieroglyphs, or simply drawings.

This method of writing must have come to 
China from Egypt, possibly as early as in the 
XII-XIII century. The interpretation of hiero-
glyphs is largely dependent on the language. The 
same hieroglyphs are read in completely different 
manners depending on whether the reader is 
Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Vietnamese etc. 

Names of people and places are transcribed hi-
eroglyphically by means of finding similarly 
sounding hieroglyphs in the language in question. 

chapter 6

Parallels between the history  
of Europe and the “ancient” China
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begin to study Chinese history, presumably relat-
ed with great diligence by the “ancient Chinese 
chroniclers.” 

1.2. Chinese names of persons and places

1.2.1. What we come up with when we read 
Chinese texts and translate Chinese names

Chinese history appears to refer to a great variety 
of names and places familiar to us by the Euro-
pean history of the Mediterranean region. How-
ever, modern publications hardly give us an op-
portunity to see this. The matter is that we read 
old names using modern Chinese pronunciation, 
as it has been mentioned already, and without any 
translation to boot. However, N. A. Morozov was 
perfectly right to note that if one were to translate 
every single name that one finds in Chinese 
chronicles, the latter lose their distinct “Chinese” 
look as well as the ties with the territory of the 
modern China. Leaving Chinese names without 
any translation whatsoever is incorrect, since they 
all have meaningful translations in reality. 

N. A. Morozov wrote: “The readers have seen 
how the Highest Emperor, or simply His High-
ness, ordered his astronomers, two ‘Plans’ and a 
‘Draft,’ to wander the world in order to make as-
tronomical and calendar observations [we have 
already quoted this ancient Chinese text after 
Morozov, qv above – Auth.].

Quite naturally, the readers themselves … de-
cided that this wasn’t a chronicle … but rather a 
myth of a later origin… However, I have first read 
this myth in English … wherein ‘Draft’ and ‘Plan’ 
retained their Shang-Dung names of He and Ho, 
and the name of the Highest Ruler was left 
half-translated as Emperor Yao … This gave me 
the impression of a dry chronicle record whose 
every word is a historical fact” ([544], page 61). 

One needn’t wonder about the mysterious rea-
sons why one cannot make heads or tails of the 
Chinese chronicles translated quite as “meticu-
lously.”

Another example: “In every Chinese story we 
read: ‘In the third century between 221 and 264 
there were three emperors regnant in China simul-
taneously: Chao-Le-Di, Ven-Di and Da-Di … In 

the early IV century there was the dynasty of Shi-
Chin, whose most spectacular ruler was known as 
U-Di… The dynasty regnant between 317 and 419 
was that of Dung-Ching, whose kings were called 
Yuan-Di, Ming-Di, Chen-Di, Kung-Di etc”

N. A. Morozov writes: “Isn’t this account his-
torical, documental and nationally Chinese? 
However, it is enough to recollect the fact that 
these names are transcribed as drawings and not 
sounds … for this pseudo-documental rendition 
to cease being authentically Chinese, let alone 
historical. We shall come up with the following:

‘In the third century between 221 and 264 the 
Mediterranean Empire was ruled by three emper-
ors at the same time; their names were Clear and 
Passionate, Literary and The Great … The dynas-
ty of Occidental Prosperity reigned in the begin-
ning of the fourth century; its most spectacular 
ruler was known as the Military Emperor… After 
that, between the years of 317 and 419, there was 
the dynasty of Oriental Prosperity, whose rulers 
were known as The First Main King, the Fairest 
King, King of the Ending, King of Prosperity etc”

Further on Morozov asks the reader: “Do you 
think that a complete translation and not a partial 
one, which is the custom of every historian, as it 
was mentioned above, leaves anything of dry doc-
umental data, history or even distinctive nation-
al characteristics pertaining to China? The ‘Med-
iterranean Empire’ strongly resembles the empire 
of Diocletian in the Mediterranean region with 
its first triumvirate, only moved backwards by a 
few decades” ([544], page 62). 

The pronunciation of names in Chinese has 
changed greatly over the course of time as well. 
L. N. Gumilev wrote the following in this respect: 
“Unfortunately, consensual pronunciations of Chi-
nese names are based on the phonetics of the lan-
guage that is contemporary to us and not the 
events in question. This circumstance complicates 
the linguistic analysis of ethnicons” ([215], p. 151).

1.2.2. European nations on the Chinese arena

1) The “ancient” Chinese Hungarians
The nation of the Huns was quite prominent in 
the “ancient” history of China. L. N. Gumilev even 
wrote the famous book entitled Huns in China. 



chapter 6 Parallels between the history of Europe and the “ancient” China  |  99 

However, Scaligerian history reports that the very 
same Huns were active in Europe and the Medi-
terranean region in the beginning of the new era. 
Modern historians are forced to assume (and ac-
tually assume) that the Huns separated into two 
tribes, one of which ended up in the Mediterra-
nean region, and the other, in China.

This is what L. N. Gumilev writes on this sub-
ject: “In the first century AD the kingdom of the 
Huns was split in two as a result of certain inter-
nal processes. One part submitted to the Chinese 
rule, and the other fought its way back to the 
West, having become mixed with the Ugrians and 
the Sarmatians” ([215], page 5). 

It is easy enough to understand why the Huns 
have “become mixed with the Ugrians” when they 
arrived in Europe. This only happened on paper, 
in the reports of historians. As we mentioned in 
Chron4, referring to Sigismund von Herberstein, 
mediaeval Hungarians (or Ugrians) were known 
as the Huns. Hungarians also manifest in Chinese 
history under their European name, as Ugrians, 
or Ouigurs, which is virtually the same name 
([212], page 165). 

The progeny of the European Huns (in particu-
lar, their alleged Chinese roots) keeps the learned 
historians on edge. The Huns have recently be-
come known as the Sunnians, in accordance with 
the modern Chinese pronunciation ([319], p. 113). 

For instance, S. S. Minyaev reports the follow-
ing: “Finally, let us mention the historical destiny 
of the Sunnians [the Huns – Auth.] and the pos-
sibility of their advent to Europe … The primary 
reason that could have led to the possible migra-
tion of the Sunnians [the Huns – Auth.] and their 
transformation into the European Huns is usual-
ly named as …” ([339], pages 123-124).

S. S. Minyaev suggests a version that doesn’t 
even seem satisfactory to himself: “It is obvious 
that the suggested model doesn’t solve the prob-
lem of the Huns’ origins – au contraire, it empha-
sises its complexity” ([339], page 125).

We can therefore see that the “ancient” China 
was inhabited by Hungarians, but not just them – 
after all, a great many nations inhabited Europe 
in the Middle Ages, which is known to the read-
ers perfectly well. 

2) Serbs in “ancient” China
L. N. Gumilev reports: “In Asia, the Huns weren’t 
defeated by the Chinese – their conquerors be-
longed to a nation that doesn’t exist today, known 
as Sianbi in Chinese. In the old days, this nation 
was known as Särbi, Sirbi or Sirvi” ([215], page 6).

We categorically disagree with Gumilev about 
the non-existence of this nation. We all know the 
famous Serbs (also known as Särbi, Sirbi and Sir-
vi) – good warriors who still live in the Balkans 
and don’t intend to vanish at all. 

3) Goths in “ancient” China
L. N. Gumilev tells us further: “Tribes of Zhun-
dian origin [whose name is derived from the 
word ‘Zhun,’ according to Gumilev, which is ba-
sically the same as ‘Huns’ – Auth.] united, form-
ing the mediaeval Tangut nation… The Chinese 
sometimes called them ‘Dinlins’ figuratively; 
however, this name isn’t an ethnicon, but rather 
a metaphor that emphasises their European ap-
pearance as a distinctive trait. Real Dinlins were 
an altogether different nation and resided in Si-
beria, not China” ([215], page 30).

We are of the opinion that the name “Tangut” 
is easily recognizable as a version of the well fa-
miliar “Tan-Goth,” or simply “Don-Goth” (“Ta-
nais-Goth”), which is the name of the Goths that 
lived in the area of the Don, or Tanais (the old 
name of the Don)  – or, alternatively, near the 
Danube. Thus, the Goths from the region of Don 
(or the Danube) lived in China, which is why the 
Chinese chronicles emphasise the European fea-
tures of this nation. 

Another interesting detail is the claim that the 
Chinese Dinlins really lived in Siberia. 

4) The Don Cossacks in “ancient” China
Above, and in Chron4, we have repeatedly said 
that GOTHS – this is just another name for the 
Cossacks and Tatars. So, TAN-GOTHS, that is, 
DON COSSACKS, lived in CHINA. And there-
fore you can expect that continuing the fascinat-
ing reading of the Chinese chronicles, we will 
sooner or later stumble upon TATAR. Needless 
to say that our prediction comes true immediate-
ly. Indeed.
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5) Tartars and the Turks in “ancient” China
Apparently, Chinese historians were convinced 
that the Tartars and the Turks were living in Chi-
na since times immemorial ([212], pp. 164-167).

“Wan Ho Wei is of the opinion that Chubu is 
the Qi Dang name of the Tartars… Their Turkic 
neighbours (the Blue Turks and the Ouigurs) 
called them Tartars, whereas the Muslim au-
thors … called them Chinese Turks” ([212], p. 165). 

There were three primary kinds of the Chinese 
Tartars. “Mediaeval Chinese historians divided 
the nomadic Oriental nations into three groups: 
White, Black and Wild Tartars” ([212], page 167). 
This division of the Tartars into three groups is 
already known to us quite well, qv in Chron4. 
Namely, we are referring to the Great Horde, or 
Greater Russia, the Blue Horde, or Lesser Russia, 
and the White Horde, or White Russia. 

As for the Chinese “Black Tartars,” one has to 
point out that there had also been Black Russia, 
which was indicated on the maps up until the 
XVIII century, qv above. 

One must say point out the confusion that ac-
companies every mention of the Tartars, be it Eu-
rope or China. As we wrote in Chron4, the word 
“Tartar” was a collective term in Russian history, 
which had applied to the Russians, the Turks and 
the actual Tartars in the modern sense of the word. 

We see the same in Chinese history. L. N. Gu-
milev makes the following irritated comment in 
this respect: “What mystery does the ethnicon 
‘Tartar’ conceal? … In the XII century … the term 
was applied to the entire populace of the steppes, 
from the Great Wall of China to the Siberian tai-
ga” ([212], page 166). 

The collective nature of the term “Tartar” was 
already pointed out by Rashed ad-Din: “Many 
clans sought greatness and dignity, calling them-
selves Tartars and becoming known under this 
name, just like … other tribes, who had possessed 
names of their own previously, but started calling 
themselves Mongols, attempting to cover them-
selves in the glory of the latter” ([212], page 166). 

Further on, the Chinese Tartars appear to have 
undergone a series of fantastical metamorphoses. 
L. N. Gumilev reports that, apparently, “in the 
XIII century … the Tartars became regarded as 

part of the Mongols … the name of their nation 
ceased to exist in Asia and became used for refer-
ring to the Turkic tribes inhabiting the Volga re-
gion, subordinate to the Golden Horde, trans-
forming into an ethnicon over the course of time” 
([212], page 166). “The Tartar multitudes (in a 
narrow sense of the word) were the avant-garde 
of the Mongolian army” ([212], page 166).

All of this is already familiar to us. All the in-
habitants of Russia were referred to as “Tartars” 
in a broader sense of the word; however, Russia 
was also inhabited by the “real” Tartars, or the 
Turkic tribes living in the region of the Volga, or 
Tartars in the narrow sense of the word. Nowa-
days the term applies to them exclusively. 

As we can see, the same was the case in China. 
The Chinese, just like the Western Europeans of 
the XIII-XVI century, confused the “Mongols,” or 
the Russians, with the Tartars, or the Turkic tribes 
inhabiting the area of the Volga.

We believe all the “Chinese reports” of the na-
tions mentioned above, including the Tartars and 
the Mongols, to be European in origin. They were 
brought to China (on the pages of the chronicles) 
as recently as in the XVI-XVIII century, and then 
adapted so as to fit the vicarious version of the local 
history. This is how the Tartars appeared on the 
pages of Chinese chronicles, to vanish and miracu-
lously reappear in the vicinity of the Volga later on. 

6) Swedes in “ancient” China
Apparently, the North of China was inhabited by 
the numerous representatives of the Shi Wei na-
tion, whose name can also be read as Svei ([212], 
p. 132). Apparently, it is a reflection of the Swedes, 
who were formerly known as “Svei” in Russian.

The Chinese Swedes are said to have been a 
Northern nation, just like their European coun-
terparts. Once again we see a name of a nation 
that still lives in Europe manifest in Chinese his-
tory as yet another phantom tribe that vanished 
mysteriously and without a trace a long time ago. 

 
7) Macedonians in “ancient” China
The so-called “ancient Chinese history” contains 
many references to the nation of Qidani  – the 
alleged descendants of the Syanbi, or the Serbs, 
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qv above ([212], page 131). Furthermore, the 
Qidani are said to have been a South-Eastern Ser-
bian tribe. 

One can hardly get rid of the thought that the 
nation in question might identify as the Macedo-
nians, the southern neighbours of the Serbs. The 
languages of the two nations are extremely similar, 
and the Macedonians were occasionally referred 
to as the Southern Serbs. We see complete corre-
spondence with the “ancient Chinese geography.” 
The Qidani are said to have founded a state in 
China in the X century AD ([212], page 145).

By the way, what is the toponymy of the actual 
name China (“Kitai” in Russian)? According to 
L. N. Gumilev’s book, the Qidani were also known 
as Khitai, which is basically the same word as 
Kitai, and must be derived from the name Qidani 
([215], page 405). Also, as we shall soon see from 
mediaeval sources, the name China (or “Kitai”) is 
most likely to be another version of the name Ki-
tia (Skitia, or Scythia). 

As we shall see below, the history of the Qidani 
is closely tied to the history of the “Mongolian” 
(Great) Empire. Historians also associate the 
Western European legends of the Empire of Pres-
byter Johannes, or the same Great Horde (Russia) 
with the state of the Chinese Qidani. All of it hap-
pens after the Qidani leave China for good. The 
nation famous in Chinese history strangely dis-
appeared from the map of modern China ([215]). 

We shall return to the history of the Macedo-
nians, or the Qidani, somewhat later. For the 
meantime, let us just point out that the language 
of the Macedonians is believed to be the proto-
type of Church Slavonic, which had been used in 
Russia as the official language for a long enough 
time. Also, the actual creators of the Church 
Slavonic Cyrillic alphabet, the “Solun Brothers” 
Cyril and Methodius, are believed to hail from 
the city of Solun located on the territory of Mac-
edonia, and are most likely to have been Mace-
donian. Thus, there are parallels between the 
ancient Russian culture and the Slavic culture of 
Macedonia. 

It is interesting to compare this important cir-
cumstance to the fact that, according to the Chi-
nese chronicles, the state of the “Qidani who had 

fled China” became the progenitor of the future 
“Mongolian” Empire, or The Horde (Russia), 
which we can identify as the Great Russian Em-
pire of the Horde, whose centre was in the Volga 
region. 

According to Orbini, a mediaeval author of the 
XVI century, “Jeremy the Russian, the learned 
historian, states it explicitly in the Muscovite an-
nals that the Russians and the ancient Macedoni-
ans shared a single language between them” 
([617], page 149).

Orbini refers to some “Muscovite Annals.” Did 
anyone see them? There must have been a great 
number of interesting materials written about the 
Russian history in the pre-Romanovian epoch. 
However, the Romanovian historians were labo-
rious enough … Even the name of “Jeremy the 
Russian, the learned historian” disappeared from 
Russian history forever, as though he never exist-
ed. Old books burn well.

8) Czechs in “ancient” China
“In 67 AD the Huns and the Chinese were en-
gaged in a hard battle for the so-called Western 
Territories. The Chinese and their allies … laid 
the state of the Cheshi, neighbours of the Huns, 
waste… The chieftain of the Huns gathered the 
Cheshi survivors and transplanted them to the 
eastern fringe of his land… The Cheshi belonged 
to the Eastern branch of the Indo-Europeans” 
([212], page 163). 

Not only do we see a reference to the Europe-
an Czechs, but also a perfectly correct mention 
that they were neighbours of the Hungarians, or 
the Huns.

9) The identity of the “ancient” Chinese Mongols
References to the Mongol inhabitants of the An-
cient China are unlikely to surprise anyone – the 
modern Mongols still live there, and the modern 
Mongolia borders with China. These Mongols 
belong to the Mongoloid race, as the name duly 
suggests. However, the “ancient Mongol” inhabit-
ants of the ancient China were Europeans or Indo- 
Europeans, no less. 

We learn of the following: “According to the 
evidence of their contemporaries, the Mongols, 
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unlike the Tartars, were tall, blue-eyed and fair-
haired, and wore beards” ([212], page 162).

Incredible. What became of them? The mod-
ern ethnic groups referred to as Mongols are 
completely different. L. N. Gumilev obviously 
wondered about this as well. He came up with a 
rather arbitrary theory aimed at providing the 
bewildered reader with an explanation of how the 
tall, bearded and blue-eyed “ancient” Mongols 
could have undergone a complete change of their 
racial type. We shall refrain from delving deep 
into his speculative constructions for a simple 
reason – we deem it unnecessary to explain it to 
the readers why the “Mongols,” or the Russians as 
mentioned in the “ancient Chinese” history were 
tall, fair-haired, bearded and, occasionally, even 
blue-eyed.

All of this leads one to the thought that the 
“Chinese history” before the XV century AD must 
reflect European events – to some extent, at the 
very least. Later on, the European chronicles end-
ed up in China and became included into local 
history as its initial part. We already know of many 
such examples – this is how English history was 
created, for instance, qv in Chron4. Chronicles 
of Byzantium and the Horde, relating the history 
of Europe and the Mediterranean region, were 
taken to the British Isles by the descendants of the 
crusaders who fled Byzantium after its fall in 1453, 
and then erroneously served as the foundation of 
the history of the British Isles. 

2.  
THE LANDMARKS OF THE PARALLELISM 

BETWEEN THE CHINESE AND THE 
PHANTOM EUROPEAN HISTORY BEFORE 

THE X CENTURY AD 

We haven’t analysed the Chinese history before 
the X century AD in detail. However, even a very 
perfunctory study of the chronological table of 
Chinese history between the beginning of the 
new era and the X century AD (as cited in [215], 
for instance) leads one to the assumption that 
there might be a parallelism between Chinese and 
phantom Roman history of the epoch in question. 

N. A. Morozov may have been correct when 

he wrote: “I would like to give a well-wishing rec-
ommendation to all those who use the Shang 
Dung or Beijing pronunciation when they inter-
pret the Chinese hieroglyphs referring to the 
names of people and places, thus making the nar-
ration void of all obvious meaning… In your at-
tempt to make the ancient documents found in 
Eastern Asia, which may have come there from 
Europe in many cases, look pseudo-scientific and 
authentically Chinese, you involuntarily deceive 
yourselves as well as others” ([544], page 63). 

Pay close attention to the fact that the super-
imposition of Chinese and European history as 
discussed below does not contain any chronolog-
ical shifts. Basically, European history simply be-
came transplanted to the Chinese soil without any 
alterations of dates – the distortions only affected 
the names and the geography. 

Furthermore, it is extremely important that 
the parallelism in question identifies Chinese his-
tory as the history of Rome in its Scaligerian ver-
sion, or the very version of European history that 
already became extended due to the errors made 
in the XIV-XVII century by M. Vlastar, J. Scaliger 
and D. Petavius. 

This instantly implies that the foundation of 
the “ancient Chinese” history was already based 
on the distorted version of chronology, which 
couldn’t have been created earlier than the XVI-
XVII century; therefore, history of China as 
known to us today cannot predate this epoch. 

Incidentally, this is in good correspondence 
with N. A. Morozov’s hypothesis, which suggests 
that the European chronicles that served as the 
foundation of the “ancient Chinese history” were 
brought to China by Catholic missionaries in the 
XVII century. 

a.  The phantom Roman Empire.  
In the I century BC the “ancient” Roman Em-
pire was founded in Europe by Sulla – its 
foundation is usually dated to the alleged 
year 83 BC ([327], page 197). We are told 
that from the very moment of its foundation, 
the Empire had been claiming its rights for 
world domination, which it strived to achieve 
via the conquest of neighbouring nations, 
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which were correspondingly acculturated, qv 
in Chron2, Chapter 6. 

n b.  China. 
In the I century BC the famous “ancient” 
Han Empire was founded in China – “one of 
the four global empires of the antiquity” 
([212], p. 106). Its first emperor by the name 
of U reigned in the alleged years 140-87 BC 
([212], p. 105). The Han dynasty “strived to 
create a global empire via the conquests the 
neighbouring nations with the subsequent 
cultural inculcation”([212], p. 106).  
One’s attention invariably lingers on the 
comprehensive name of the first emperor – 
the simple and modest “U.”  
Also, the “Chinese Han Empire” is most 
likely to identify as the Scythian Empire of 
the Khans, or the Russian Empire, also 
known as the Horde, governed by Khans. 

a.  The phantom Roman Empire.  
The “ancient” Roman Empire of Sulla, Caesar 
and Augustus had initially been very success-
ful in its conquest of the neighbouring nations. 
However, Rome eventually started to suffer de-
feats. During the reign of Marcus Aurelius, 
Roman Empire encountered powerful adver-
saries in the North – in particular, the no-
madic tribes that had inhabited the region of 
the Danube, who managed to break through 
the border fortifications of the Roman Empire 
([327], p. 280). The reign of Marcus Aurelius, 
which falls on the alleged years 161-180, be-
came “the epoch of fierce wars and economical 
depletion” ([327], p. 326). 

n b.  China.  
Around the same time, the Chinese empire 
of Han was implementing its plan of mili-
tary expansion, unifying the adjacent terri-
tories under its rule. However, it soon ran 
into difficulties. “The war in the North 
didn’t merely turn out a failure – it had in-
stigated a complete economical decline in 
China” ([212], page 106). In 184, the “Yellow 
Turban Rebellion” flares up in China, un-
dermining the power of the Han dynasty 
([212], page 106). 

a.  The phantom Roman Empire.  
In the beginning of the alleged III century 
AD, the “ancient” Roman Empire ceases to 
exist, swept over by waves of internal feuds 
and anarchy. The period of the alleged years 
217-270 is know in Roman history as “the 
political anarchy of the middle of the III cen-
tury. The time of the ‘Soldier Emperors’” 
([327], page 406). 

n b.  China. 
The Han Empire, presumably reigning in 
faraway China, ceases its existence around 
the same time ([212], p. 106). The picture of 
its decline reflects the decline of the “an-
cient” Roman Empire, which is said to have 
taken place on the other end of the gigantic 
Eurasian continent, to the detail. “The initi-
ative was taken over by the aristocrats, who 
divided into parties, and engaged into strug-
gle against each other; most of them per-
ished in fratricidal feuds” (ibid.).  
“Illiterate and morally decayed soldiers 
seized the reins of power” (ibid.). The de-
cline of the Han Empire is dated by histori-
ans to the alleged year 220 AD (ibid.), which 
postdates the decline of the Roman Empire 
by a mere 3 years. We see the emergence of 
“soldier emperors” in both cases. 

a.  The phantom Roman Empire.  
After the collapse allegedly in the middle of 
the III century AD of “ancient” Roman Empire 
founded by Sulla and Caesar, power in Rome 
falls into hands of the famous woman – Julia 
Mesa, a relative of Emperor Caracalla [212], 
pp. 404-406. She covertly rules Rome and rais-
es her henchmen to the throne. In the end, she 
is killed in the internecine fight allegedly in 
234, see [327]. The time of her rule is charac-
terized as exceptionally bloody. This woman is 
one of the phantom duplicates of the Gothic 
Trojan War of the XIII century. See the book 
“Foundations of History” and Methods.

n b.  China.  
Soon after the collapse allegedly in the III 
century AD of the Empire of Han (Khan) the 
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power in the country, too, is taken by the 
wife of one of the Emperors, who was “ener-
getic and ferocious” woman. She ordered the 
execution of the chief of the government, the 
father of the Empress Mother and his three 
brothers, marking thus the beginning of a 
new bloody era, see [215]. After some time 
she was killed. These events are dated in the 
Chinese history by allegedly 291-300 years 
AD ([215], p. 41). Probably, “ancient Chinese 
Empress” and “ancient Roman Julia Mesa” 
are merely two different phantom reflections 
of the same medieval queen.

a.  Phantom Roman Empire. 
Allegedly by the end of the III century AD, in 
the beginning of IV century AD after a period 
of severe strife begins a new phase in the his-
tory of the Roman Empire. This period is 
called The Third Roman Empire in the books 
Foundations of History and Methods. This “an-
cient” Roman Empire begins approximately al-
legedly in 270 AD. See Methods, Ch. 6.

n b.  China.  
Allegedly in 265 AD, after the fall of the 
HAN dynasty in China, there appears a new 
JIN Dynasty. “The Roman Original” is cop-
ied, as we see, quite accurately. There we 
have allegedly 270 AD, and here it is alleg-
edly 265 AD. Both phantom dates practical-
ly coincide. A new era is beginning in the 
history of China, as well as in the history of 
the “ancient” Rome ([215], p. 239).

a.  Phantom Roman Empire. 
Allegedly at the beginning of the IVth centu-
ry AD, Emperor Constantine transfers the 
capital to the New Rome and thus actually 
founds the Eastern Roman Empire – the fu-
ture Byzantium. This is a well-known divi-
sion of the “ancient” Roman Empire in the 
West – with the capital Rome in Italy and the 
East – with the capital in New Rome = the 
future Constantinople.

n b.  China.  
Moreover, here, synchronously with the 
phantom Roman history, at the beginning of 

allegedly IVth century AD, and more pre-
cisely – allegedly in 318 AD – rules the new 
dynasty called Eastern Jin ([215], p. 242). 
Thus, the Chinese Empire of Jin splits into 
two: Western Jin and Eastern Jin. Precisely as 
in phantom Italian Rome. Moreover, at the 
same time.

a.  Phantom Roman Empire. 
“Antique” Rome at this time leads permanent 
intensive wars with the “barbarians” – Goths, 
Huns, etc. See Methods, Chapter 6.

n b.  China.  
China, in the same manner, fights “barbari-
ans” at this time, and namely, with HUNS. 
Thus, the same Huns simultaneously attack 
the phantom Rome and phantom China, at 
different ends of the Eurasian continent.  
It is impossible not to note the significant 
name of the capital of China at this time. It 
was merely and modestly called E. See 
[215], p.102.

a.  Phantom Roman Empire. 
Under Theodosius I of the phantom Third 
Roman Empire allegedly in the IVth century 
AD, about 380 AD, Rome was forced to start 
an all-out war with Goths. The rebellion be-
gins on the Balkan Peninsula. Goths inflicted 
a heavy defeat on the troops of Theodosius I. 
See Methods, Chapter 6.

n b.  China.  
Approximately at the same time in China of 
allegedly IV century AD begins a massive 
war with the TANGUTS, that is, as we have 
already explained above – with Goths. The 
uprising of the Tanguts dates to about alleg-
edly 350 AD ([215], p. 108). In 376 AD, Tan-
Guts (the Don Goths?) conquest of the Em-
pire of Liang.   
Here it should be noted that in Chinese and 
Japanese the sounds of R and L do not differ. 
Also, the sounds of M and N, as we have al-
ready stated many times, are very close and 
quickly morph into each other. Therefore, 
the “Liang Empire” is merely “the Empire of 
the Ryam” or the Ram, that is, Rim, that is 
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Rome. We see that Chinese chronicles direct-
ly speak about “Empire Rim.”   
After these events in China, “the steppe was 
administratively divided into Eastern and 
Western” ones [215], p.119. Doesn’t it re-
semble the great division of the “ancient” 
Roman Empire in Western and Eastern 
parts? Moreover, it happens that it was al-
legedly in the IVth century AD also, that is, 
precisely when (per the Scaliger chronolo-
gy) the phantom Roman Empire also split. 
Seems there too many unbelievable coinci-
dences with “ancient Chinese history” and 
“ancient Roman history”?

a.  Phantom Roman Empire. 
“Pure Roman” Western Roman Empire is 
ended allegedly in 476 AD. The capture of 
Rome by the Germans and Goths under the 
leadership of Odoacer. This moment is con-
sidered to be the end of Western Rome. The 
last “purely Roman” Emperor was young 
Romulus Augustus, see Methods, ch.6

n b.  China.  
Allegedly in 420 AD Western Liang, that is, 
Western Rome, as we already noted, was 
conquered by the Huns ([215], p. 162). 
“Chinese historiography announced the year 
420 AD to be the breaking point separating 
the epochs (ibid.). It is remarkable that the 
last Emperor of Western Liang (Western 
Rome?) was still very young (ibid.). 
However, after all, the “ancient Roman” Em-
peror Romulus Augustus was very young 
too, when his Empire collapsed under the 
blows of the “barbarians.”

The Huns in the Roman Empire and the 
Huns in China

Allegedly in 460 AD in China, Huns were exter-
minated ([215], p. 200). This event is strikingly 
identical with a similar one from phantom Roman 
history. Parallelism is so bright that even historian 
L.N. Gumilev couldn’t ignore it. Here is what he 
wrote: “Isn’t it strange that in these years (that is, 
the years of the death of Chinese Huns – Auth.) 

happens the same tragic end of the western branch 
of Huns. It is difficult to say that the chronological 
coincidence of the Asian Huns and the European 
Huns was an accident” ([215], p. 200). 

Of course, L.N. Gumilev tried to explain such 
fantastic coincidence somehow. He refers the 
reader to his theory of ethnogenesis. In our opin-
ion, the matter is not in the ethnogenesis, but that 
the phantom European chronicles were laid in the 
foundation of “ancient Chinese history,” even 
without a centenary shift in time. Moreover, con-
sequently, the same European Huns bifurcated. 
Some in Rome, others (on paper) moved to China. 
Better yet, at the same moment, they were defeat-
ed. Some were Huns defeated in the European 
reality, others – on Chinese paper.

Summary. Having become acquainted with the 
Chinese chronicles, we realized that, if wanted, 
spending a lot of time, this rough parallelism can 
be substantially deepened, tables of parallel events 
compiled, see the books Foundations of History 
and Methods for demonstrating the identity of the 
Second Roman Empire and the Third Roman 
Empire. We leave this work for future researchers 
of the real history of China.

The above data shows that “Ancient History” 
before the X century is probably a duplicate of the 
phantom “ancient European histories” of the ep-
ochs, thereby – in the erroneous version of Scal-
iger. Therefore this “Ancient History” could not 
have been written before the XVI-XVIII centuries 
AD.

3.  
PARALLELISM KEY POINTS BETWEEN THE 

CHINESE AND ROMAN-BYZANTIUM 
HISTORY OF THE X-XIV CENTURIES

3.1. Parallels between the Macedonian 
conquest in Europe and the Cidanian 

conquest in China

We stopped above at the phantom VI century. 
Let’s skip the indefinite period up to the IX cen-
tury. After this, begins a new chapter in the his-
tory of China allegedly from 860 to the year 960 
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AD. That is approximately 100 years of darkness. 
L.N. Gumilev calls it “the dark age” and builds 
some geophysical theory that should explain the 
absence of records. The steppe dried up, and 
dusty hurricanes hit the unfortunate country. 
However, in our opinion, it is not in the torna-
does, but in the incorrect dating that hit.

L.N. Gumilev continues: “The great silence of 
the desert was widening, engulfed steppe and 
covered it with sand streams. That is why the 
chroniclers of the 10th century are silent about 
the events in the center of the continent. For A 
Long Time No Events Happened There” ([212], 
p. 152). This is the last blind spot in the history 
of China. The subsequent epochs are allegedly 
well documented ([212], p. 176).

  As we have already seen, the “dark ages” of 
Scaliger’s history are usually artificial junctions 
between neighboring chronicles, caused by their 
incorrect position on the time axis. In this case, 
chronologically, the last “dark ages,” as a rule, 
mean the era of the beginning of a real written 
story, yet very poorly illuminated by the surviving 
documents. We have already repeatedly faced this 
in the analysis of the history of Europe. See books 
Foundations of History, Methods, and New Chro-
nology of Russia. 

Therefore, we object to L. N. Gumilev: the 
events did happen. However, perhaps at another 
time and in a completely different place. Consid-
er here those few legends, which came to us from 
the darkness of the Chinese history of allegedly 
IX-XI centuries AD.

Firstly, this is the legend of the conquest of 
China by the Cidan. This story, due to the impo-
sition of the Cidans on the Macedonians  = 
Ma-Cidans, naturally, one wants to compare with 
the legend of Alexander’s Macedonian conquests.

Secondly, this is the legend of the Son of Heav-
en. The latter copies the narrative about Jesus 
Christ, mistakenly dated by the XI century AD 
instead of the original XII century.

a.  Mediterranean 
The legendary founder of the vast Empire – 
Alexander the Macedonian – captured many 
countries in Europe and Asia, and created the 

Macedonian Empire. This is the famous Mace-
donian conquest. Becoming an omnipotent 
ruler, he, it is believed, adopted the customs of 
the Persian conquest, changed into Persian 
clothing, adopted sophisticated Persian cus-
toms instead of rustic Macedonian ones, etc. 
Immediately after his death, the vast Empire 
that has disintegrated, see Methods. Ch. 8, 9. 
Scaliger’s history refers to Alexander the 
Great in the IVth century BC. However, we 
understand already that these events oc-
curred, most likely, not before the 12th centu-
ry of the new era, mainly in the 14th-16th 
centuries of the AD era.

n b.  China.  
In the middle of allegedly X century AD, 
namely, in 946, Cidans under the leadership 
of Deguang have conquered all of China. In 
this case, the Cidan monarch “founds the Ly-
ou’s dynasty, the true Chinese one” ([212], p. 
145). Like Alexander of Macedon, “Deguang 
changed his costume to Chinese parade gar-
ments, surrounded himself with the Chinese 
officials, established in their country order 
more similar to the early feudalism, than to 
the old tribal one” ([212], p. 145). However, 
soon after the victory, Deguang died. “As 
soon as the corpse of the conqueror taken to 
Manjoury, China revolted” ([212], p. 145). 
Empire disintegrated. In general, it is quite 
similar to the course of events taken by “an-
tique” Alexander the Great.

3.2. Baptism in China and Russia  
in the X century

According to the New Chronology, see Methods, 
Chapter 7, the activity of John the Baptist, and then 
Jesus Christ took place in the XII century AD. It is 
to expect that the trace of these famous events to 
be found in the “ancient Chinese chronicles” im-
ported into China from Europe. The guess is cor-
rect. Such a trace exists, and very bright one.

  Allegedly in the X century in China takes 
place a wave of the Baptisms of the local Nations 
to the Christian ritual. As, by the way, in Russia 
at the same phantom time.
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“In the year 1009 Baptism happens to Kerait 
people, and at about the same time the Tur-
kic-speaking Mongols have accepted the Christi-
anity (Goths?  – Auth.). At the same time were 
baptized the Guzs and some Chigils. Even among 
the Cidans and subordinate tribes of Western 
Manjou “some Christian element “ was present, 
which gave rise to the emergence in medieval 
Europe of the legend of the Prester John” ([212], 
pp. 168-169).

We see that the name of the Prester John ap-
pears here. This is the reflection of John the Bap-
tist and the Baptism associated with him. Also, it 
was at that time, “where it should be,” that is, at 
the beginning of the XI century. Recall that, see 
the Methods, Chapter 7, that at this time in the 
history of Rome appears John Kristenious – one 
of the reflections of John the Baptist.

As we see John the Baptist appears, we guess 
that Christ will come very soon. Also, this pre-
diction was also correct.

3.3. Son of Heaven In China in the XI century 
AD. Guildebrand as reflection of Jesus 

Christ?

Indeed, in the middle of the phantom eleventh 
century AD in China appears Prince Yuan Hao, 
who proclaimed himself to be the “SON OF 
HEAVEN” in 1038 AD ([212], p. 156). With his 
name is connected CHANGE of chronology, just 
as it was in the case of Jesus Christ, according to 
our reconstruction, see Methods, Ch.7. Prince 
Yuan Hao “changed the Chinese chronology to 
his own; he immediately invented” ([212], p. 156). 
Furthermore, the “Chinese” Son of Heaven cre-
ated new writing, “although hieroglyphic, but 
different from Chinese” ([212], p. 156).

The Son of Heaven was killed in 1048. How-
ever, after all, Gregory Hildebrand (the phantom 
reflection of the emperor Andronicus-Christ 
from XII century AD), according to the restored 
old (and erroneous for a hundred years) of the 
church tradition, lived precisely in this time – al-
legedly in the second half of the 11th century AD, 
see Methods, Chapter 7. “Chinese date” 1048 AD 
practically coincides with 1053 or 1054 AD, from 

which in Europe, at least in some documents, is 
mistakenly introduced a new chronology. Recall 
here that Christ lived in 1152-1185. See our book 
The Czar of the Slavs (English page of the site 
chronologia.org) and the book Foundations of 
History, Chapter 6, discussion of the chronolog-
ical shift of 1053 years.

All this is reflected in the “Chinese history” of 
that time, which, in our opinion, is merely a “Chi-
nese option” of the European history of the same 
period.

3.4. Reflection of the First Crusade In 1099 
AD in the “Chinese History”

Furthermore, Chinese sources say that the Son of 
Heaven was killed in Tangut kingdom, that is – in 
our point of view- in the Goths one. It is consist-
ent with the new chronology, according to which 
Jesus Christ (1152-1185) was, most likely, cruci-
fied in New Rome = Jerusalem = Troy in the XII 
century AD.

The new Rome is located in Asia Minor – the 
ancient Hettur [291], that is, country of Goths = 
Hets, see “Foundations of history.” Ch.7.7.

Besides, the identification of Trojans and 
Turks with Goths is already well familiar, see 
Methods, Ch.8. In general, the Balkans is a Slavic 
region with Turkish presence. Moreover, this, 
again and again, identifies this kingdom with 
Goths.

In Europe, immediately after the crucifixion 
of Christ (1185), allegedly in 1096 (the shift of 
100 years) begins the First Crusade to The Bal-
kans. Crusaders capture New Rome – Constan-
tinople  – Jerusalem and move farther to the 
south.

So in China at THE SAME TIME, after the 
death of the Son of Heaven, begins “the troubled 
time of the rule of the noble family of Lian... In 
1082, the Chinese seized the fortress of Lianzhou 
from the Tanguts and reenthroned the old dynas-
ty “[212], p.157.

In our opinion, the First Crusade of allegedly 
1096-1099 AD is described here and practically 
without a shift in time. The “Chinese” dated this 
event by 1082 AD. The difference is only 15 years.
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As we have already explained above that Lian 
is a Chinese pronunciation of the word RIM 
(Rome). Consequently, the “Chinese sources” 
speak here of the reign of the “noble family of the 
Romans.” Correct.

Let us repeat once again that all these “Chinese 
events” refer to an era that is extremely poorly cov-
ered in “Chinese history,” i.e., the period of 961-
1100 AD. L. N. Gumilev called “the dark and emp-
ty period of the history of great steppe” ([212], p. 
176). However, immediately after it begins the 
period, “full of events, names of heroes and cow-
ards, names of places and Nations and even mor-
ally ethical assessments... Sources for this era ex-
tremely diverse and characteristic” ([212], p. 176).

3.5. Century shift in the “Chinese history” of 
the XI century

After the “dark period” begins bright parallelism 
between “Chinese” and European stories, but 
with a shift of 100 YEARS. Chinese dating is 
about a hundred years older than corresponding 
European. About this, see below.

3.6. Kaifeng as the capital of the Chinese 
Empire “R”

At the beginning of the 12th century in China, 
we find the Liao Empire, i.e., without vowels – the 
Empire “R,” since in the Chinese language the 
sound of R is replaced by L. Is not it Rome – Rim 
once again?

The capital of the Empire R is the city of 
Kaifeng. However, in Chinese chronicles, it is 
called for some reason, not Kaifeng, but Pian 
[1452]. Identification of the ancient capital of Chi-
na as Pian with the modern city of Kaifeng is al-
ready some later hypothesis. Apparently – wrong.

3.7. Reflection of the Fourth Crusade in the 
“Chinese history”

a.  Byzantium 
In 1203-1204, the crusader Europeans attacked 
Byzantium and besieged Constantinople. This 
is an attack of the invaders; see in Methods.

n b.  China.  
In 1125, the capital of China, Kaifeng, is at-
tacked by the invaders – Jurchens. The dif-
ference in Chinese and European dates is 
about one hundred years.

a.  Byzantium 
In the besieged Constantinople, the TWO 
PARTIES are emerging – supporters of the war 
and defenders of Alexei Angel, who arrived 
with the Crusaders, who are “fighters for 
peace.” The party of Alexei wins, and the 
Francs, the Crusaders, are promised to pay a 
hefty ransom. Crusaders move away from the 
city, see the book “New Chronology of Russia.”

n b.  China.  
Similarly, in the besieged Kaifeng, “two par-
ties were created: supporters of the war and 
“fighters for peace.” The latter prevailed, 
and the Jurchens withdrawal was obtained 
by paying the ransom and territorial con-
cessions” ([212], p. 182).

a.  Byzantium
b.  In 1204 the situation changed, and the Franks 

lay again siege to Constantinople, capture it 
and take the Emperor Marchuflos (Murzufl), 
as a prisoner.

c.  Theodore Laskaris becomes the Greek Em-
peror, who goes south to Nicaea, leaving Con-
stantinople to plunder by the Franks.

n b.  China.  
However, then the Jurchens come back and 
besiege Kaifeng the capital. “In 1127, Kaifeng 
fell, the Chinese Emperor was taken a pris-
oner, and his brother moved the capital to the 
south, leaving the people of northern China 
to looting by the enemy.” ([212], p. 183).

a.  Byzantium 
The Franks put their Latin Emperor in Con-
stantinople.

n b.  China.  
The Jurchens plant their king in Kaifeng Al-
tana = Altan-Khan ([212], p. 210). There is a 
definite sound analogy between Altan-Ltn 
and Latin ruler – Ltn, without vowels.
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4.  
CHINESE HISTORY OF CIDANES, THE 

KINGDOM OF THE PRESTER JOHN, AND 
THE EMERGENCE OF THE “MONGOLIAN” 

EMPIRE

4.1. Copying on paper of the prehistory of 
“Mongolian” Empire to the European and 

allegedly Eastern “Chinese” history

Above we tried to show that the “Chinese history” 
before the XIV century AD is, in fact, a copy of 
the European history brought to China and mis-
takenly perceived there as “local Chinese history.”

Continuing to move up the “Chinese history,” 
we finally come to the XIII century AD – when 
even in the opinion of historians themselves “Chi-
nese history” is connected with the European.

It is in this place that the Scaligerian version 
blends the history of China with the history of Eu-
rope. Here there is a vast “Mongolian” = The Great 
Empire, which includes both China and Europe, 
including Russia, the Balkans, Eastern Europe, etc.

If you move back to the “Scaligerian history 
textbook” from the era XIII century AD, into the 
past, we will see how it “bifurcates’’ Nations. On 
paper, of course, for example, the” Mongols “will 
appear both in China and in Russia. However, we 
have already talked about the fact that “Mongols” 
means Great, the name of the population of An-
cient Russia-Horde. Thus, the Scaligerian history 
doubles the “Mongol” = Russian ancestors, places 
them in “ancient” China, as “Mongols,” and in 
Russ – as Russians.

The ancestors of the Huns, that is, the Euro-
pean Hungarians, historians place them in China 
as the Huns or Sunnis and in Europe  – as the 
Huns. And so on.

If you listen to the historians, it turns out that 
the ancestors of all these Nations formerly lived 
in China, and only then spread from China 
throughout Asia and Europe. Roughly speaking, 
it turns out that today “we are all Chinese,” the 
descendants either of Mongols or Huns, etc.

Our idea is entirely different. According to our 
reconstruction, history of China – at least before 
the XIVth century – is merely an Eastern copy of 

European history. In such case, it contains valu-
able details that later lost in Europe. Returning 
them “to their place,” one can better reconstruct 
the medieval history of Europe comparing it with 
the “Chinese chronicles.”

Therefore, the “Chinese history” seems to us 
exclusively valuable. The question is only in its 
correct interpretation. Described in it events 
“were in reality.” But not always in China. Most 
often – in Europe.

From such a new point of view, it is interesting 
to see how was formed a “Mongolian”  = Great 
Empire. Therefore we can reject ridiculous theo-
ries about the grandiose movement of wild no-
mads through the whole continent from China 
to Europe. A new point of view allows compre-
hension of many phenomena in the history of the 
“Mongolian” conquest, which in their consensual 
presentation are incomprehensible.

4.2. History of the “Mongolian” Empire in 
the “Chinese” chronicles

4.2.1. Roman and Nicean Empires in the “Chinese” 
chronicles

We continue to move up the “Chinese annals.” We 
make use of a brief description of them, made by 
L.N. Gumilev [212]. We will immediately quote 
our version of the reading of the “Chinese” chron-
icles, identifying the events described in them 
with the European ones. We instantly see that 
such a “European reading,” taking into account 
one, already done by us above, turns out to be 
entirely natural.

After the capture of the capital of China by the 
Jurchen, led by the king Altan, two Empires 
formed. That happens, in our opinion, after the 
Fourth Crusade, when the Francs-Latins captured 
Constantinople, hence the name Altan = Latin.

One is the Jurchen Empire, founded by foreign 
invaders, a reflection of the Roman Empire in the 
territory of Byzantium. The other is the Chinese 
Empire, founded by a new Emperor from the old 
Chinese, that is, Byzantine, Romean dynasty. The 
Chinese Emperor had to establish a new Southern 
capital ([212], p. 177).

This second, Chinese Empire mirrors, in our 
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opinion, well-known Nicean Empire. It located 
on the territory of Byzantium. The foundation of 
the new Chinese “South Capital” – is the reflec-
tion of the foundation of the new Romean capital 
in Nicaea.

4.2.2. Ilya Dashi

In the north, the Jurchens, that is, apparently, cru-
sader-Latins, appears an enemy – a kind of Cidan, 
that is merely Macedonian, Prince Ye-Liu Dashi. 
That is, most likely, the prince Ilya. The following 
is reported. “Ye-Liu (Ilya – Auth.) Dashi was born 
in 1087 AD in the royal family of the Liao Empire. 
He was a descendant of the founder dynasty  – 
Eluia Ambagan in the eighth generation” ([212], 
p. 177).

Elyui, Cidan = Macedonian prince, tried to re-
sist invaders, but in the end, was forced to leave the 
country to the north together with loyal troops.

Three days later he crossed the “Black River” 
and was among the Onguts ([212], p. 180). Most 
likely, it is the Black Sea. Also, the Onguts are the 
Goths, as we already told you about. Goths, liv-
ing, naturally, in Europe and in particular – in the 
Balkans.

After several days of long march, Ye-Liu reached 
a certain fortress Hotoon. In Europe, for example, 
in Belarus, traces of this ancient name – Hotoon 
may have been preserved. Say, the modern Khatyn 
or Katyn. It seems that these names originate from 
the root of Got, that is Goths or Hets.

4.2.3. Gurkhan

Ye-Liu Dashi took the title “Gurkhan” ([212], p. 
180), and founded “Kara-Chinese” state ([212], p. 
186). That is, as adds L.N. Gumilev, Yeluy (Ilya) 
Dashi became the KHAN. The next paragraph of 
L. N. Gumilev is also called the “Destiny of Khan.”

   In the “Chinese” title of Gurkhan, the com-
bination of Gurgi-Khan, that is, Khan George. 
Note that Gurgi or Gurgia  – is an old Russian 
form of the name after George – we already talked 
about this in detail in the book “The New Chro-
nology of Russia.” Why did Ilya-Ye-Liu take it 
such a title, we will now see.  

It turns out that the descendant of Ye-Liu 
Dashi was, as L. N. Gumilev writes, “Djulhu (Ju-

rka, that is, Yurka, Yuri! – Auth.), who ruled un-
til 1213 AD. He was forced to get involved in 
politics related to the wars of Genghis-Khan” 
([212], p. 191).

What odd names had some “Kara-Chinese” 
rulers? For example, the “Kara-Chinese” Emper-
or Yuri. Better yet – the “Kara-Chinese” Emperor 
ILYA = Ye-Liu.

By the way, the name Dzhurka, being read 
without vowels, sounds like GRK, that is, again, 
Georgia, Gyurgy, Gurgy. These ancient forms of 
names George or Yuri are very often mentioned 
in the annals, see the book “The New Chronolo-
gy of Russia.” As we have already shown, Khan 
George – was most likely: Georgy Danilovich or 
Yuri Moskovsky, he is also – Cenghis-Khan, idem 
Ryurik of Russian chronicles.

The principal result of his work is the creation 
of a vast Empire. It is known today under the 
name of the “Mongolian” Empire (founded by 
Genghis Khan) or Ancient Russia (founded by 
Ryurik). As shown in the book “The New Chro-
nology of Russia,” these are just two different 
names of the same State. It was bifurcated only on 
paper, as the result of chronological mistakes 
made when writing the world and Russian history.

So, we see that in the “Chinese chronicles” oc-
curs certain confusion: the name of the famous 
khan George  = Gurgi merged with the title of 
Khan. So, apparently, and there was a “new Chi-
nese title” GURKHAN, which in the later annals 
were mistakenly called not only the right George 
but also the previous rulers of the “Kara-Chinese” 
state founded by Eliu = Ilya Dashi. Recognizing 
the name as a title, they used it for other persons. 
Let’s return to the story of Ye-Liu-Ilya Dashi. 

After fleeing from “China,” there is, as we have 
seen, in fact from Byzantium or Russ-Horde, – 
Elyui Dashi “gathered his commanders, – L. N. 
Gumilev tells us, – and addressed them a speech. 
He acknowledged the defeat of his People, the 
catastrophic disintegration of the Liao Empire 
(that is, the ROMEA-Byzantium. Auth) and told 
about the flight of the last Emperor. He declared 
to them his intention to unite the Nomadic tribes 
of the great steppe for the reconquest of the native 
land” ([212], p. 185).
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We recognize a well-known from the history 
of Russia political program of creating a unified 
“world kingdom” by military means, see the book 
“The New Chronology of Russia.” The program 
of Ye-Liu Dashi was later realized by “MON-
GOLS,” that is, the Great Ones. It happened in the 
XIVth century, about a hundred years later. The 
beginning was laid down by Genghis Khan  = 
George Danilovich, alias Ryurik, and completed 
by his brother (and not his nephew, as is com-
monly believed) – Khan Batu = Ivan Danilovich 
Kalita (Caliph).

Probably the Danilovich brothers were the di-
rect descendants of a runaway Macedonian  = 
“Cidan”  = Cidan Prince Ilya  = “Ye-Liu Dashi 
“from Romea-Byzantium.

4.2.4. “Chinese” Imil and ancient Russian River Ilmer

Ye-Liu Dashi first founded his own, at that time 
small state in the valley of the river Imil (([212], 
p. 185). That is what is said about this in the 
“Cara-Chinese” history. “Cidans held the valley 
of rivers of Imil, and in Semirechie (seven rivers), 
where they took part in the fight of the Kangal 
and Karluks with the Khan of the Balasagun City” 
([212], p. 185).

We do not know whether there is today in the 
East, China, Mongolia, “the river Imil.” We did not 
find it on the map. However, to find “the river Imil 
“in the territory of ancient Russia is simple.

Maybe it is the river ILMER, wherefrom 
prince RYURIK came, allegedly, “being called to 
Russia,” according to the counterfeit sheet in the 
Radzivil Chronicle. Perhaps Imil is Itil, that is, the 
river Volga.

4.2.5. “Chinese” city of Balasagun and old Russian 
city of Balakhna

Along with the “river Imil” “Chinese” chronicles 
call the city Balasagun. Where was it located? 
Again, we could not find in modern “Small Atlas 
of the World” (M.: 1979) the city of Balasagun 
somewhere in the East, in China or Mongolia.

The search for “the city of Balasagun” in Rus-
sia did not take long. We all know the big city of 
BALAKHNA on the Volga, above Nizhny Novgo-
rod. Moreover, some scientists, for example, P.P. 

Smirnov, considered Balakhna one of the capitals 
of ancient Russia [754], p.178.

In the name of Balakhna, the combination of 
the roots “ white ” and “ khan ”. Just like in the 
“Chinese” name of Balasagun, that is “white hun” 
or white Khan. It turns out that in Russian histo-
ry the name Balasagun is present almost in the 
same form as Balgasun. So, according to the leg-
end, the Khan Baty called so the city of Kozelsk 
he has taken. As Tatishchev writes, “MauBal-
gasun” meant “Kalmyk” as an “evil city” [832], 
part 2, p.237. Thus, Balgasun is the Turkic name 
of the Russian city, same as in the “Chinese” 
chronicles. Maybe it was Balakhna city.

4.2.6. “Chinese” Semirechie-Seven Rivers

In the book The New Chronology of Russia, we 
have already hypothesized that the famous “Chi-
nese” Semirechie meant the seven rivers or “fam-
ily of rivers,” where settled Cossacks. These were: 
Volga, Don, Yaik, Dnieper, Dniester, Terek, and 
Irtysh. Let us also recall the existence of in Russia 
of Semirechie Cossacks. Moreover, reading the 
“Chinese” story of Elijah Dashi, we again will 
meet with Semirechie – seven rivers.

4.2.7. Ilya Dashi becomes a chief of a huge army in 
the Semireche

Settled in the Semirechie “on vast pastures” 
([212], p. 185), Ilya-Elyui Dashi after a while sud-
denly becomes the chief of a huge army. L.  N. 
Gumilev wrote in astonishment: “From 1130 to 
1135 the force Ye-Liu Dashi increased to a huge 
number but at the expense of what and whom?” 
([212], p. 187).

It turns out, as Ibn Al-Athir reports, “in 1130 
the Karluk and the Guz mercenaries quarreled 
with the Samarkand ruler Arslan-Khan and fled 
to Gurkhan” ([212], p. 187).

The Guz have already been identified as Ka-
zaks on the basis of entirely other data in the book 
“The New Chronology of Russia.”

Samarkand – probably a slightly distorted name 
of the famous Russian the city of Samara on the 
Volga (Samara-Khan), or Sarmatia-Scythia.

Arslan-Khan means Ruslan-Khan or Russian 
Khan. Many Volga Turks still have the name 
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Ruslan. Recall common in Russia surname 
Ruslanov.

Thus, all the names and locations in the “Chi-
nese” annals can be found consistently in ancient 
Russian history. In our opinion, here we see the 
beginning of Russia’s unification under the rule 
of the future Russian Horde dynasty. We are at 
the beginning of the creation of the “Mongo-
lian” = Great Empire.

4.2.8. About the name China. Why China is called 
China

Scaligerian dating of allegedly Chinese events, 
about which discuss here is around 1130 AD. 
However, taking into account the already dis-
cussed century shift as mentioned above, they fall 
into the middle of the 13th century AD. Probably, 
this is the correct date.

At that time, Byzantium split into the Latin 
and Nicean Empires, and in Russia begins the 
process of unification. Probably the name Kitai 
(China) – is one of the variants of the pronunci-
ation of the word Skifia or Scithya, viewing of the 
transition of F (the letter fita) to T. It is possible 
that the Russ-Horde was called the state of Kara- 
Kitai. Therefore, until now the ancient name 
Kitai-Gorod (China-City) exists in Moscow, i.e., 
the second belt of military fortifications around 
the Moscow Kremlin. Kitai-Gorod (China-City) 
survived in Moscow until the 20th century. Its 
high walls were dismantled only at the beginning 
of last century, after the revolution of 1917.

Remark: N. A. Morozov rightly noted that now-
adays the name Kitai has been preserved only in 
Russia. Of course, today the Russians still call mod-
ern “China” – Kitai, but apart from us, nobody calls 
China Kitai. As, incidentally, the Chinese them-
selves do not call them Kitais. In Russian language, 
China has become known as “Kitai” only after the 
XVII century. Look up in the “Dictionary of the 
Russian language XI-XVII centuries” (M., Science) 
the word Kitai as the name of the state is generally 
absent. Modern China before the XVII century in 
Russia was still called Bogdoy. In Russia Kitai even 
as late as the XVII century was called the “Bogdoy” 
kingdom. More about this below.

On the other hand, in old documents, we en-

counter from time to time the Kara-Kitai state or 
the state of Presbyter John. The question is, where 
is it? Methinks it is Ancient Russ, dating back to 
the XIII-XIV centuries AD. After the Unification 
Wars of Ivan Kalita, Ancient Russia expanded and 
became known to foreigners, i.e., Western Europe-
ans as “Mongolian” = Great Empire.

However, one of the own names of this state 
or some part of it was the name “Kitai” = Skitia = 
Scythia. Therefore, in the Russian language are 
still found the traces of old Russian words:

Kitai-town, Kitaika – pure cotton fabric, as well 
as a variety of apples are still present. Recall also kita 
the old name for something retinue, woven, etc.

In general, kita is the old Russian word. Today it 
is no longer used, but until the XVII century, it was 
common in our language. As reported, for example, 
in the “Dictionary of the Russian language XI-XVII 
centuries,” the word kita means something woven, 
bound in a bundle, in a braid ([787], p. 141). In 
particular, kita meant a pigtail, a tourniquet, head-
dress from feathers. The author of the XVII century 
writes: “The hats [Janissaries] had kitas” (ibid.). 
Thus, kita meant a part of the military garment. The 
word kita, with the same meaning, exists in other 
Slavic languages, for example, in Polish (ibid.).

Note that the word kita meant part of the mili-
tary uniform, in particular – Russian. For example, 
gusars were wearing the kitas – high sultans on hats. 
Habitual today the word “sultans” came to be used 
much later, and in the XVII century, they were still 
called the old way – the kitas. It can be seen, for 
example, from the following quotation taken from 
the source of the second half of the XVII century, 
which describes military uniforms: “The horse is an 
equine, and the saddle is gusar’s … the horseback 
cover is sewn with gold kita, feathers the same” 
(ibid.), that is, the kita made from the same feathers.

Even on the modern monument to Bogdan 
Khmelnitsky in Kiev, you can remark a kita – a 
sultan of feathers on a turban. Turkish warriors 
wore a turban, high Sultan-KITA. It is possible 
that the word kita, which meant part of the mil-
itary equipment, preserved in the name of “Ci-
dans” – Macedonians (Kita = Cida), who came 
once to the Balkans from the Russ-Horde. At the 
same time, there is a story of Chinese chronicles 
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about Cidan prince Ye-Liu Dashi – which with 
“European” reading becomes a story that a certain 
Macedonian  = “Cidan” military detachment of 
Prince Ilya = “Elyuya” came to Russ from Byzan-
tium in the XIII century and founded there the 
state that grew up subsequently into the “Mongo-
lian” = Great Empire = medieval Russia.

Now it becomes clear why the smooth sin-
gle-colored cotton fabric is called kitaika ([787], p. 
142). After all, it was produced in Russia – the “land 
of Kitai (China).” By the way, it is believed that from 
the same word Kitai, came the name of the famous 
Kitai Gorod (town) in Moscow ([85], v. 21, p. 313).

It is possible that the so is called Moscow for-
tified army camp – “the town of Kitai warriors.”

The word kara from the combination of “Ka-
ra-Kitai” is, most likely, just Kir or the king. We 
recall the transitions of “C” into “K” of Cae-
sar-Kaiser type. Consequently, the Kara-Kitai 
state turns out to be merely kingdom Kitai, that 
is, the Royal Skitia = Scythia. It is also the king-
dom of Presbyter John, consequently, Ancient 
Russia-Horde = Great Empire.

In the following chapters, while analyzing 
Scandinavian maps, we find that Skifia was also 
actually called Kithium, that is, Kitai (China!). 
See Part 6. Therefore, we repeat, Kitai (China) is 
just slightly distorted name Skifia.

4.2.9. Grandiose “ancient Chinese” battle in XIII 
century AD

We return to the story of Elijah = “Yeshua” Dashi in 
Chinese sources. “In 1141, a new conflict arose and 
this time of grand dimensions. To fight the infidels 
(that is, Ilya-Eliyu – Auth.) Sultan Sanjar decided to 
send the best troops of the Muslim world, hardened 
in battles with the Greeks and Crusaders, armed by 
the last word of the technique of that time. The army 
of Sanjar was estimated at approximately one hun-
dred thousand riders. So many troops were not sent 
even against the crusaders. The Sultan and his en-
tourage looked at the operations extremely serious-
ly, and not just as to the defense against the regular 
raid of the Nomads” ([212], pp. 187-188). 
Ilya- Ye-Liu Dashi, according to Ibn Al-Asher, put 
three hundred thousand warriors “from the Kh-
itan, the Turks and the Chinese” ([212], p. 188). 

The battle took place in 1141, that is, in approx-
imately 1241 – with a hundred-year shift. It took 
place on Katwanaook plain situated between Kho-
jent and Samarkand. “Ilya-Ye-Liu Dashi divided 
his army into three parts and completely crushed 
the army of Sanjar, better than could any Karl Mar-
tell, nor Lion Isavr, nor Gothard Bullion. Thirty 
thousand of the best Seljuk warriors met the death 
of the brave. That is the fact! Well, the fact that it 
happened is without doubt, but why it could hap-
pen, is incomprehensible and not explained. After 
such a brilliant victory Ye-Liu Dashi limited him-
self with the occupation of Samarkand and 
Bukhara, and some Khitan detachment plundered 
a Khorezm oasis. Chah of Khorezm, however, 
quickly concluded with Gurkhan, pledging to pay 
some taxes. In all those cities captured  by the Kh-
itan stayed the local rulers, who were only obliged 
to pay taxes to Gurkhan” ([212], p. 188).

What did we learn from that? We learned the 
following:

a) 1241 AD  – practically coincides with the 
Miller- Scaligerian year of the conquest of Russia 
by “Mongols.”

b) The grandiose battle probably with a cen-
tenary shift was either the famous battle on The 
Kalka in 1223 or the battle of Iver City 1238, in 
which “Mongols” = the Great defeated the com-
bined forces of the princes who fought against 
them. Both parties were Russian. (sic!)

c) “Mongolian” custom to leave in captured cit-
ies their former rulers and only impose tribute, is 
well known. We see the same thing in the “Kara- 
Kitai (Chinese) conquest.”

By the way, Ilya-Ye-Liu Dashi divided his troops 
into hundreds. “Sotniks, i.e., the heads of hundreds, 
i.e., centurions obeyed directly to Gurkhan” ([212], 
p. 189). The Cossack troops were divided into hun-
dreds, and the Cossack centurions are very familiar 
to us.

4.2.10. The Christianity of Kara-Kitai (China). The 
Czar Skifs?

Founded by Il-Liu = Elyuya Dashi, the state of the 
Kara-Kitai was Christian. For Scaligerian histori-
ans, this looks very strange. Why did the Far East-
ern nomads suddenly find themselves Christians, 
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not Muslims or adherents of some eastern reli-
gions? Moreover, the Kara-Kitai (Chinese )(Czar 
Scythians?) On the one hand they seem to be 
Christians, and on the other, Muslims. The con-
fusion is complete.

Here what L.  N. Gumilev says. “Despite his 
(that is, Ye-Liu Dashi – Auth.) a letter to the gov-
ernor of Bukhara, starting with a formula accept-
able to Muslims … his heir received the Christian 
name of Elias, and the Crusaders in Palestine and 
Syria Sincerely Believed in the Existence of the 
Christian Kingdom on the East from Persia (not 
from France? – Auth.)” ([212], p. 190).

Also, the son of Ye-Liu Dashi was called Ilya. 
Moreover, he was Christian. However, it turns out 
that the “Chinese” records considered the succes-
sors of Dashi as the very same Dashi [212], p.191. 
In other words, Ye-Liu Dashi and his “son Elijah” 
is the same person. However, then Ye-Liu Dashi 
turns out to be a Christian by the name of Ilya. 
Correct. Nobody one else could have been. 

Here it is, apparently, the real history of the 
Orthodox Ancient Russia that was also the Chris-
tian kingdom of Presbyter John. About it, we will 
talk in detail in the next part. 

4.2.11. “Chinese” chronicles, talking the same time, 
were elongated by a century

Ye-Liu Dashi died in 1143. Then his successors 
ruled, although the “Chinese” sources for some 
reason considered as the very same Elyuya Dashi 
[212], p.191. “In 1178, the son of Iliu Zhulhu (Ju-
rka, that is, Yurka, Yuri – Auth.), took the throne. 
He ruled until 1213 but was forced to get involved 
in the politics associated with the war of Geng-
his.” [212], p.191.

After that, the state of the Kara-Kitai (Chinese), 
Czar China, was included in the “Mongolian” 
Empire.

Our explanation is as follows. The chronolo-
gists stretched out the time of the government of 
one Ye-Liu-Ilya Dashi by several decades more 
than required.

Also, it is understandable why. They could not 
meet the ends of the chronology because of the 
centenary shift. Moreover, the chronicles still 
talked about one Ye-Liu.

They had to “multiply” (on paper, of course) 
single Il-Liu Dashi into several ones. Moreover, 
then the son of Ilya – Georgy, Yuri appears. With 
a hundred-year shift, he falls on George Danilo-
vich. It is still the same Genghis-Khan.

Since the era of Genghis Khan, we are entering 
here in the “Mongolian” Empire, that is, in an-
cient Russia epoch. Moreover, from that time all 
the essential events take place already on the Vol-
ga, in the Golden Horde. Thus, in Scaliger histo-
ry, the events were transferred from the borders 
of modern China – to the Volga. Moreover, in our 
reconstruction, the action still unfolds in Kitai 
(China). But not in the contemporary, but in Rus-
sia. Which was sometimes called in that time 
Kitai (China) = Scythia = Skitia, see Part 6.

4.2.12. When were the European chronicles 
 transplanted to China?

It turns out that no earlier than the XIV century. 
Since, as we see, they describe the events of the 
XIII-XIV centuries, which took place in Europe. 
In this, we agree with N.A. Morozov, who wrote, 
based on very different reasons that the Chinese 
chronicles were written at the earliest in XV cen-
tury and planted there by Europeans. Most likely, 
Catholic missionaries.

5.  
THE HISTORY OF CHINA AFTER THE XV 

CENTURY

5.1. When, why and who built the Great 
Chinese Wall

Today it is believed that the Great Wall of China 
began to be built in III century BC for protection 
from the northern nomads. Its modern state is 
shown in Fig.6.2 and Fig.6.3. On this N.A. Moro-
zov wrote: “The very thought that the building of 
the famous Chinese wall, with height of 6-7 meters, 
and a thickness of three, stretching for three thou-
sand kilometers, began in 246 BC by the Emperor 
Qin Shi Huang and was finished only after 1866 
years, by 1620 AD – is ridiculous, a sheer disap-
pointment for a serious thinker- historian. After 
all, every large building has a predetermined prac-
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tical purpose. Who would have come up with the 
idea of starting a massive structure, which can be 
completed only after 2000 years, and until then will 
be just a useless burden for the population. And to 
survive so well till today. The Great Chinese wall 
could not be more than several hundred years old” 
([544], Vol. 6, pp. 121-122).

We will be told that the Wall was repaired in the 
course of two thousand years. It is doubtful. Repair 
makes sense only for not a very old building; oth-
erwise, it is hopeless as it will become obsolete and 
just fall apart. What we observe, incidentally, in 
Europe. The old defensive walls were dismantled, 
and new ones were built in their place, more ro-
bust. For example, many military fortifications in 
Russia were rebuilt in the XVI century.

Nevertheless, we are told that the Chinese wall 
was built nearly two thousand years. They do not 
say that “the modern wall was built recently on 
the site of the ancient.” No, they insist that the 
wall that was built two thousand years ago. In our 
opinion, this is extremely strange, to say the least.

When and against whom did they build the 
wall? Since, as we have already noted, the “ancient 
Chinese” history unfolded in reality In Europe 
before the XVth century, the Chinese wall was 
built not earlier than the XVth century AD.

They built it, of course, not against arrows and 

Fig. 6.2. The Great Wall of China. Taken from [544], Volume 6, page 121.

Fig. 6.3. The Great Wall of China in its modern condition. 
Taken from [85], Volume 21.
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spears with copper or even stone tips of the III 
century BC. The stone wall thickness of about 
three meters is not needed against such weapons. 
Such walls are required for firearms. The construc-
tion of such structures began not earlier than the 
XV century when on the battlefield appeared guns 
and bombards. For example, Ottomans = Atamans 
took Constantinople with the help of powerful 
siege guns. In Figure 6.4, we present one more im-
age of the Chinese wall. It is fascinating that the 
ancient authors called it also the wall of Gog and 
Magog ([1078], Vol. 1, p. 294). So claimed, for ex-
ample, Arab historian Abul Fida.

Against whom did they erect a wall? We can-
not answer accurately. The answer requires addi-
tional research. However, let us state the follow-
ing hypothesis. The Great Wall of China was built 
primarily as a construction, indicating the border 
between the two countries: China and Russia. Of 
course, it was regarded as a military defensive 
structure but hardly used in this capacity.

The defense of the 4000-kilometer wall ([213], 
p .44), from the attack of the enemy makes no 
sense, even if it stretches “only” to one or two 
thousand kilometers. The wall in its current form 
does not quite reach 4 thousand kilometers.

L. N. Gumilev quite rightly wrote: “The wall 
stretched for 4 thousand km. Its height reached 
10 meters, with watchtowers every 60-100 meters. 

But, when the works were finished, as it turned 
out, that all the armed forces of China were not 
sufficient to organize effective defense on the wall 
(how come they didn’t think about it before the 
beginning of construction – Auth.). If one puts a 
small detachment on every tower, then the enemy 
will destroy it well before the neighbors manage 
to give help. If you put bigger detachments, but 
more rarely, then gaps are formed through which 
the enemy easily and imperceptibly penetrates 
deep into the country. The fortress without de-
fenders is not a fortress” ([213], p. 44).

What is the difference between our point of 
view and the traditional one? We are told that the 
wall separated China from the nomads to secure 
the country against their raids. But, as L. N. Gu-
milev correctly noted, this explanation is doesn’t 
withstand criticism. If the nomads wanted to 
cross the Wall, they quickly would have done it. 
And not once. And in any place.

We offer a radically different explanation. We 
believe that the Wall was built primarily as a 
boundary between two states. The Wall was made 
when the countries have reached agreement on 
this border. Apparently, to exclude border dis-
putes in the future. And such arguments, proba-
bly, existed. Today the agreed parties draw a 
boundary on the map (that is, paper). And they 
think that this is enough.

Fig. 6.4. The Great Wall of China. Apparently, it was also known as “The Wall of Gog and Magog” ([1078], Vol. 1, pp. 293-
294. Taken from [1078], Volume 1, page 293.
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And in the case of Russia and Chinese, the 
Chinese seem to have considered the treaty so 
crucial that they decided to perpetuate it not only 
on paper but also “on the ground,” having built 
the Wall along the agreed border. It was more 
reliable and, as considered the Chinese, will per-
manently exclude border disputes. In favor of our 
assumption is also the length of the Wall itself. 
Four, or one or two thousand kilometers, is typ-
ical for the border between two big states. But as 
a purely military structure – it’s pointless.

But after all, China’s political border has 
changed many times during allegedly more than 
two thousand years of its history. So they tell us 
the historians. China merged, then collapsed into 
separate areas, lost and acquired some land, etc.

On the one hand, this seems to make it diffi-
cult to test our hypothesis. But, on the other, on 
the contrary, we are given the opportunity not 

Fig. 6.5. Map of Asia from an XVIII century Atlas. “L’Asie, Dressé sur les observations de l’Academie Royale des Sciences 
et quelques autres, et sur les memoires les plus recens. Par G. de l’Isle Geographe. Amsterdam. Chez R. & J. Ottens, 
Geographes dans le Kalverstraat au Carte du Monde.” Printed in Amsterdam. Taken from [1019].

Fig. 6.6. Fragment of a map of Asia taken from an XVIII 
century Atlas ([1019]). It is very obvious that the Great 
Wall follows the border of China. The wall isn’t merely 
drawn on the map, there’s also the corresponding indica-
tion (“Muraille de la Chine”). Taken from [1019].



118  |  history: fiction or science? chron 5  |  part 2

only to check it but also to date the construction 
of the wall. If we can find a political-geographical 
map, on which the border of China will run along 
the Great Chinese wall, this will mean that pre-
cisely in this time the wall was built.

Today, the Chinese wall is inside China. Was 
there a moment when it denoted the country bor-
der? And when did this happen? It is clear that if 
it was built as a boundary wall, then at that time it 
went precisely along China’s political border. This 
will allow us to date the construction of the Wall.

Let’s try to find a geographic map, on which 
the Chinese wall is shown precisely along the po-
litical border of China. It is essential that such 
maps exist. And there are many of them. Those 
are the maps of the XVII-XVIII centuries. And 
we already used them in our book when we talked 
about geographical notions of the XVIII century.

We take the map of Asia of the XVIII century, 
made by the Royal the Academy in Amsterdam: 
“L’Asie, Dresse sur des observations de l’Académie 
Royale des Sciences et quelques autres sur les 

Fig. 6.7. Our drawn copy of a fragment of a map of Asia 
dating from the XVIII century that depicts the Great Wall 
of China. Map taken from [1019].

Fig. 6.8. Eastern part of the map of Asia from an XVIII 
century Atlas. Taken from [1018].

Fig. 6.9. Fragment of a map of Asia from an XVIII cen-
tury Atlas. The Great Wall follows the border of China. 
We also see a corresponding indication (“Muraille de la 
Chine”). Taken from [1018].
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mémoires les plus récents. Par G. de l’Isle Géog-
raphe a Amsterdam. Ches R. & J. Ottens, Geog-
raphes dans le Kalverstraat au Carte du Monde.” 
The map was taken from a rare atlas of the XVI-
II century ([1019]). See Fig.6.5.

On the map, we find two states: Tartary – Tar-
tarie and Kitai (Chine). See Fig.6.6 and the draw-
ing in Fig. 6.7. The northern border of Kitai goes 
along the 40th parallel. Precisely on this border 
runs the Chinese wall. Moreover, on the map the 
Wall is drawn as the solid line with the inscription 
Muraille de la Chine, that is “high wall China” in 
French.

The same Chinese wall, and with the same 
inscription on it, we see and on another map of 
1754 – Carte de l’Asie, taken from a rare atlas of 
XVIII century ([1018]). See Fig.6.8. Here the Chi-
nese wall is also going approximately along the 
border between China and Great Tartary, that is, 
Mongol-Tartary = Russia. See Figs. 6.9 and 6.10.

Literally, the same thing we see on another 
map of Asia of the XVII century, in a known atlas 

Fig. 6.10. Our drawn copy of a map fragment dating from 
1754 (“Carte de l’Asie. 1754.” We see the Great Wall of 
China. Map taken from [1018].

Fig. 6.11. Fragment of a map of Asia from the Atlas of Blaeu dating from 1655. The Great Wall of China follows the 
Chinese border exactly, with only a small part of it located within China. Taken from [1035].
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of Blaeu ([1035]). See Fig. 6.11. The Chinese wall 
goes precisely along the Kitai border, and only a 
small western section of the Wall is inside Kitai 
(China).

In our favor speaks the fact that in general, the 
cartographers of the XVIII century placed the 
Chinese wall on the political map of the world.

Consequently, the Wall has the meaning of the 
political boundary. After all, the cartographers 
have not shown on the map other “wonders of 
the world,” for example, they did not show Egyp-
tian pyramids but the Chinese wall they did.

The same wall is depicted on the color map of 
the Zing Empire in the second half of the 
XVII-XVIII centuries in the academic 10-volume 
World History ([151], p. 300-301). On this map, 
the Great Wall is depicted in detail, with all of its 
small bends in the terrain.

Almost on its entire length, it goes exactly on 
the border of Kitai (Chinese) Empire, except for 
the smallest western section of the Wall with 
length, of not more than 200 kilometers.  

On the map allegedly of 1617 from Atlas Blaeu 
[1036], we also see The Chinese Wall, going exact-

Fig. 6.12. The Great Wall of China on the map that al-
legedly dates from 1617, which follows the border be-
tween China and Tartary exactly. Taken from [1036], 
pages 190-191.

Fig. 6.13. A close-in of the Great Wall, which serves as 
the borderline between China and Tartary. Fragment of a 
map presumed to date from 1617. Taken from [1036], 
pages 190-191.
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Fig. 6.14. The Great Wall of China follows the border between China and Tartary on the map allegedly dating from 
1635. Taken from the Atlas of Blaeu ([1036], pages 198-199).
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ly on the border between “China,” that is, modern 
China, and Tartary, Fig. 6.12 and Fig.6.13.

We see the same picture on the map allegedly 
of 1635 from Atlas Blaeu [1036], p.198-199. Here, 
precisely along the border between Kitai and Tar-
tarie, passes the Great Wall of China, Fig. 6.14 
and Fig.6.15. 

In our opinion, this means that The Chinese 
Great Wall was built in the 16th and 17th centu-
ries as a political boundary between China and 
Russia = “Mongols-Tartary.” 

If after seeing these maps someone repeats 
again that the actual Wall was built all the same 
in the III century BC, we will answer: maybe you 
are right. Let’s not argue. But in this case, one has 
to assume that “ancient” Chinese had such an as-
tonishing gift of foresight, which accurately pre-
dicted  – how precisely the boundary between 
Kitai and Russia in the XVII-XVIII AD, that is, 
two thousand years later will pass.

One may object: on the contrary, the border 
between Russia and Kitai in the XVII century 
passed on the ancient Wall. However, in this case, 
the Wall should have been mentioned in the writ-
ten Russo-Chinese treaty. We did not find such 

references. When was the Wall built = 
Border between Russia  = “Mon-
gol-Tataria” and Kitai (China)? Clear, 
it was in the XVII century. No won-
der, it is believed that its construction 
was “completed” only in 1620 ([544], 
vol. 6, p. 121). And maybe even later. 
See about this below.

In this regard, it is immediately 
recalled that at the same time there 
were border wars between Russia and 
Kitai. See. S. M. Soloviev, History of 
Russia from ancient times, Vol. 12, Ch. 
5 ([800]). Probably, it was only by the 
end of the XVII century that the bor-
der was agreed upon. At the same time, 
the Wall was built to fix the Treaty.

Was this Wall built before the 
XVII century? Apparently not. Scal-
iger’s history tells us that China was 
conquered by “Mongols” in the XIII 
century AD, more precisely, in 1279. 

Thus China joined the huge “Mongolian” = Great 
Empire. According to the new chronology, the 
correct dating of this conquest – the end of the 
XIV century, that is, a hundred years later, see our 
book The New Chronology of Russia. In the Scal-
igerian history of China, this event was placed in 
the XIV century as the coming to power of the 
Ming dynasty in 1368, that is, the same Mongols.

As we understand now, in the XIV-XVI cen-
turies, Russia and Kitai composed one empire as 
yet. So there was no need to erect a Wall = Border. 
Most likely, such a need arose after the Strife in 
Russia, the defeat of the Russian Horde dynasty 
and the seizure of power by the Romanovs. 

It is well known that the Romanovs abruptly 
changed the political course of Russia, trying to 
subordinate the country to Western influence. 
Such pro-western orientation of the new dynasty 
led to the collapse of the Empire. Turkey separat-
ed from Empire, and wars with it began.

Kitai separated too. In fact, the control over a 
significant part of America was also lost. In the 
end, even a small Alaska, the last remaining frag-
ment of the Horde in America was lost too.

Relations between Kitai and the Romanovs 

Fig. 6.15. Close-in of a map fragment with the Chinese Wall drawn as 
the border between two countries. Taken from [1036], page 199.
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became strained, accompanied by the border 
conflicts. It was required to erect the Wall, which 
was done. 

By the way, many “ancient Chinese chronicles” 
speak of the Great Wall. In what year were they 
written? It is clear that after building of the Wall = 
Border. That is, not before the XVII century AD.

By the way, another interesting question. Are 
there in China any notable stone buildings built 
before the XVII century, that is, before the Manjou 
dynasty, about which we will talk about in detail 
further? Edifices constructed in stone like cathe-
drals, city walls, and fortresses? Otherwise, the 
Great Wall stood before the arrival of the Manjou 
the XVII century in proud loneliness? If so, then it 
is bizarre. Is it possible that for two thousand years, 
passed since the construction of the Wall, the Chi-
nese did not have any interest to build other struc-
tures, at least remotely comparable to the Wall? 
After all, we are told that the long history of China 
is filled with internecine wars. Why not fence off 
with walls from each other?

Fig. 6.16. Ancient engraving from a book by I. Ides dating from the early XVIII century entitled “Russian Envoys Passing 
the Gates of the Great Wall of China.” This wall has got nothing in common with the one that we know under this name 
today. In the XVIII century it looked like a tall and relatively thin masonry fence, without any passageways on top, unlike 
the modern “ancient” Wall of China. Taken from [550], page 143.

Fig. 6.17. Close-in of an XVIII century engraving that de-
picts two passageways leading through the Great Wall of 
China. The passageways are wide and tall, without any 
gates or bars. It is perfectly clear that the Great Wall of 
China wasn’t a military fortification, but merely a sym-
bolic representation of the border between two states. 
Taken from [550], page 143.
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In Europe and Russia, for example, many stone 
fortifications have been preserved. If the Chinese 
two thousand years ago built a gigantic stone 
structure, in general, useless from a military point 
of view, why did not they send their remarkable 
talents for building really necessary stone Krem-
lins in their cities, who always fought each other? 

Having such a grand experience of “building 
walls,” the whole of China should have been cov-
ered with dominant stone defenses long before 
the XVII century. No, the Chinese preferred to 
wait for two for the invasion of Manjou!

If the Wall was built, as we assume, only in the 
XVII century and was one of the first grand stone 
buildings in China, then everything becomes 
clear. Since the XVII century in China, there were 
no major internecine wars, the Manjou dynasty 

continued to rule until the XX century. And in 
the XX century, nobody built walls and stone for-
tresses for understandable reasons.

Apparently, one can even more accurately 
point to the time of construction of the Great 
Wall of China. As we have already said, the Wall 
was erected as the border between China and 
Russia during border disputes of the XVII centu-
ry. Armed conflicts flared up from the middle of 
the XVII century. Wars went with varying success 
([800], p. 572-575). Descriptions of wars are pre-
served in Khabarov’s notes.

The treaty, which fixed the northern border of 
China with Russia, was concluded in 1689 in Ner-
chinsk. Maybe there have been earlier attempts 
to reach a Russo-Chinese treaty. It is to expect 
that the Chinese wall was built between 1650 and 
1689. This date is justified. It is known that the 
Emperor = Bogdykhan Kangxi “began the imple-
mentation of his plan of squeezing the Russians 
from the Amur river. By building a chain of for-
tifications (! -Auth.), Bogdykhan in 1684 sent to 
the Amur a Manjour army” ([151], vol. 5, p. 312).

What kind of chain of fortifications did Bog-
doy build in 1684? In our opinion, it is said here 
about the construction of the Great Wall of China, 
i.e., Chain of strengthened towers, connected with 
a Wall. Figure 6.16 shows an engraving of the be-
ginning of the XVIII century, which depicts the 
Russian embassy, passing through the Great Chi-
nese Wall. It is worth to note that the wall pictured 
here is not worn at all and doesn’t bear the signs 
of a military fortification. For example, both pas-
sages in the towers, through which the road from 
Russia to Kitai (China) passed, are entirely devoid 
of any kind locked gates or grids, Fig. 6.17. Both 
archways through the Wall were rather high and 
spacious. Nothing is closed! And to block them 
will be very difficult given their large sizes. Be-
sides, the entire brick wall is quite thin.

The crest of the wall does not have any pro-
tected corridor, where the warriors could move 
along the ridge of the wall in the event of a siege, 
running from one part to the other. We see before 
us just a tall stone Fence. Better yet, it is not clear 
how, in the case of need, the defenders of the Wall 
could get to the crest from their side. 

Fig. 6.18. The Great Wall of China in its modern state. It 
is rather thick, and has a wide passageway at the top, as 
though it were designed for tourists. Taken from [930], 
page 362.

Fig. 6.19. Photograph of the Great Wall of China taken in 
1907. Taken from [158], page 122.
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No staircases are leading to a wall from a 
courtyard enclosed by it, just none. So from the 
military-defensive point of view, the Wall shown 
in Fig.6.16 is rather pointless.

It is quite clear that the Chinese wall per-
formed only a decorative function of separation. 
Showing the political boundary between the two 
States. Precisely as it should have been, according 
to our reconstruction.

On the other hand, the Great Wall of China, 
which is shown to us today, is arranged substan-
tially differently. It is much thicker and what is 
especially important that there is already a wide 
road running along its top, Fig. 6.18.

On both sides, we see a low fence. So, when 
the Great Wall was rebuilt in its modern form? 
Why not in the XX century? After all, the road to 
the top of the contemporary Chinese wall looks 
like as if it was specially made for strolling tour-
ists. This is a broad walkway with beautiful views 
of the surroundings. 

On Fig.6.19 is shown a photograph of the Chi-
nese wall in 1907. It is not to exclude that a signif-
icant contribution to the construction of the “old-
est” Chinese Wall was made during Mao Zedong 
rule when it was primordial to create some par-
ticularly outstanding symbol of greatness for mod-
ern China. The wall was improved, expanded, 
continued, here and there, and relocated again. 
And then the Chinese said that it was always so.

5.2. How many months it takes to go from 
China to Kitai

5.2.1. Where Kitai was at the time of Afanasy 
Nikitin

 Today, two names of the country are used: Kitai 
and Chin. It is believed that this is the same coun-
try. We are accustomed to this. Was it always so? 
No, not always. Open the famous “Walking to the 
three seas” book by Afanasy Nikitin ([41]), and 
with surprise, we read: “From Chin to Kitai it takes 
six months by land, and by the sea four days” ([41], 
p. 460). Afanasy Nikitin reports these data after the 
words:” Myself I am going to Russia” ([41], p. 460).

He clearly states that Chin and Kitai are two 
different countries, separated by six months of 

the way. The name of China is reserved for mod-
ern China in almost all modern languages. There-
fore, there is no particular question  – which 
country is called China by Afanasy Nikitin. Most 
likely – the contemporary country of China. But 
then another question arises – and which country 
Afanasy Nikitin called Kitai?

Our answer is simple: this is how he called 
Russia, perhaps its Eastern part. This is directly 
indicated by his words: “And I’m going to Russia” 
([41], p. 460). Then everything immediately falls 
into place. Indeed, from China to Muscovy Tar-
tary, say to the Urals it will be approximately – six 
months by land, with the means of communica-
tion of that time.

Historians will try to protest: Afanasy Nikitin 
was just a very poor walker; thus he needed six 
months, to get with great difficulty from southern 
China to North China, as insist the today’s trans-
lators of his text. They awkwardly translate the 
word Chin (China) as Southern China, and his 
word Kitai as Northern China ([41], p. 460-461).

We answer: no, please, Afanasy Nikitin did not 
walk very slowly. In fact, in the description of his 
travel when he starts from the modern Strait of 
Hormuz in Persia and goes through India to South 
China, it takes him about five months by sea.

Look at the map. Quite normal speed of move-
ment. Moreover, he says that from Chin to Kitai – 
six months of the way. But such a long time is 
enough to get to Russia. Departing from the 
South China Afanasy Nikitin, at his speed, would 
be able to walk to North China in 1.5-2 month, 
but not in six.

By the way, if we assume that he had been go-
ing for six months from Southern China to the 
North, then where did he find the sea on the 
road? He had to swim for the next four days? But 
not in China, as there are no inner seas! And on 
the way to Russia, he could cross, for example, the 
Caspian Sea. Or the Aral Sea. Or Balhash Sea. 
That is what he meant mentioning the sea travel.

Even if we consider the union “by” (in the 
phrase “by the sea in four days”) as “or,” it is still 
impossible in modern China to find such a sea 
route, between the final points of which would 
have taken six months by walking.
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We will be refuted: Pekin (Beijing) was found-
ed in the deepest antiquity, long before the “Mon-
gols,” as mentioned in Chinese chronicles, etc. 
Well, we ask a simple question. Was it called Pe-
kin in these most “ancient Chinese” chronicles? 
Maybe – Pekin, or, as it is called today Beijing?

No, according to historians, it was called 
modestly and merely: U ([212], p. 142). One won-
ders why U is modern Beijing. 

By the way, in the reports of Fyodor Baikov, 
sent to Kitai (China) from Russia in 1654, the 
capital of China was not called as it is believed, 
Beijing, but Kanbalyk. That is, Khan White?

5.4. Kitai or Bogdai?

By the way, in Russian diplomatic correspond-
ence, until the end of the XVII century, nobody 
spoke about Kitai relative to this territory or 
about Chinese people. The state was called Bog-
doy Khan, and its inhabitants – Bogdoys. Chinese 
Emperor was called Boghdykhan and in no other 
way, or khan of Bogdoys ([815], p. 47). See S. M. 
Soloviev, [800], p. 576-577.

There is a suspicion that the Bogdoy Khan is 
merely the Russian term for God Given Khan, 
blessed by God, Khan or Bogdan.

On the Amsterdam map of the XVIII century 
(see above)  the area of Bogdoy is depicted outside 
Kitai (China), near its northern border, behind the 
Chinese Wall. This indicates that as early as the 
XVII century around China rules a lot of confu-
sion. It is not clear, for example, whether embassies 
we spoke above were sent to Kitai. And what ex-
actly did it mean at this time the name “Kitai”?

5.5. Who are the Buddhists?

Today it is considered that China’s official religion 
for hundreds of years was Buddhism. One that 
originated long before AD era. However, it turns 
out that the famous medieval scholar Biruni alleg-
edly in the 10th century AD, but in fact, in the XV 
century, did not distinguish the Buddhists from 
Manichaeists ([212], p. 117). Let’s remind, that 
Manicheism was a Christian sect, has appeared in 
Byzantium. It turns out that Buddhism originated 

in Byzantium. Just like some of the “ancient Chi-
nese” chronicles. After that, both the Buddhism 
and these chronicles entered in China. Further 
“ancient Chinese” chronicles came from Russia.

Historians, of course, do not like the above 
statement of Biruni relative to the identity of Bud-
dhism and the Manichaeism. Here’s how, for ex-
ample, look how skillfully and gently brings L.N. 
Gumilev inexperienced reader to the “dangerous 
quote” from Biruni.

“Manichaeism was not completely suppressed 
(in Kitai – Auth.), although to stay afloat, they used 
a deception. Manichaeists started to pretend to be 
Buddhists. At first, it was a conscious mimicry … 
presenting themselves as Buddhists, complying 
with the appropriate decorum. The Chinese Man-
ichaeists gradually merged completely with Bud-
dhists, so that even such scientists as Biruni 
stopped to distinguish them” (ibid.).

“Manichaeists deities planted in the Buddhist 
image were found on the icons of Hara-Hoto” 
(ibid.). Fortunately, it is possible to establish – when 
and how they began to expel Christianity from Kitai 
(China). “The fate of Catholic Episcope in China 
was not brilliant. In 1304, following the complaint 
of the Taoist church Khan has banned the baptism 
of the Chinese, and ordered to serve to pray for his 
health according to the Taoist and Buddhist rules. 
In the year 1311 AD the Buddhists confiscated from 
the Christians the temple on the Yangzi shore and 
painted over the gospel frescoes the images of Bo-
dhisattva and Dharmapala” (ibid., p. 281).

However, we should not assume that all this was 
really happening in the XIV century AD. All this 
was much later. Judge for yourself: “Manchurs … 
supported the Christians up to 1722, when for the 
first time in China, surfaced the negative attitude 
to the Europeans and to the Chinese that accepted 
their religion. However, only in 1815, when prot-
estants came to China and influenced the Chinese, 
the Catholics were banned” ([544], vol. 6, p. 127).

Hence the Christianity was widespread in Chi-
na up to the XVIII century. It began to be expelled 
and replaced by Buddhism only in the first quar-
ter of the XIX century. When in the second half 
of XIX century the overpainted Christian frescoes 
were discovered they were perceived as very-very 
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ancient. There is a unique book by Palladiy (Ka-
farov), Ancient tracks of Christianity in China on 
Chinese sources (Eastern Digest, I, SPB, 1872).

Concluding, we cannot pass by a remarkable 
scientist Biruni allegedly in the X century AD. 
What do we know about him? We are told: 
“Biruni – Abu-Reyhan-Muhammad (973-1048), 
scientist-encyclopaedist, from Khorezm who 
wrote in Arabic. Left a huge composition “The 
Chronology of Ancient Nations,” with the de-
scription of the calendar systems of the Persians, 
Arabs, Jews, Hindus, Greeks” ([212], p. 462).

Let’s ask: when did they start seriously explore 
the chronology and write huge treaties on this 
topic? It is well known in today’s consensual ver-
sion of the history. The answer: since the time of 
Matthew Vlastar, Scaliger, and Petavius. That is, 
from the XV-XVII centuries AD. See below for 
details. Moreover, by M.Vlastar, in the XIV cen-
tury, for example, the chronology is represented 
in a fragmentary form. Furthermore, only in the 
middle of the XVI-XVII centuries people started 
“to write huge works” in chronology. 

One of the first significant treatises in chro-
nology – famous medieval work of Caesar Baro-
nia = Ts. Baronius “Church and public Acts from 
the Nativity of Christ until 1198.”  For the first 
time, this work was published in 1588-1607 in 
Rome, in 12 volumes, under the title “Annales 
ecclesiastici a Christo nato ad annum 1198.”

What if this outstanding scientist Biruni from 
Khorezm allegedly from the X century AD was 
just a pseudonym of the European Barony (Bar-
on?), who lived in the XVI century?

5.6. Three “Mongolian” dynasties in the 
history of China

In the history of China, the last three dynasties 
had practically the same name.

1) In 1279, China was conquered by the Mon-
gols who made their residence in Beijing ([544], 
vol. 6, p. 127).

2) In 1368, the dynasty of Ming came to pow-
er in China, who are the same Mongols (ibid.).

3) In 1644, the power in China was captured 
by the Manjou (ibid.), that is Mangura or Mangoul 

because in Chinese the sound of R is often is 
transmitted as L. As it in the case of “ulus”  = 
“urus.” But this are again the same Mongols.

We adhere to a simplified spelling of the name 
Manzhurs [189] as it was written in the 18th cen-
tury [189]. Today, use the “chinafied” version of 
this name, that is with approximate in the mod-
ern Chinese pronunciation of consonants. Name-
ly Manjou or Manchu. However, since the name 
Manjou is clearly connected with the name Mon-
gol, which is European in origin, we see no point 
in the “chinafied” pronunciation.

The first of the listed dynasties is a duplicate 
of later epoch since the correct dating of the 
“Mongolian” conquests is the XIV century, see the 
book “The New Chronology of Russia.” 

The moment of the appearance of the Ming 
dynasty does not contradict our new data on the 
chronology of China. Yet, we do not know if the 
Chinese chronicles speak about the territory of 
modern China, or that they described European 
events. This needs a particular study.

5.7. China is called in European chronicles 
“Country of Sers.” But who are the Sers?

It turns out that “in antiquity, the inhabitants of 
China were called the Sers” ([722], p. 243). Me-
dieval European authors believed that “Seres is a 
city in the East, why by Sers is called an area, a 
people and a kind of cloth” (ibid.).

So, in the Middle Ages Kitai-China acts in 
many chronicles as a country of Sers. Who are 
they? Without the vowels, we have SR or RS, be-
cause the names are often read from left to right, 
and from right to left. An entirely natural hypoth-
esis was that RS is Russia. 

This is understandable. After all, Kitai-China 
or a significant part of it was part of the “Mongo-
lian” Empire. That is, as we understand now, a part 
of the Great Russian Hordean Empire. Moreover, 
as we found out, the West initially, in the XIV-XVI 
centuries, called the Russ-Horde, that is, the Ski-
tia = Scythia – “China.” 

J. K. Wright writes: “Only in the XVI century, 
it became known, that the land of Sers and China 
is the same” ([722], p. 243).
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5.8. The epoch of Manjous – the beginning 
of the reliable history of China

The beginning of a reliable history of Kitai-China 
(in its current territory) coincides with Manjou 
dynasty coming to power, i.e., the Mongolian one. 
That is the dynasty, who came from Russia- 
“Mongolia” = Great. The dynasty, highly probable 
was of Russian or Tatar stock.

Let us repeat that in the 18th century it was 
customary to write not as today – “Manchus,” but 
merely Manjou (see, for example, at least the title 
of the book [189]). That is, Mangurs or Manguls, 
because, in Chinese, the consonants L and R often 
do not differ. Thus, the name Manjou indicates 
their origin. They were “Mongols” = the Great.

However, all this is happening in the XVII cen-
tury AD. By the way, this limit – XVII century, 
separating the era of the Manjou domination in 
Kitai-China from preceding the “purely Chinese” 
period, coincides with the dating of the most an-
cient Chinese manuscripts. Note that they date 
back to the time not earlier than the XVII century 
AD ([544], vol. 6, p. 119).

Is our hypothesis confirmed by the evidence 
of the ancient documents? Sure it is confirmed.

6.  
“MONGOLIAN” MANJOU GOLDEN (CH’ING) 

DYNASTY IN CHINA

6.1. What is known about Manjous in 
Scaligerian history?

Scaligerian history believed that in 1644 Manjou = 
mangools invaded China (Kitai) and took posses-
sion of Beijing ([151], vol. 5, p. 297). In our opin-
ion, they most likely founded Beijing. We believe 
that the Manjou named their new capital Pegin = 
Pezhin, according to the name of the Pegaya (Pie-
bold) Horde, from which they came. The fact that 
Beijing was earlier called Pezhin, see above.

In 1644, Manjou= Mongols “have proclaimed 
as Emperor of China very young Manjou prince 
Shi-Tzu” ([151], vol. 5, p .297). That is, merely 
Shi-Tzu since the Tzu is the ending added to the 
Chinese names in general ([189]).

We emphasize that the Manjou (Mangools) 
not be Chinese ([797], [85]). Manjou language 
does not have anything in common with the Chi-
nese one and even belongs to another family of 
languages – the Tungus-Manjou group ([85] and 
[797], p. 757). Manjou was along with the Chi-
nese the official language in the country until the 
beginning of the XX century when in 1911, the 
Manjou dynasty ceased to rule in China ([85]).

6.2. Manjou monumental military 
construction in China 

Manzhurs-Manjous (Mangools) were probably 
the first to unfold in all China the impressive con-
struction. “The development of architecture was 
associated with extensive construction, carried 
out by the Manjou rulers. This architecture is pre-
sented by Peking-Beijing palaces as well as the 
famous imperial mausoleums in Mukden (now 
Shenyang)  – the cradle of the Ch’ing dynasty. 
They restored and built city walls with impressive 
gates in them. Chinese architects in the period of 
the Ch’ing dynasty with extreme completeness 
developed what only started in the buildings of 
the XV-XVI centuries the abundance of decora-
tiveness” ([151], vol. 5, p. 319).

It is worth to look closer on the architectural 
history of China. At the epoch preceding the Man-
jou (= Mangool) conquest, in the XVI century – in 
Kitai-China, it turns out, “the architectural style is 
changing: the former severity and monumentality 
come to a subtle grace. The Chinese building 
(pre-Manjou era – Auth.), as a rule, it is a one-sto-
ry Quadrangular pavilion” ([151], vol. 4, p. 648). 
From the pre-Manjou period of XVI-XVII centu-
ries are left “to our time preserved pagodas, tombs, 
palaces, triumphal gates, various kinds of public 
buildings and, finally, residential houses of this 
period” ([151], vol. 4, p. 648).

From this, we conclude that in the epoch 
preceding the Manjou, in China, no primary mil-
itary defenses were built. In any case, for some 
reason, they did not survive. Of course, we will be 
told that in “ancient China” the monumentalism 
was very developed. Maybe so. But then where are 
its remains? With an exception, of course, the 
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Great Chinese Walls built allegedly in the III cen-
tury BC, the one we already discussed in detail 
above. There are none. Thus the textbooks talk 
about the strange “decline of monumentalism “in 
China before the invasion of Manjou. After the 
arrival of the “wild” Manjou to the “enlightened” 
China, the excellent construction for some reason 
began to blossoms immensely.

6.3. The Golden Empire of Manjous and the 
Golden Horde

We emphasize that the Manjous called the Empire 
they created in China the golden one. Moreover, 
they called it so in memory of their previous state 
([151], vol. 4, p. 633). However, where did the 
mysterious Manjou, Manguls, Mangools that is; 
apparently, the “Mongolian” Horde come from? 
Why their former Empire was called golden? Was 
it not perchance the Golden Horde?

After all, we know that the primary, central 
part of the Great Empire was called the Golden 
Horde. The Golden Horde was situated on the 
river Volga, but its power extended to the whole 
Empire, in particular, to the whole of Siberia.

Pegaya Horde, from which, according to our 
hypothesis, Manjous came, was the most remote 
eastern part of the Golden Horde located in the 
Amur Region and along borders of modern Chi-
na (not counting, of course, overseas American 
Horde territories). Therefore, the assertion of 
Manjous, that their former state was called “Gol-
den,” most likely, merely points to the fact that 
they left the Golden Horde. That is, from the me-
dieval state of Russian Horde.

6.4. Religion of Manjous

It is fascinating that the Manjou (Mangules) that 
planted the Confucianism in China have pro-
fessed another religion themselves, about which 
historians know very little. 

Textbooks on Chinese history call it the sha-
manism ([151], vol. 5, p. 310 and [1452]). Typi-
cally, what the modern authors mean by this word 
has quite a definite meaning: primitive and not 
very developed religion. However, then all this is 

more than strange. It turns out that the Mighty 
Lords of enlightened China, creators of grandiose 
buildings, authors of books, translated, by the way, 
into Russian, see, for example, [189], poets, etc., 
etc., professed a wild, primitive rite of shamanism.

Should we understand that after their mana-
ging their state affairs they disguised in skins, 
danced to the sounds of tambourines around the 
fires under spells of shamans? All this resembles 
similar “guesses” of Romanov historians about 
the “Mongolian” khans. Those too, being power-
ful Lords that took as the wives the Byzantine 
princesses, allegedly were at the same time the 
shamanists and wild nomads.

That is unlikely. Much more likely, the Manjou 
court adhered to one of the world’s religions. Pe-
rhaps Orthodox or Muslim. It is possible that 
ancient shamanism is not a primitive cult, but the 
name one of the branches of a specific religion. 
Unfortunately, no details related to the Manjou 
alleged “shamanism” we have not found as yet.

6.5. The trust of Manjou in their right to rule 
the world

It is known, see, for example, the British Encyclo-
paedia [1452], that Manjou (Mangools), having 
come to power in China, proclaimed the princi-
ple, according to which Emperor Khan or the 
Emperor, as he was called, (God given Khan?), is 
the supreme ruler compared to all other sover-
eigns of the world [1452]. Here is how S.M. Solo-
viev described the Russian Embassy of Spafary in 
Beijing in 1676:

“He (that is, Spafary – Auth.) was instructed 
about the following Chinese customs:

1) every ambassador who comes to China 
should say in the speech that he came from a 
lower and humble place and approached the high 
altar;

2) gifts sent to the Bogdykhan from any state, 
we, (that is, Chinese officials – Auth.) insist that 
they should be called Tribute in the envoy’s 
speech;

3) gifts sent by the Bogdykhan to other rulers, 
are to be called salary for the services ([800], Book 
6, p. 580).
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Spafary did not dare to take a letter to Moscow 
from the Chinese Bogdykhan, composed in such 
terms, and left without a charter ([800], Book 6, 
p. 583). Such arrogance of the Chinese sovereign 
is associated with the coming to power of the 
Manjou = the Mongols [1452].

We see that the Manjou = “Mongolian” Lords 
of China considered themselves the heirs of the 
enormous empire covering the whole world. If 
their kingdom was a fragment of the Golden 
Horde, then this attitude becomes clear. If accor-
ding to Scaliger’s point of view, Manjou, before 
they captured China, was a wild people living 
somewhere near the northern Chinese borders, 
then such an absurd pompousness of the Manjou 
Lords becomes not only strange but also unpa-
ralleled in the world. 

6.6. Did the Chinese under the rule of 
Manjou copy the “ancient models”?

Today it is believed as if in the era of the rule of 
Manjou = Manguls “Chinese masters did not seek 
new ways, and they returned to old, forgotten 
ways” ([151], vol. 5, p. 320). It turns out that in 
Manjou time in China suddenly surface the “des-
criptions of various crafts and manufactures from 
antiquity and the middle ages” (ibid.).

We are already familiar with such phenomena 
of a strange “revival” in the Scaligerian history. 
Suddenly begin the alleged “revivals” of ancient 
crafts, ancient textbooks are, etc. This means that 
there is no revival, and we see the birth of so-
mething new. The very “theory of revival” ap-
peared later, when duplicates began to emerge in 
the Scaligerian history, and they had to be ex-
plained somehow.

Therefore, the “return” of Chinese masters of 
the Manjou period to the “old forgotten tricks” 
means, most likely, that these techniques were first 
used or invented. Moreover, only then, when the 
Chinese history becomes “ancient,” their invention 
was attributed to the fabulous antiquity. That is 
why it turned out that in the XVII century the 
Chinese masters suddenly somehow mysteriously, 
began to recall old, long-forgotten tricks.

By the way, the “long forgotten tricks” were 

purely Chinese? Aforementioned is doubtful. The 
fact is that the Manjou “Bogdykhan’’ do not espe-
cially adhere to tradition (we are talking about 
the Chinese tradition – Auth.) and willingly at-
tracted artists from Europe. Some of them, for 
example, the Italian Giuseppe Castiglioni and 
Austrian Ignatius Zikerpart became courtiers 
painters. They worked peculiarly, combining me-
thods of painting both European and traditional 
Chinese” ([151], vol. 5, p. 520). Note that “in Eu-
rope, the products of the Chinese culture were 
widely known in the XVII and especially in the 
XVIII centuries” ([151], vol. 5, p. 324). That is, 
manufactured only in the epoch of Manjou.

6.7. How was the Chinese history created?

How, by whom and when was the “ancient Chi-
nese story” written? It turns out that in the 
XVII-XVIII centuries, under the Manjou in Chi-
na there was some exceptionally violent activity 
relative to the written Chinese history ([151]). 
This activity was accompanied by disputes, per-
secutions of dissidents, destruction of books, etc.

The actual history of China has been written 
under Manjou in the XVII-XVIII centuries AD 
([151]).

This is what the treaties on the history of Chi-
na say about this: “The struggle of opposing cur-
rents unfolded and by studying the history. Man-
jou rulers formed a special counsel for the com-
position of the history of the previous dynasty of 
Ming. The opposition could not accept such an 
interpretation of the history of the fallen dynas-
ties; therefore, the ‘private’ histories of the Ming 
dynasty have appeared (that is, everybody wrote 
his own history story? – Auth.). 

The Manjou authorities responded to the ac-
tivities of the opposition of historians by decisive 
measures like lashes, and prisons. Such repres-
sions have taken place repeatedly in the 
XVII-XVIII centuries. The books unacceptable to 
the government confiscated. For example, such 
confiscations happened 34 times during from 
1774 to 1782. The books to be seized included in 
the ‘list of prohibited books.’

Since 1772, all printed books were collected in 
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China; the collection continued for 20 years. For 
analysis and processing of collected material were 
engaged 360 officials. All books divided into four 
categories. 3457 titles issued in a new edition. The 
other 6766 titles described in detail in the annotat-
ed catalog. It was a grand operation for the seizure 
of books, as the historians – tell us, and not less 
grandiose operation on the falsification of texts. In 
new editions, all unacceptable parts have been de-
leted, and even the names of books changed” 
([151], vol. 5, p. 322). It is not us who say it. His-
torians do that. And not somewhere, but in dry 
academic science treatise ([151)]. No comments.

Based on this information, we are forced to as-
sert that the available today Chinese historical lit-
erature was written or significantly revised after 
1770. The Annals, lists of comets, history of dynas-
ties and in general the whole lot of the Chinese 
history edited, into oblivion. If someone insists 
again and again on the antiquity of Chinese histo-
ry, we answer these “antiquities” became known 
from the sources of the end of the XVII AD only. 

So, Manjous came to China in the XVII centu-
ry. More precisely, in 1644 AD. As we can see, they 
began to write the history of China approximately 
in 1770. That is 130 years after their appearance in 
China. Manjou brought their chronicles with 
them. As we understand, those were Golden-Horde 
chronicles that described the authentic Russian, 
European and Byzantinium history.

At first, it was probably remembered in Chi-
na – what these chronicles were about. However, 
130 years later this was either forgotten or for 
some political or other goals, the Manjou decided 
to transplant all of their ancient European histo-
ries onto the Chinese soil.

Understanding their failure to make China a 
springboard for the restoration of the former world 
Empire, perhaps, and seeing a growing China’s lag 
in the military technology compared to Europe, 
Manjou decided to “forget” about their claims to 
world domination and their past. Moreover, by this 
time the Manjou were already in no small part 
assimilated with the Chinese. See below. 

Thus the history of China was written. Of 
course, there were also dissenters. The Manjou 
have merely chopped off their heads. The discus-

sion quickly died away. Since that moment the 
Chinese have stopped doubting the correctness 
of the proposed history of China.

6.8. What books from the Middle Ages the 
Chinese Emperor burnt in the “III century BC”?

We answer: oddly enough, the books burned were 
written in the XVII-XVIII centuries AD. In other 
words, the ones of the phantom III century BC, 
relative to events which in effect occurred in the 
XVII-XVIII centuries AD. We mean the next 
known “ancient Chinese” history. “In the third cen-
tury BC when was barely built ‘the first famous 
defense wall,’ the Chinese nobles began to disman-
tle the fenced state into separate parts, inspired 
ancient books. Therefore, all books in China were 
destroyed by the imperator’s order” ([544], p. 123).

So, in the III century BC, there were two crit-
ical events: construction of the Wall and the 
burning of books. When did they build the Wall? 
As we have seen, the Wall was built, most likely, 
at the end of the XVII century AD. Moreover, 
soon after this, just a hundred years later, the 
Manjou arranged a grand confiscation and audit 
of all Chinese books. We just told you about it.

Those two events are probably reflected in the 
III century BC with a chronological downshift of 
about two thousand years. By the way, there, too, 
the dynasty of the Manjou Khans of the XVII- 
XVIII centuries AD, morphed into the “ancient 
Khan dynasty.” Chinese chroniclers, as we see, did 
not break their brains for too long how to name 
their ancient Empire. They called it correctly 
Khan Empire.

However, the beginning of the reign of the 
Khan Empire was wrongly attributed to the III 
century BC. One more bright duplicate in the 
Chinese history fabricated. An exciting question 
immediately arises. In what age the “ancient Chi-
nese history” was finally written if the real events 
of the end of the XVIII century were moved down 
by two thousand years? That was done by people 
who lived at the end of the XVIII century, that is, 
in the XIX century.

Moreover, it turns out that the final compila-
tion of the “ancient” history of China, and there-
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by important parts of history, was conducted up 
to XIX century. This statement is in good agree-
ment with the fact that the final version of the 
“ancient Chinese” history became known in the 
West in the middle of the XIX century AD. To 
“confirm” it the comet lists were ultimately edited, 
apparently, in the XIX century.

6.9. Who are those Manjous?

We have already said above that the word China 
is an old Russian word Kitai, which until the XVII 
century was common in our language. Kitai is 
Kitia or Skitia is a variant of the word Scythia. 
The word Kita also meant something woven, 
bundled, in the braid. In particular, it said a pig-
tail, a plait, sultan of feathers or a part of a mili-
tary uniform. One may ask: Well, how it relates 
to China? Maybe accidental coincidences in the 
pronunciation of words in different languages?

Our answer: the Russian word Kitai used to 
name the state of China is not accidental. It came 
to China-Kitai from Russia together with Manjous, 
who were a part of the Russian-Turkic “Mongo-
lian” Horde. Why did the word Kita become the 
name of the new homeland of Manjous? The mat-
ter was that the Manjous, having conquered China, 
forced all residents of the country on pain of death 
penalty to shave a part of their heads and to wear 
a plait, or hair rolled in a pigtail ([151], v. 5, p. 311).

The natives stubbornly resisted this foreign to 
them Manjou innovation. However, in the end, 
philosophically reconciled, the natives decided 
that it was better to stay with a shaved head than 
to lose it. Once “the authorities ordered to chop 
off the head in place to anyone who has retained 
his hair” (ibid.). On many old drawings, you will 
see images of Chinese people of the era of the 
Manjou dynasty with little pigtails.

It is impossible not to note some similarity of 
this Manjou custom with the customs of Cossacks 
in Russia. For example, Zaporozie Cossacks wore 
the ‘’hering,’’ that is, a long lock of hair on the top 
of the head, shaving the rest of the head. Don Cos-
sacks wore a forelock that is; they left long hair only 
above the forehead. A particular hairstyle – plait 
was fashionable at that time in Europe. For exam-

ple in the XVIII century in Prussia = P-Russian 
military was obliged to wear a pleat.

Thus, the name Kitai was used because of 
Manjous adhered to the same European custom – 
to wear plaits, pigtails, military sultan of horse-
tails and feathers. They wore a Kita-plait and 
forced to wear it all inhabitants of conquered 
countries. The name of Kitai, which has a Euro-
pean, Russian origin, i.e., Skitia = Scythia, and is 
associated on the one hand with the Manjous, and 
on the other hand, with the European military 
habits to wear the sultans. That points out that 
the Manjous were the Europeans once.

This corresponds to our hypothesis, according 
to which the ancestors of Manjous came from 
Europe. We do not claim, of course, that a sizea-
ble Manjou army went in the XVII century di-
rectly from Europe and Russia for the conquest 
of Kitai-China. By no means. Manjous inhabited 
areas bordering China – Pegaya Horde – since the 
colonization by Cossacks of these regions in the 
XIV-XV centuries came from Russia and Europe.

Moreover, only after the accession of the Ro-
manovs in Russia and the flight to Pegaya Horde 
of remnants of the defeated Hordenean Russian 
dynasty, the Manjou-Cossacks invaded Kitai (Chi-
na) and founded a new state there. At the same 
time, they separated from Russia and moreover, 
have taken all the necessary steps to fence off from 
the Russian Empire. In particular, they built a giant 
Chinese Wall as a border between two Empires.

6.10. The unsuccessful attempts of Manjous 
to avoid assimilation

Let’s return to the history of Manjous. The fasci-
nating fact was the desire of Manjous= Manguls 
to avoid assimilation with the Chinese. Here what 
modern monographs tell about this: “They rep-
resented an isolated privileged group. Anti-as-
similation law strictly prohibiting mixed marriag-
es defined Their situation” ([151], vol. 5, p. 311).

Nevertheless, they failed to avoid assimilation. 
The laborious assimilation process within a cen-
tury took place. Nowadays they are practically 
wholly dissolved in the multi-million population 
of China. After a hundred years of occupation by 
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the late XVIII century “Manjou soldiers lost their 
former combat capacity” ([151], vol. 5, p. 318).

We propose here a simple explanation. If the 
Manjou were a people, that seized power in Chi-
na in the XVII century and displayed an excep-
tional activity during the first hundred years of 
their rule, it is unlikely that they would have as-
similated so quickly. There are examples of dif-
ferent countries where the small Nations avoided 
assimilation. The Manjou  = Mangools, having 
unlimited power in China and applying special 
efforts against their assimilation, for some reason 
were forced to assimilate.

In our opinion, the explanation is that Manjou 
warriors probably invaded China almost without 
women. That is, not the people invaded a country, 
but the military troops, in which, there were 
hardly any women. Therefore they had to take 
Chinese women to wives. Thus their assimilation 
was, of course, inevitable. 

What kind of army invaded China in the mid-
dle of XVII century? The army-horde, consisting 
of riders [1452], people different from Chinese, 
without wives, very active. This army seized the 
whole country after the prolonged and brutal war 
and founded a dynasty, which they called Golden 
(Qin), and deployed in China the construction of 
dominant defensive constructions.

Manjou were not numerous, and over time they 
are almost completely assimilated with the Chi-
nese. Nevertheless, in northeast China, even today 
about 100,000 “Mansurs” speak Manjou language. 
See [85], vol.21, article “China”, p.178. By the way, 
in that area of China – in the northeast, there are 
also Russian villages. Per information of the Great 
Soviet Encyclopedia, the number of the Russian 
population in northeastern China is approximate-
ly equal to the number Manjou – also about 100 
thousand peoples ([85], v. 21, p. 180).

7.  
OUR RECONSTRUCTION

After the seizure of power in Russia by the Ro-
manovs as a result of the bloody civil war and the 
defeat of the Russian Great Horde, the surviving 
members of the former Horde dynasty fled in 

different directions, to the East in particular. 
Some of them, however, tried to recapture the 
Moscow throne. The well-known “uprising” of 
Stepan Razin, and then the “uprising” of Emelian 
Pugachev embodied such attempts.

Certain fugitives fled to the easternmost Pe-
gaya Horde. This Horde located at that time along 
the borders of modern China. Perhaps the lands 
occupied by this Horde were called Kitai. More-
over, contemporary Kitai  – Chin, as we saw in 
Athanasy Nikitin.

The escaped group of the Horde was not nu-
merous. They were Manjous = “Mongols.” They 
were brought the very young Czar Prince with 
them. By the way, in Razin’s insurrection also fig-
ured mysterious for historians Prince Alexei. Hav-
ing recruited an army in Pegaya Horde, they cap-
tured China, settled there and took all measures 
not to be absorbed by Romanov’s Russia. For this 
purpose, in particular, they built The Chinese Wall 
in the middle or the end of the XVII century.

In 1644, as Scaliger’s history tells us, the Man-
jous captured but most likely founded, the city of 
Beijing. Alternatively, as it was called then Pezhin, 
from the word Pegaya Horde. They proclaimed 
as the Emperor the young underage prince Shi, 
whom they brought from the Golden Horde, sit-
uated in the estuary of the Volga river. Where 
Stepan Razin was fighting at that time.

The army of conquerors went to this campaign 
almost without women. Therefore, purely Man-
jou = “Mongol” origin could be kept only by the 
imperial court, however, with difficulty. In the 
end, the bulk of Manjou assimilated. It happened 
about a hundred years later. Moreover, a hundred 
years later, the character of the Manjou army 
completely changed too.

By the end of the XVIII century “Manjou sol-
diers have long lost their former fighting capaci-
ty” ([151], vol. 5, p. 318). Manjou = Mangul lan-
guage is the tongue of the Pegaya Horde. Of 
course, it is not the Chinese one.

Consequently, the Manjou Golden Empire in 
China of the XVII-XVIII centuries was the last 
splitter of the Russian Slavic-Turkik Great Gold-
en Horde. Manjous are those “Mongols,” Russians 
and Tatars, who in the XVII century fled from the 
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vented the gunpowder allegedly in the IX centu-
ry AD. We dare not doubt this. The only thing 
that we do not yet understand, – why then they 
did not invent firearms, but were happy, as they 
explain to us, with festive fireworks. Where are 
ancient Chinese cannons? Where are the thick 
stone walls built against powerful Chinese artil-
lery in the IX-X centuries AD? The Great Wall 
does not count. One built – as we are assured – 
against arrows and bows of nomads. The latter 
did not have gunpowder. 

Whereas in Europe gunpowder was used im-
mediately for manufacturing firearms. The idea 
is so simple and essential for the defense of the 
state and for the attack that one can only guess – 
how the Chinese managed for several hundred 
years to miss the invention of guns.

  Finally, about silk. Since childhood, the words 
“China” and “silk” are intimately connected in our 
minds. Everyone knows that silk was invented in 
China. Where is the ancient silk – there is ancient 
China. Silk was invented in China allegedly in 
2640 BC [1447], p.774. That is, only about five 
thousand years ago. However, as we have already 
said, according to the same Scaligerian history, 
silk apart from the Chinese one was invented in 
Europe. Where exactly? The answer is known. We 
quote J.K. Wright: ‘’Production of the silk has 
begun in 552 AD (!  – Auth.) in the Byzantine 
Empire, and it is entirely possible that more or 
less correct understanding of the way to produce 
silk (in Kitai!  – because J.K.Wright tells here 
about the “country of the Sers” – Kitai. – Auth.) 
Information is taken from the Byzantine sources” 
([722], p. 243).

Moreover, J.K.Wright recognizes that China 
has borrowed the idea of production silk from 
Byzantium. Furthermore, it was in the Middle 
Ages. Even according to Scaliger chronology, not 
to mention ours. Moreover, only then the wrong 
Scaliger’s “science” pushed the Byzantine docu-
ments that speak of silk, by the thousands of years 
to the past, into the deep “Chinese antiquity.”

Apparently, as a result, while distant European 
ancestors were barely kept warm sitting by the 
fires in the caves of the Stone Age wrapped in 
skins, “ancient Chinese” have long been walking 

in silk clothes, carefully watching the comets, in-
visible to the unarmed eye, erecting the Great 
Wall, visiting theaters and generally creating a 
high civilization. 

However, later it was forgotten. Happily, it 
bloomed anew but only in the late Middle Ages. 
Well familiar picture, so often seen in Scaliger’s 
history. The result of an artificially extended 
chronology filled with duplicates. 

By the way, even if we admit for a moment that 
silk was indeed invented in China about five 
thousand years ago, then answer a simple ques-
tion: where the Chinese know it from? After all, 
they invented the paper only three thousand years 
after silk. Allegedly around 105 AD. Moreover, 
just after that, they could have written down on 
it the history of their great discovery. However, 
before that, for thousands of years, it seems, to 
keep this significant date in mind.

Corollary. In our opinion, all these alleged-
ly “ancient Chinese” inventions are the result of 
China’s incorrect chronology. The devices were 
made in Europe and entered in China not earlier 
than the XIV-XVI centuries AD. 

Note : The reader must not think that in our 
opinion there was nothing significant invented in 
China. In the Middle Ages, China originated, for 
example, tea and, maybe – porcelain. Those were 
huge discoveries that spread all over the world. 
(However, to the history of porcelain we will re-
vert.)

10.  
ABOUT THE HISTORICAL SOURCES OF 

MODERN MONGOLS

They tell us: but modern Mongols are living in 
the territory of modern Mongolia. What were 
they doing with their ancient history? They have 
probably their chronicles, chronicles, etc.

 We believe that modern Mongols are the rem-
nants, descendants the same Pegaya (Piebold) 
Horde, which conquered Kitai  – China in the 
early XVII century. This is what the name says: 
Mongols = Mongools = Manjous. Therefore it is 
fascinating to look at their historical sources. 
There are many Mongolian historical sources, but 
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Fig. 6.25. Ancient map of Asia compiled by Gerhard Mercator Jr. in the alleged year 1606. The original of the map is kept 
in the Library of Saxony, Dresden (465 x 373 mm). Taken from [1172].









1.  
THE MILITARY CASTE OF THE JAPANESE 
SAMURAI AS THE DESCENDANTS OF THE 

XIV-XV CENTURY CONQUERORS OF JAPAN 
ORIGINATING FROM THE HORDE

Above we have cited certain data to support the 
idea that Japan was also conquered by Russia, 
or the Horde, during the epoch of the Great  = 
“Mongolian” conquest. The military reign of the 
Samurai = Samarians is most likely to identify as 
the reign of the Horde established on the Japanese 
Isles after their conquest. In particular, as we have 
pointed out above, many representatives of the 
Horde from Muscovite Tartary and the Ameri-
can Northeast relocated here after the defeat of 
“Pougachev” in the second half of the XVIII cen-
tury. Are there any traces of the Great = “Mon-
golian” conquest of Japan in existence? There are 
indeed. Let us turn to the old maps of Japan – for 
instance, the one from the famous atlas of John 
Blau, presumably published in 1655 ([1035]). See 
figs. 7.1 and 7.2.

In the South of Japan we see two islands under 
the name of Gotto. It is likely to be derived from 
the word “Goth” (see fig. 7.3).

Apart from these, we see an island called Co-
syque (the word is possibly derived from the word 
Cossack, qv in fig. 7.4). Nowadays the island in 

question is called Kyushu ([507], map 97-98). The 
name KAS (KAZ) must be a slightly distorted 
version of GUZ, which is a name that used to 
stand for “Cossack.” We also see the name Vulgo 
on a bigger island nearby – a possible derivative 
of “Volga” or “vlaga” (the Russian for “wet” or 
“water”), qv in fig. 7.5.

Nearby we see the legend “Cikoko” in large let-
ters (fig. 7.5). We instantly recollect the old name 
of Scotland, or “Scocia” (see Chron4, Chapters 
15-18). Both names might be derived from the 
Russian words for “gallop” and “ride” (“skok” and 
“skakat”). It could have been used for referring 
to horsemen, or the Cossacks. The name of the 
famous Japanese city of Osaka might also be a 
derivative of the word “Cossack.” One of the larg-
est islands in Japan is still called Sikoku ([507], 
map 97-98). 

The name of another famous Japanese city, 
Kyoto (the old capital of Japan) is virtually iden-
tical with the names “Kitia,” “Kitai” and “Scythia.” 
As a matter of fact, the name of Japan’s current 
capital, or Tokyo, reads as “Kyoto” if we reverse 
the order of the syllables. In Japanese, the two 
names consist of two hieroglyphs each, and only 
differ in order. Let us remind the reader that the 
capital was transferred from Kyoto to Tokyo. 

Nagoya, the name of another Japanese city, 
may have appeared on the Japanese Isles as a trace 

chapter 7
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of the famous Nogai horde, since the Nogai Cos-
sacks must also have taken part in the conquest 
of the Japanese Isles. 

Let us now turn to another old map, which 
dates from the alleged year 1623 (of Portuguese 
origin – see [1027], map 14, and fig. 7.6). One’s 
attention is instantly drawn to the Japanese Isles 
and the gigantic Christian cross upon them, qv 
in figs. 7.7 and 7.8. This fact blatantly contradicts 
Scaligerian history – basically, it tells us that the 
Portuguese cartographers of 1623 considered Ja-
pan a Christian country in the first half of the XVII 
century. Scaligerian history tells us nothing of this 
sort. The fact that Japan was a Christian country 
in the  XVII century is explained perfectly well by 
our reconstruction, according to which the mili-
tary dynasty of the Samurai = Samarians, or the 
“Mongols” hailing from Russia, or the Horde, had 
still reigned in Japan in the early XVII century. 
They had still worn Ottoman crescents on their 
helmets, and adhered to the Christian religion. 
Photographs of Ottoman crescents on the helmets 
of the mediaeval Samurai can be seen in figs. 7.9, 
7.10, 7.11 and 7.12. The Ottoman = Ataman cres-
cents also decorated the clothes of the Samurai, qv 
in figs. 7.13 and 7.14. One must also pay attention 
to the Samurai coat of arms in the bottom left cor-
ner of the engraving in fig. 7.15. It is a version of 
the imperial eagle, or the star (cross) and crescent 
symbol. A most symbolic circumstance is that this 
ancient military crest of the Samurai (fig. 7.16) is 
placed on the title pages of both volumes of the 
famous Harper’s Encyclopaedia of Military history 
(the Russian edition is known as the World History 
of Wars – [264]) as a generalised symbol of war. 

All of the abovementioned facts are also most 
likely to testify to the fact that the Japanese Isles 
were also caught in the wave of the Great = “Mon-
golian” conquest of the XV-XVI century. 

Actually, our visual concept of the Japanese 
Samurai in the epoch when they were still a se-
cluded military ruling caste in Japan. According 
to modern art and cinema, they had looked just 
like the modern Japanese  – perfectly Asian, in 
other words. Let us remind the reader that there 
was a revolution in Japan in 1867-1868. It result-
ed in the fall of the Samurai power; their rem-

nants became mixed with the rest of the populace 
([797], pages 849 and 1571). 

Nowadays the descendants of the Samurai 
look just like the rest of the Japanese. However, 
this appears to be untrue. Before their assimila-
tion, the Samurai appear to have belonged to the 
European race. This conclusion was made from 
the following circumstance. 

In 1993-1997 the authors of the present book 
visited Japan several times, including its cen-
tral part and the famous Aizu Valley. The city 
of Aizu-Wakamatsu, which is located at the very 
centre of the valley, was the Samurai stronghold 
during the war of 1867-1868. The city has a me-
morial commemorating several young Samurai, 
all of which (with a single exception) were killed 
during the war. One of them, who had still been a 
young boy, stayed alive until the middle of the XX 
century. There is a photograph of this Samurai in 
the local museum, taken when he was already an 
elderly man. The person we see in the photograph 
is distinctly European, with sideburns and large 
facial features – there is nothing remotely Asian 
about him (see figs. 7.17 and 7.18). Next to the 
photograph we see a painting of the Samurai (in-
cluding this character) on the battlefield, defend-
ing this very location. It was obviously painted by 
a contemporary Japanese artist, whose knowledge 
of Japanese history already came from modern 
textbooks and films. Therefore, all the Samurai 
are depicted as typical Asians. Museum visitors 
usually only look at this painting – few of them 
pay any attention to the small but authentic pho-
tograph of the Samurai. 

This is how history often becomes counter-
feit  – often without any malicious intent. Inci-
dentally, one still encounters Japanese with purely 
European features in Aizu Valley – we have wit-
nessed this ourselves many a time. In the Aizu 
Museum of History one learns that, according to 
archaeological excavations, there were two races 
inhabiting the region of Aizu  – European and 
Asian. It is quite natural that archaeologists try 
to date the graves of the “Japanese Europeans” to 
deep antiquity; however, many of them might be 
relatively recent and date from the first half of the 
XIX century, for instance. 
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next year insisting that Japan be made open in 
straightforward terms… The two hundred years 
of isolationist policy came to an end … The clans 
from the regions of Satsuma … and Choshu took 
advantage of the political situation. These polit-
ical fractions had first attempted to banish the 
foreigners in order to form a state based on the 
power of the emperor. However, after a skirmish 
with the English troops they became aware of the 
Westerners’ military supremacy, and renounced 
their former policy of hostility towards Europe 
and the United States. Instead, the anti-bakufu 
coalition turned its attention towards the military 
government [the Samurai government of Japan – 
Auth.]. In 1868 the troops of the anti-bakufu coa-
lition entered the Citadel of Edo without meeting 
any resistance” ([1167:1], page 103). 

This is how the epoch of the Horde and the 
Samurai ended in Japan. In the second half of 
the XIX century the wave of “Reformation” swept 
over the conquered country, bringing Japanese 
life in line with the Western and American stand-
ards ([1167:1]), page 104. 

One must add that a while later the Japanese 
became nostalgic for the epoch of the Samurai, 
or the XVI-XIX century: “It is with the great-
est nostalgia that we think of the epoch of Edo” 
([1167:10], page 10). The Japanese still admire 
the mediaeval Samurai, and respect them greatly. 

3.  
THE MANUFACTURE OF THE FAMOUS 

SAMURAI SWORDS INVOLVED THE 
“TARTAR PROCESS” IN THE MIDDLE AGES

Now let us turn to the history of arms blanches 
in Japan. The following fact was made known 
to us by S. N. Popov, the USSR Graeco-Roman 
Wrestling Champion and the Double Absolute 
Karate Champion of Russia. Apparently, “Mag-
num. The New Weapon Magazine” published 
an article of L. Arkhangelskiy in 1998 entitled 
“Samurai Steel.” The article analyses the history 
of the famous Samurai swords ([37]). The very 
beginning of the article catches one’s attention 
instantly: “The famous … swords of the Samurai 

aren’t actual swords, strictly speaking, but rather 
typical sabres, which is the very name that was 
used for the single-bladed side arms of the Sam-
urai in Russian literature before the revolution” 
([37], page 18). Let us remind the reader that the 
Horde Cossacks were armed with sabres. 

“There are 117 catalogued swords that classify 
as ‘extremely valuable,’ and about three thousand 
more that fall under the ‘valuable’ classification … 
The main distinctive characteristic of the Samurai 
swords … is the metal of the blades and the meth-
ods used for forging it” ([37], page 21). Further 
on, the author describes a special technique used 
for the manufacture of steel for Samurai swords, 
reporting the following curious fact: “The bar of 
bloomery steel known as oroshigane was ham-
mered into a sheet and quenched in water  …” 
([37], page 21). L. Arkhangelskiy proceeds with 
the discussion of technical details concerning the 
manufacture of the Samurai steel. 

The word “oroshigane” from the quoted frag-
ment deserves our special attention – it is possibly 
a derivative of “Rosh-Khan,” or “Russian Khan.” 
It is likely that the steel used for Samurai swords 
in mediaeval Japan was known as “the steel of the 
Russian Khans,” the reason being that the method 
of its manufacture was brought to Japan by the 
conquerors from Russia, or the Horde. 

An echo of the Russian (Horde) origins of the 
mediaeval Samurai weapons has also survived in 
another name. According to L. Arkhangelskiy, 
“iron sand was also refined with another meth-
od, known as the Tatara Process” ([37], page 21). 
Tartar process, in other words. 

“This method came to Japan from Manchuria 
many centuries ago – possibly, as early as in the 
VII century, and became particularly popular in 
the Muromashi epoch (1392-1572). The last ‘Tat-
ara furnace’ stopped functioning as recently as in 
1925” ([37], page 21). 

Thus, according to the expert opinion on the 
metallurgy of Samurai steel, the “Tartar method” 
of its manufacture was particularly widespread 
in the XIV-XVI century, which is the very epoch 
of the Great = “Mongolian” Empire. Our recon-
struction explains this fact perfectly well.



Part III.

SCYTHIA AND THE GREAT 
MIGRATION.  

The colonization of Europe, 
Africa and Asia by Russia, or 
the Horde, in the XIV century



1.  
INVASION INTO EUROPE,  

THE MEDITERRANEAN REGION AND ASIA 
UNDER IVAN KALITA (BATU-KHAN).  
THE FOUNDATION OF THE GREAT = 

“MONGOLIAN” EMPIRE

1.1. Scaligerian chronology of the 
“Mongolian” invasion

The book entitled Following the Footsteps of 
Marco Polo ([677]) is of the greatest interest to 
us. It is a collection of notes written by four me-
diaeval traveller monks of the XIV century, who 
had followed the route of Marco Polo from Eu-
rope to India. It is believed that they were sent by 
the Popes and the generals of the Franciscan and 
Dominican orders. We shall discuss Marco Polo 
specifically in the chapters to follow. 

Y. M. Sveta, the translator and the author of 
comments, wrote: “In the first half of the XIII cen-
tury, the entire territory between the Carpatian 
Mountains and the Yellow Sea was conquered by 
the powerful Mongolian Empire as a result of sev-
eral quick and decisive campaigns” ([677], page 7). 

Let us recollect the main landmarks of this tur-
bulent epoch as per the chronology of Scaliger and 
Miller according to [677] and [722]. In reality, the 
events referred to below must have taken place 

about a century later than it is presumed today – 
in the XIV century and not the XIII, that is. There-
fore, all the dates indicated below require the addi-
tion of about 100 years for greater veracity.

In 1206 (more likely, around 1306) Geng-
his-Khan started his conquest of the world. Ac-
cording to our reconstruction, the same character 
can be identified as Youri (Georgiy) Danilovich of 
Moscow, whose lifetime dates from the XIV cen-
tury in reality. Two other reflections of this his-
torical figure are known as Ryurik and St. George 
the Victorious. According to the historical sourc-
es, Genghis-Khan “soon conquered the North of 
China and turned his hordes to the west, con-
quering Turkistan en route and invading Persia. 
In 1222-1224 a part of his troops rounded the 
Caspian Sea and swarmed through Southern Rus-
sia like a hurricane” ([722], page 239). 

The following observation was made by M. I. 
Grinchouk: “It is interesting to note that the Lat-
in version of the name Cinhys (Genghis) trans-
forms into Sineus when transcribed in Greek, see-
ing as how the letter Sigma as written at the end 
of a word resembles “s,” and looks more like “c” 
in other cases. Could it be that Ryurik + Sineus + 
Truvor aren’t the names of three different charac-
ters, but rather the name, or the title of a single 
person – Georgiy Genghis Truvor?”

Let us return to the “Mongolian” conquest. 

West Europeans writing about  
the Great = “Mongolian” Russia

chapter 8



156  |  history: fiction or science? chron 5  |  part 3

In 1223 (most likely, around 1323), the “Mon-
gols” (the Great Ones) invaded the Caucasus. 

In 1236 (most likely, around 1336), they dev-
astated the Great Armenia. “The Mongols burnt 
down nearly every single town in Armenia and 
destroyed Ani, the capital of the Great Armenia, 
which never managed to recuperate from this 
blow” ([677], page 161). Great Armenia needs to 
be mentioned specifically – it is most likely a ref-
erence to the Great Romania, or Romea, and not 
the modern Armenia. 

In 1238 (most likely, around 1338) the “Mon-
gols” (Great Ones) conquered Kiev. 

In 1240 (most likely, around 1340) Poland was 
laid waste. 

In 1241 (most likely, around 1341) the “Mon-
gols” (Great Ones) crushed the army of Henry the 
Silesian near Wroclaw. 

In 1241 (most likely, around 1341) they invad-
ed Poland (Land of the Polovtsy?), and then Hun-
gary, Moravia and Silesia. 

In 1242 (most likely, around 1342) the troops 
of Batu-Khan (the Cossack Batka) reached the 
Adriatic coast.

These data are cited in [677] and [722], for 
instance. 

“Western Europe was in a state of panic. The 
terror spread all across Germany, as well as France, 
Burgundy and Spain, leading to a complete stag-
nation in the trade between Britain and the con-
tinent. Emperor Frederick II was the only excep-
tion, since he had been in correspondence with Ba-
tu-Khan, secretly as well as openly” ([211], p. 512). 
We shall mention the relations between Frederick 
and Batu-Khan below; they were very interesting 
indeed. “However, in 1243 [most likely, around 
1343 – Auth.] the enslaved nations of the Cen-
tral Europe could draw a breath of relief, when the 
news of the Great Khan’s death made the invaders’ 
army retreat to the Russian plains and stay there 
for the centuries to follow” ([722], pp. 239-240). 

According to our reconstruction, this “breath 
of relief ” should really be dated to the XVII cen-
tury and not the XIII – that was when the Great 
Empire fell apart after the mutiny of the Refor-
mation, and the Western Europe managed to at-
tain a certain degree of independence. 

By the way, this also explains the fact that 
we find the Hungarian coat of arms on some of 
the Russian coins minted by the Great Czar, or 
Khan, Ivan III, qv in Chron5, Chapter 2:8. Ap-
parently, these coins were minded by the Great = 
“Mongolian” Empire for the conquered Hungary. 
Everything is perfectly clear – the coins in ques-
tion were issued for the recently colonised lands. 
The situation is typical and familiar to us from re-
cent history. This explains some of the quirks in-
herent in the consensual Romanovian version of 
Russian history at least. 

1.2. The reaction of the Western Europe to 
the “Mongolian” invasion

The invasion of the “Mongols” (Great Ones) im-
mersed the whole of Europe into a state of panic. 
We have already quoted from the English, Hun-
garian and German chronicles, qv in Chron4, 
Chapter 18:16. Now let us add a few details to 
the picture. 

“The fate of Bela IV, King of Hungary, whose 
domain was ravaged completely, testified to the 
reality of the menace looming over Italy, France 
and Germany… Moreover, disturbing news of the 
Mongols came to the West from Georgia … and 
Asia Minor… 

Ala ad-Din Qai-Qubad was pleading for help… 
In 1238 [most likely, in 1338  – Auth.] the 

chieftain of the Ishmaelites … who had terrified 
the entire Syria and Iraq, sent envoys to Europe. 
The Ishmaelites implored to save them from the 
Mongolian conquerors” ([677], page 8). 

“Rumours of the terrifying invasion of the 
Mongols into Europe reached England as early 
as in 1237. Matthew of Paris, the English chron-
icler, recorded the unprecedented drop in prices 
for herring in Yarmouth under 1237. Merchants 
from Gothland and Friesland, who normal-
ly bought most of the fish caught by the British 
fishermen, didn’t come to England in fear of the 
Mongolian conquest” ([677], page 12). 

“The brief, but extremely informative note of 
Ruggero, an Italian from Pulia who had partici-
pated in the battles on the Danube and escaped 
from Mongolian captivity in 1242, which reports 
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the utter havoc wreaked upon Hungary by the 
Tartars, stands out among alarm signals as om-
inous as the letters of Bela IV [from Hungary, 
which was conquered by the “Mongols” – Auth.] 
and Prince Daniel Galitskiy” ([677], page 12). 

Historians report the following noteworthy 
fact: “There is an opinion that the environs of 
the Southern Ural were the ancient homeland of 
the ancient Ugric (Hungarian) tribes. It is large-
ly based on the references to the ethnic proxim-
ity of the Hungarians and the Bashkirs made by 
Ibn-Ruste, Plano Carpini, V. Rubruck and oth-
ers, as well as the fact that Southern Ural was re-
ferred to as ‘Greater Hungary’” ([817:1], page 82). 

1.3. Negotiations with the “Mongols.” The 
curt response sent by Guyuk-Khan to the 

Pope

It is presumed that the Catholic world started ne-
gotiations with the “Mongols.” Pope Innocent IV 
sent the Franciscan Plano Carpini to the East with 
a missive addressed to the “Czar and the People 
of the Tartars.” The dismayed Pope “was mildly 
admonishing the addressee for the devastation 
of the conquered lands, expressing his wish for 
peaceful relations and heartfelt concordance. In 
another letter  … the Pope was persuading the 
‘Tartar Czar’ to become converted into the true 
(Catholic) faith” ([677], page 13). 

According to our reconstruction, this picture 
was painted by Scaligerite historians in the XVI-
XVII century. As we are beginning to realise, 
there weren’t any Popes in the XIV century Ita-
ly yet. Most likely, the pontiff is a reflection of a 
spiritual leader or a local governor of the Great = 
“Mongolian” Empire, expressing his grief about 
some destructive excesses of the invasion. 

Batu-Khan (also known as Yaroslav the Wise 
and Ivan Kalita = Caliph, according to our recon-
struction) did not accept the papal epistle and re-
directed Plano Carpini to Guyuk-Khan; the lat-
ter countered with a curt and even arrogant re-
sponse. Incidentally, “the Persian original of this 
document was found in the archives of the Vati-
can as recently as in 1920” ([677], page 14). 

The “Mongolian” Guyuk-Khan “demanded a 

token of complete obedience from the Pope and 
the Christian rulers of the West, adding a number 
of explicit threats to his demand … He severely 
castigated the Christian rulers who had the nerve 
to resist the Mongols, and expressed his doubts 
about the right of the Pope to speak on God’s be-
half ” ([677], page 14). 

1.4. Christianity of the “Mongols” 

The last phrase from Guyuk-Khan’s letter is par-
ticularly noteworthy. Historians believe that it re-
flects the conflict between Christianity and Islam; 
however, there is no documentary proof to this 
hypothesis. On the contrary, “according to Rashed 
ad-Din, Christianity was much stronger than Is-
lam under Guyuk-Khan” ([677], page 14). It turns 
out that the whole chancellery of the Khan was 
headed by two Christians, Kadak and Chinkay; 
the former had even held the rank of Atabek un-
der Guyuk-Khan. Furthermore, we learn that 
Guyuk-Khan “always permitted the education of 
priests and Christians” ([677], page 14). 

A very odd brand of Islam with so many 
Christians about, isn’t it then? Could Christiani-
ty and Islam have still been a single religion back 
in those days? Also, all of the above leads us to the 
justified question: could the “Mongolian” = Great 
Guyuk-Khan have been a Christian?

We get a positive answer from the actual me-
diaeval documents. In 1248 (most likely, around 
1348) two Mongolian envoys coming from the 
Great  = “Mongolian” Empire negotiated with 
Louis IX. 

They “reported that the Great Guyuk-Khan, 
believing Presbyter Johannes to be his umbili-
cal ancestor [a Christian ruler, qv below – Auth.] 
got baptised, and demanded eighteen Mongolian 
princesses to follow suit” ([677], page 20). The 
modern commentator couldn’t possibly keep si-
lent, “explaining” to us that the envoys “deceived” 
Louis ([677], page 20). Yet could this “deceit” of 
the envoys exist in the imagination of the Scal-
igerite historian exclusively? Incidentally, it turns 
out that the envoys themselves were Christians as 
well ([677], page 20). 

Thus, two Christian “Mongol” envoys tell Lou-
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is that their Khan, the Mongol Guyuk, is a Chris-
tian as well.

Apparently, the conflict between the Great = 
“Mongolian” Guyuk-Khan and the Latin Pope In-
nocent IV (if there was one in the first place) must 
have been of an internecine nature, breaking out 
between the imperial centre and one of its own 
affiliates in the conquered Europe. Alternatively, 
it might reflect the nascent dissension between 
the two branches of Christianity, later to become 
the Orthodox and the Catholic Church. In oth-
er words, the two conflicting parties identify as 
the Christian Eastern Russia, or the Horde, and 
the West, also Christian but already revealing the 
tendencies that shall eventually manifest as dis-
tinctive traits of the Catholic Church. The schism 
between Orthodox Christianity and Islam dates 
from a later date – the XVI-XVII century. 

1.5. The missive sent to the French king by 
the “Mongolian” Khan

Letters of a similar nature were sent by the Great = 
“Mongolian” Khans to other parties but the Pope. 
Let us consider the report of the missive sent by 
the “Tartar Czar” to the French King in 1247 
as found in the chronicle of Matthew of Paris 
([1268], pages 14-15). 

Matthew reports that the French King received 
a “mandate” from the Tartar Khan, wherein the 
latter commands him to become his vassal. It is 
most significant that the Khan supports his right 
for world domination by words taken from the 
Christian Book of Psalms, no less ([1268], p. 14). 

Our opponents might suggest that the savage 
and uneducated “Mongolian” Khan could have 
written any inanity at all in his yurt in the Ori-
ent, addressing it to the French king. The obvious 
thing to do would be to throw a letter of this sort 
into the dustbin. However, the French king of the 
alleged XIII century reacted differently – he didn’t 
throw the letter away, but rather issued a special 
decree for the assembly of a large parliament for 
the specific purpose of reading the Khan’s letter 
aloud to everyone present ([1268], page 14). 

One may well wonder about his motivations. 
Apparently, the French King was hurrying to in-

form his subjects that his right to rule in France 
was backed by “the Khan’s mandate,” also known 
as a yarlyk. Otherwise, why would he inform 
all his subjects of an absurd letter wherein their 
monarch was addressed in this “rude” a manner?

It could be assumed that the parliament was 
assembled for the purpose of organising resist-
ance to the forces of the savage conquerors. How-
ever, as one sees from the chronicle of Matthew 
of Paris, the issue of resistance wasn’t even raised 
once. Moreover, the king demanded the partic-
ipation in a crusade from his subjects  – and it 
is commonly known that the Mongols took part 
in every crusade back then, qv below. Thus, the 
French king virtually acts as the ally of the “Mon-
gols,” or the Great Ones. 

Our explanation of all these “oddities” is as fol-
lows. The French King, being the local monarch 
subordinate to the power of the Great = “Mon-
golian” Empire, received a mandate (yarlik) from 
his liege, the Great Khan of the “Mongols,” or the 
Russian Czar of the Horde. The mandate must 
have contained an order to gather the troops for 
a crusade, apart from other things. The king im-
mediately gathered a large parliament, obliging 
his subjects to obey the order of the Great Khan 
and participate in the crusade as an allied force. 

Why, then, would Matthew of Paris, allegedly a 
contemporary of the events in question, demonise 
the Tartars the way he does (qv below)? The answer 
is simple – his chronicle has reached us as a rather 
late edition. It only “surfaced” in the XVI century, 
whereas in the epoch of the XVI-XVII century the 
Russians, or the “Mongols” were already custom-
arily described in the worst manner imaginable. 

Another piece of evidence has survived, which 
speaks volumes of the relations between Russia, 
or “Mongolia,” and France as one of its parts. The 
Great Khan “had sent envoys to Innocent IX in 
Rome and Louis IX in Cyprus. The latter charged 
André Longjumeau, a Dominican monk, with 
the mission of conducting negotiations with the 
Khan; however, the friar only managed to reach 
Caracorum after the death of the Khan. The re-
gentess Ogoul-Gaimysh  … demanded tribute, 
threatening with a massacre of the French na-
tion” ([212], page 260). 
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Since there was no massacre to follow, one 
must assume that the tribute was paid in due time. 

1.6. The second armed invasion of the 
Russians as a real menace in the late XVI – 

early XVII century

Apparently, starting with the second half (and 
particularly the end of the XVI century) West-
ern authors begin to treat Russia, or the Horde, 
with suspicion to say the very least. S. Herber-
stein, for instance, made numerous references to 
the “vulpinism” of the Russians in the middle of 
the XVI century – all of this considering his repu-
tation of a hardcore Russophile among the West-
ern authors. 

This is what Pantaleone, the translator of Her-
berstein’s book from Latin to German, writes in 
his “Annex, or Additional Information about the 
Latest Deeds of the Muscovites” included in the 
German edition of this book, which was excep-
tionally popular in the West around that time. 
This particular edition was published in Frank-
furt in 1567, qv in [161], page 47, and Comment 
182 on page 302. 

“In January 1567 a rumour spread all across 
the land that the Great Prince of Moscovia was 
already completely prepared for a new campaign 
against Lithuania [which stands for “Latinia,” or 
the Latin world – Auth.] and the neighbouring 
countries, which was to take place the next year. 
May the Lord turn all of it for the better. 

Their numerous campaigns and glorious deeds 
made the very name of the Muscovites a cause of 
great fear for all the neighbouring nations, even in 
the lands of the Germans; and so, one gets the pre-
apprehension that our great sins … will make the 
Lord subject us to bitter ordeals at the hands of the 
Muscovites, the Turks or some other great mon-
archs, and punish us severely” ([161], page 78). 

Pantaleone was expressing a general mood – 
namely, the terror invoked by the possibility of 
the second “Mongolian,” or Russian, invasion, in 
the hearts of the entire Reformist Western Eu-
rope back in those days. The West only managed 
to “relax” when the Great Strife began (was or-
ganised?) in Russia around the late XVI – early 

XVII century, and a serious Russian military of-
fensive was already quite out of the question. We 
have considered the Great Strife in detail in Chap-
ter 9 of Chron4. 

1.7. German historians of the second half of 
the XIX century still remembered much of 

the authentic mediaeval history

Let us open the multi-volume German edition 
entitled The History of Humanity. World Histo-
ry ([336]). This rare book was pointed out to us 
by the readers of our publications on chronolo-
gy, who have discovered many surprising and re-
markable facts therein. All of them are in excel-
lent concurrence with our reconstruction. This 
work was translated into Russian at the end of 
the XIX century. The German original was writ-
ten just a little while earlier, in the second half of 
the XIX century, by German Professors of Histo-
ry, including such famous names as G. Winkler, 
K. Nibur, I. Ranke etc. In general, at least 35 Ger-
man Professors took part in the creation of this 
fundamental oeuvre. 

A closer acquaintance with the actual volumes 
proved extremely useful to us. It turns out that 
German historians of the second half of the XIX 
century adhered to a viewpoint that largely fails 
to coincide with that of the XX century histori-
ans. Although the XIX century historians had al-
ready been confined by the erroneous Scaligeri-
an chronology, they referred to veracious events 
of the authentic mediaeval history every now and 
then. All such references were later whitewashed 
courtesy of the XX century historians. Over the 
last century, most such “odd spots” have gone – in 
the books of the modern historians, the Scaligeri-
an version is polished into perfection. Every con-
tradiction thereto is declared a falsehood ipse dixit. 
However, the historical version of the XIX centu-
ry historians is still at odds with modern histo-
ry – the amazing thing is that in many cases it is 
closer to our reconstruction. Thus, the historians’ 
conception of the “antiquity” have evolved consid-
erably over the last century. It would therefore be of 
great interest to find out how the scientists of the 
late XIX century imagined the “ancient” history. 
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1.7.1. Mediaeval authors were of the opinion that 
the famous Byzantine Emperor Justinian was Slavic
German historians of the late XIX century write 
the following about the famous Emperor Justin-
ian, whose lifetime they date to the alleged VI 
century AD: “The Emperor’s mother tongue was 
Latin, and his surname (Sabbatius) is of Thra-
cian origins; however, Slavic roots were also as-
cribed to him. It was said that his initial name had 
been “Upravda,” Justinian being its Latin transla-
tion; his father was named Istok, and his moth-
er, Belenisse.” The XIX century historian can-
not refrain from making an irritated comment 
in this respect: “However, ‘The Life of Justinian’ 
by Theophilus, which was rediscovered by James 
Bryce in the Roman Barberini Library, is the only 
source where we see these Slavic corruptions of 
names, which are awkward and must be rather 
recent… Most probably, most of them were sim-
ply invented by the Dalmatian Luccari ([1605]) 
and his fellow countrymen. Therefore, every rea-
son for ascribing Slavic progeny to Justinian gets 
invalidated” ([336], Volume 5, page 39). 

One must note that the German authors of 
the “World History” have nevertheless given ac-
curate references to the old texts that contain the 
abovementioned data, quite unlike the historians 
of today, who treat this data as absurd a priori and 
usually don’t bother with references to sources – 
could it be done in order to preclude the readers 
from turning to the sources on their own?

1.7.2. The Slavic conquest of the Balkans and the 
“ancient” Greece

Scaligerian history is of the opinion that the fa-
mous Slavic conquest of Europe dates from the 
distant VI-VII century. As we are beginning to 
realise, this conquest is the same as the Great = 
“Mongolian” conquest of the XIV-XV century, 
which didn’t merely involve Europe, qv below. 
Therefore, all the dates cited by the German his-
torians below need to be shifted forwards into the 
epoch of the XIV-XVI century AD.

German historians of the XIX century report: 
“It isn’t just the Northern part [of the Balkans – 
Auth.] that becomes completely Slavic – the in-
vading hordes of the Slavs also settled in Greece; 

however, they couldn’t have been quite as nu-
merous as Jac. Phil. Fallmeier (1790-1861) sug-
gests – he is of the opinion that they destroyed 
the descendants of the ancient Hellenes and built 
a Slavic Greece; however, the fact that the Greeks 
received a hefty influx of Slavic blood can be con-
sidered proven. One also cannot deny the Slav-
ic supremacy in Greece between 588 and 705… 
According to Emperor Constantine VII Porphy-
rogenetus, ‘the whole land [Hellas] turned Slavic 
and Barbaric” … This whole course of events can 
be confirmed by the following eminent witnesses:

1) John of Ephesus (around 585) writes the 
following about the Slavs in 577-582 AD: “They 
were the masters of the land, living there freely, as 
though it were they own. They could do whatev-
er they pleased, limited by nothing but the will of 
the Lord. Even to this day, they live peacefully in 
Roman provinces … they have become wealthy; 
their possessions include silver and gold, herds 
of horses and armaments galore; their military 
schooling excels the Romean.” 

2) The Chronicle of Monembasia … provides 
a good account of the Slavic supremacy in 588-
705 AD …

3) The report made by Willibald of Eichstätt 
about his journey of 723-729 AD… According 
to this report, Monembasia was part of the Slav-
ic kingdom…

There is much more to add to this evidence – 
apart from the names of villages, rivers and towns, 
which are partially Greek and partially Slavon-
ic, we have the reports of Evagrius Epiphanius 
(around 593 AD); they relate the havoc wreaked 
upon the entire Greece by the Slavs. Other re-
ports were written by Menandrus and Thomas, 
the Presbyter of Emesus, according to which the 
Slavs attacked Crete and other Greek islands in 
623 AD… Here we find the names of the Slavic 
tribes that took part in the conquest … Apparent-
ly, a great many Slavic tribes settled in the North 
of Greece… The Patriarch’s See in Constantinople 
was occupied by the Slav Nicetas in between 766 
and 780 AD; the father-in-law of Christopher, the 
son of Emperor Roman I Lecapene, is believed 
to have belonged to a distinguished Slavic fami-
ly from Peloponnesus. As for the claim made by 
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the Arab Hamsa about the Slavic origins of Basil, 
King of Armenia, it is just as false as the tall tale 
of Theophilus about ‘Justinian the Slav.’ 

All of these Avaro-Slavic relocations must be 
regarded as real migrations, or waves of nation” 
([336], Volume 5, pages 47-49). 

Thus, we can see that the German Scaligerite 
historians of the late XIX century were already 
“correctly educated,” meaning that they were ori-
ented at de-emphasising the Slavic conquest of 
the alleged VI-VIII century, and offhandedly re-
jecting the theories about the Slavic origins of 
prominent mediaeval rulers. Nevertheless, the 
authors of [336] still demonstrate a certain sci-
entific honesty when they cite the ancient sourc-
es that contain evidence already considered “he-
retical.” 

1.7.3. Turkish princes minted coins with 
representations of Christ with a sceptre and a 
Christian orb, presumably “failing to comprehend” 
the meaning of these symbols

German historians of the late XIX century, who 
were already raised on the erroneous Scaligeri-
an version of history, appear confused and even 
embarrassed when they report such facts as the 
following:

“Starting from 1100 AD, some of the Turk-
ish princes from the Danishmenden dynasty in 
Cappadocia were minting rather peculiar coins 
for several decades  – first with Greek lettering 
and the image of Christ, identical to the coins of 
Tancred of Antiochia. Later on, the image was 
removed and the lettering became Graeco-Ar-
abic. The rivals of the Ottomans [certain Turk-
ish princes – Auth.] emulate the gigliati (named 
thus after the cross and lily symbol on their re-
verse side) – coins minted by Charles II of An-
jou (1285-1309) and his son Robert (1309-42)… 

It is possible that other Turkic princes from 
Asia Minor wanted to keep up with the Otto-
mans. We are amazed to see how these ancient 
proponents of Islam don’t just put their portraits 
on these coins, but also depict themselves wear-
ing a crown, holding a sceptre and an orb deco-
rated with a cross with lilies upon it… Some of 
the inexperienced local craftsmen tried to em-

ulate them, failing to comprehend the Latin in-
scription” ([336], Volume 5, page 113). 

Our reconstruction provides an adequate ex-
planation of all such facts – in reality, the coins 
in question were minted in different parts of the 
Great  = “Mongolian” Empire; their symbolism 
was imperial rather than local – hence the images 
of Christ, crosses, sceptres, Christian orbs of state 
etc. Modern historians in their inability to com-
prehend this fact are forced to construct “theo-
ries” of “emulation” and so on, trying to convince 
us that the ignorant minters would decorate their 
coins with inscriptions they did not understand. 

As a matter of fact, the ancient name “Otto-
man” (“Ataman”) by no means identical to the 
more recent term “Turk.” Apparently, “the Mus-
lims of Anatolia, Mesopotamia and European 
Turkey, who keep the memory of Ottoman, still 
consider it to be a near-insult for anyone to call 
them Turks” ([336], Volume 5, page 122). 

1.8. Conclusion

We hope that the brief synapse of sources that we 
cited was useful to the readers for getting some 
idea of just how vigorously the mediaeval Great = 
“Mongolian” Horde, or Army, started to conquer 
Europe and Asia in the XIV century. 

Let us remind the reader that the capital of 
the Horde was in Novgorod the Great – the ag-
glomeration of cities around Yaroslavl. It is cu-
rious that Sigismund Herberstein, a famous au-
thor of the XVI century, uses the term “republic” 
for referring to the state of Novgorod the Great. 
Initially, there seems to be nothing wrong with 
it – every textbook tells us about the “Republic of 
Novgorod.” However, it is surprising that Herber-
stein’s text transcribes the word “republic” as two 
separate words – “Res publica” ([161], page 148). 
Also, he uses the word “publicus” in the meaning 
of “stately” ([161], page 180). 

Thus, the Novgorod State is called “State of 
Res,” which apparently stands for “Russian State.” 
We are beginning to understand the etymology of 
the famous word “respublica.” The Latin diction-
ary gives us two versions, transcribing it as a single 
word (“respublica”) and two words (“res-publica”). 
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Herberstein’s book explicitly transcribes the word 
“Res” with a capital R, which probably identifies 
it as a name. Thus, Herberstein was perfectly cor-
rect to transcribe “Russian State” as “Res Publica.” 

How is the word “Res” translated from Latin 
today? According to the Latin Dictionary ([237]), 
this word has a variety of meanings, starting with 
the rather general “thing or object” and ending 
with “case” ([237], pages 873-874). Among them 
we see the following meanings: “world, uni-
verse, essence of the world, state, war and his-
tory.” They are in good concurrence with what 
appears to be the original meaning of the word 
“Res” (“Russian”), since the Empire with the cap-
ital in Novgorod the Great (or Yaroslavl) was the 
Russian Empire. It has to be pointed out that the 
first letter of the word “res” isn’t capitalised in the 
modern Latin Dictionary, since its initial mean-
ing has already been forgotten. 

Let us also recollect that the word “res” is used 
in the German language as “reich” (“state” and 
“empire”; also “rich,” cf. “rich” in English and 
“rico” in Spanish). The Polish version of “Res 
Publica” is “Rzecz Pospolita.” The modern tran-
scription also unites both of the words into one – 
“Rzeczpospolita.” 

We shall conclude the present fragment with 
a quotation from Herberstein. “They appointed 
princes to rule their republic (Res publica) in ac-
cordance with their wishes and considerations, 
making it stronger as their neighbours became 
their debtors in one way or another and were 
made protect their state for a regular wage, like 
mercenaries” ([161], page 148). 

Let us carry on with our overview of the West-
ern European records telling us about the medi-
aeval “Mongolia,” or Russia, delving into another 
layer of documents. It is said that “although the 
myth of Presbyter Johannes hasn’t lost its appeal 
after the journey of Plano Carpini, the Western-
ers became less hopeful about the pro-Christian 
sympathies of the Mongols” ([677], page 14). 

More precisely, the dwindling hopes of the 
Westerners weren’t for the “pro-Christian” sym-
pathies, but just for the “pro-Latin” ones, seeing as 
how the Russians (or “Mongols”) were Christians 
themselves, albeit Orthodox and not Catholic.

Once again we hear about the “myth of Pres-
byter Johannes.” What is this myth exactly?

2.  
THE “MONGOLIAN” EMPIRE AND THE 

FAMOUS CHRISTIAN KINGDOM OF 
PRESBYTER JOHANNES. KHANS OF THE 

“MONGOLS” AS ORTHODOX CHRISTIANS

History of the legendary Kingdom of Presbyter 
Johannes is believed to be one of the most fasci-
nating mysteries in the Scaligerian history of Eu-
rope and Asia. The matter can be formulated in 
brief as follows.

Apparently, Western Europe in the Middle 
Ages was deeply convinced of the existence of an 
enormous kingdom in the East, ruled by some 
Christian ruler called “Presbyter Johannes” – pre-
sumably, the ancestor of the Great Khans of the 
Mongolian Empire. The legends of the mysteri-
ous kingdom started to spread across Europe in 
the alleged XII century, reaching the peak of their 
popularity in the XIII-XV century ([677], page 9). 

According to the historians of today, the king-
dom of Presbyter Johannes was nothing but a 
myth and a delusion of the mediaeval Europeans. 
However, our reconstruction believes the West-
ern Europeans to have been correct – the results 
of our research identify it as a historical reality. 
The kingdom in question identifies as the “Mon-
gol” Empire of the Russians, whereas Presbyter 
Johannes (Ivan) is apparently none other but Ivan 
Danilovich Kalita, also known as Batu-Khan, ac-
cording to Chron4. 

Bear in mind that our conception interprets 
the “Mongol and Tartar invasion” as the unifi-
cation of Russia under the power of the Novgo-
rod, or Yaroslavl, dynasty of St. George the Vic-
torious (Genghis-Khan) and his brother Yaro-
slav (also known as Batu-Khan and Ivan Kalita, 
or Caliph), qv in Chron4. The name “Presbyter 
Johannes” is derived from that of Ivan Kalita, see-
ing as how John and Johannes are but two differ-
ent versions of the same name. All of this took 
place in the XIV century AD. Later on, Ivan Kalita 
“travelled backwards in time” as a result of chron-
ological shift, manifesting as the so-called “mys-
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terious Presbyter Johannes” two centuries earlier. 
This is why the English chronicles used this name 
for referring to Genghis-Khan, confusing one of 
the brothers for the other ([517], page 185). See 
also Chron4, Chapter 18:16. 

It is easy to understand why modern historians 
are confused by this “myth”  – mediaeval Euro-
peans apparently believed the Kingdom of Pres-
byter Johannes to have been Christian, whereas 
contemporary historians are convinced that the 
“Mongols” were Muslims. Hence the claim that 
“Mongolian” Khans couldn’t possibly have had 
any Christian ancestors. The picture is however 
perfectly clear and obvious to us. Ivan Danilovich 
Kalita (Caliph), a.k.a. Batu-Khan, was naturally a 
Christian ruler of the Orthodox Christian Rus-
sia, so there is nothing absurd or controversial 
about this fact. 

Moreover, it turns out that in mediaeval Eu-
rope “this myth [of the kingdom of Presbyter 
Johannes  – Auth.] was associated with vague 
hopes for the future union of the Mongols and 
the Catholic West” ([677], page 9). There is noth-
ing surprising about the fact that many European 
Catholic Christians of the XVI-XVII century still 
harboured a hope for a union with the Eastern 
Orthodox Christians, or the “Mongol” (Great) in-
habitants of the Orthodox Russia, also known as 
the Horde, notwithstanding the schism between 
the two branches of the Christian Church and 
even the Reformation. 

Given this explanation, one must pay more at-
tention to the surviving references to the myste-
rious Presbyter Johannes, since these legends ap-
parently represent a fresh point of view on the 
history of Russia, and one of the ancient XIV cen-
tury founders of the Great  = “Mongolian” Em-
pire in particular. He was known as Ivan Kalita, 
or Caliph, and also as Batu-Khan, qv in Chron4. 

From this moment on, we must develop a dif-
ferent attitude to the mediaeval Western Euro-
pean accounts of the kingdom of Presbyter Jo-
hannes. They are directly related to Russian his-
tory, despite the distortions introduced by the 
foreigners, some of them accidental and others 
deliberate. Albeit obscured by a veil of legend, 
these historical references, which were fortunate-

ly preserved by the mediaeval chroniclers, are of 
the greatest value. It goes without saying that the 
travellers from the Western Europe, let alone the 
XVII-XVIII century editors of their books, failed 
to understand many of the reports, and were gen-
erous enough in applying their imagination. Nev-
ertheless, these reports appear to have been based 
on the authentic Russian history of the XIII-XVI 
century.

And so, let us relate some of these mediae-
val accounts. 

The Bavarian chronicler Otto von Freisingen, 
whose lifetime was apparently misdated to the 
XII century instead of the XIV, writes: “King, or 
Presbyter Johannes launched a campaign against 
the Muslims, setting forth from a faraway Eastern 
land; he had reached Ekbatan (Khamadan), but 
didn’t have the resolve needed to cross the Tigris, 
so he turned his troops back … Otto of Freisin-
gen is incorrect in his attribution of the campaign 
against Iran and Mesopotamia to the Kara-Kitai, 
whom he considers subjects of a Christian ruler… 
In his rendition, the Chinese and Mongolian ti-
tle of Van-Khan transformed into the Christian 
name Johannes” ([677], page 10). 

Otto didn’t make any mistake – he is perfectly 
correct to claim that the title “Van-Khan” corre-
sponds to the Christian name “Johannes,” or Ivan 
(Kalita = Caliph). We also find out that Ivan Kali-
ta was also the ruler of the Kara-Kitai; however, 
we already know enough about Chinese histo-
ry to perceive this information as obvious. In the 
Middle Ages, Kitai (Scythia) was another name of 
Russia. See also Part 6 of the present book. 

Furthermore, we discover that many Europe-
an chroniclers identified Presbyter Johannes as 
Genghis-Khan ([677], page 10-11). This is almost 
spot on  – according to our conception, Geng-
his-Khan identifies as the Great Prince Youri 
(Georgiy) Danilovich “the Muscovite,” who was 
a brother of Ivan Danilovich Kalita (Caliph). 

It is obvious that the reports made about Rus-
sia, or the Horde, by the chroniclers of the West-
ern Europe are often rather garbled – however, 
the facts registered therein correspond to reality 
in general, although the two brothers mentioned 
below were often mistaken for one another: 
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Youri (Georgiy) Danilovich “the Muscovite,” 
a.k.a. Genghis-Khan, 

and Ivan Danilovich Kalita, a.k.a. Batu-Khan 
(the Cossack Batka). 

Apart from that, it is reported that “alongside 
Presbyter Johannes, the first reports about the 
Mongols made by European authors mention King 
David, also a Christian… The chronicle of … Rich-
ard de Saint-Germain clearly uses this name for re-
ferring to Genghis-Khan” ([677], page 11). Our re-
construction provides a good explanation of these 
facts, since Russia, or the Horde, was also known 
as Israel in that epoch, whereas the Ottoman (Ata-
man) Empire identifies as the Kingdom of Judah. 

Many European chroniclers explicitly state 
that the “Mongols” were Christian – and yet the 
modern historians tend to scoff at such asser-
tions, “explaining” them away or altogether re-
fusing to argue with the “ignorant mediaeval au-
thors.” 

Here is a good example of this patronising atti-
tude: “Shortly before the campaign of Batu-Khan, 
Romans received reports that the Mongol rulers 
had presumably adhered to the Christian faith” 
([677], page 11). 

Why “presumably”? The only reason is that 
we have grown accustomed to considering the 
“Mongols” Muslim. This is why the modern com-
mentators “correct” the mediaeval chroniclers all 
the time – yet the latter carry on claiming that the 
“Mongols” were Christians. How can the modern 
historians react? They simply quote the mediaeval 
sources, each time with the “explanation” that the 
mediaeval chroniclers “made a mistake.” 

Another example of this modern “scientif-
ic approach” is as follows: “A certain Philip, Do-
minican Prior of the Holy Land province, claims 
Christianity to be prevalent in the Mongolian 
East in a missive sent to Rome, which is obvious-
ly wishful thinking [? – Auth.]” ([677], page 12). 

But Prior Philip was perfectly right! He de-
scribes the Orthodox “Mongolian” (Great) Rus-
sia in good faith. Although the Muslims did ap-
pear in Russia in the XVI century, according to 
our reconstruction, but Orthodox Christianity 
remained the official religion adhered to by the 
“Mongol” Khans of Russia, or the Horde. 

One must point out that the contacts between 
the Western Europe and the Great = “Mongolian” 
Empire were complicated by the military preva-
lence of the Horde, or Russia. This is the picture 
that we get from the surviving documents that 
must have been edited in the XVII-XVIII centu-
ry and then misdated to the ancient epoch of the 
XIII century.

“When we mentioned the first contacts be-
tween the Western Europe and the Mongols, we 
were primarily referring to the history of the dip-
lomatic negotiations conducted in the 1240’s and 
the 1250’s by said two parties, neither of which 
was too eager to make concessions. Yet the very 
fact that the Westerners kept on sending their en-
voys to the Mongolian East makes it obvious that 
Europe was very interested in establishing a con-
nexion with the Mongols” ([677], page 29).

Moreover, the Westerners took part in military 
operations as allies of the “Mongols.” One might 
wonder about the leadership – according to our 
reconstruction, in the XIV-XVI century the en-
tire Europe was part of the “Mongolian” Empire, 
so the identity of the leaders is hardly an issue. 

Mortal fear of the Horde, or Russia, prevailed 
in Europe during this epoch. For instance, “The 
letter written by Emir Khomsa Malik al-Man-
sur  … in 1245 urges Innocent IV [the Pope  – 
Auth.] to refrain from trusting the Tartars, “this 
spawn of the Antichrist, devastating the world 
like the plague” ([677], page 13). 

However, it is possible that all the curses ad-
dressed at the “Mongols” (Great Ones) date from 
a much later epoch  – the XVII-XVIII century, 
backdated by several hundred years. It is never-
theless obvious that the unification of Russia and 
the conquests of new lands involved warfare and 
bloodshed as well as negotiations  – the defeat-
ed parties would curse the “spawn of the Anti-
christ.” These emotions became reflected on the 
pages of chronicles. 

The deeper we delve into the mediaeval doc-
uments, the better we understand why the mod-
ern comments try to convince us that the multi-
ple references to the “Christianity” of the Mon-
gols contained therein are “erroneous.” See for 
yourselves. 
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According to “Khetum the Historian” who is 
said to have lived in the XIV century, the Arme-
nian King Khetum I addressed Munke, the Great 
Khan of the Mongols, to wrest the Holy Land 
away from the Saracens and make it Christian 
again. The Khan’s response was as follows: “Our 
deep reverence of Jesus Christ implies our actu-
al participation, but seeing as how we are greatly 
occupied in these parts, we shall trust our broth-
er Khaolon (Khulag) to carry it out in the appro-
priate fashion” ([677], page 25). 

Modern commentators declare this mediae-
val correspondence “highly doubtful” ([677], 
page 25), since the Christian allegiances of the 
Great = “Mongolian” Khans contradict the Scali-
gerian and Romanovian version of history. 

3.  
GREAT TARTARY AND CHINA

This is what we find in the book entitled “Won-
ders Described by Brother Jourdan from the Or-
der of Preachers, a Native of Severac and a Bish-
op of Columbus, a City in Greater India” ([677]). 
The source is presumed to date from the XIV cen-
tury. Let us recollect that the name of the Russian 
Empire used by many cartographers up until the 
middle of the XVII century was “Great Tartary,” 
or “Mongol Tartary” (qv in Part 1 above). 

What does Jourdan tell us? He writes: “I can 
tell you the following about Greater Tartary… It is 
very rich, very just and very vast. It has four king-
doms, as great and as densely populated as the 
French kingdom… They use paper sheets with 
prints made in black ink, which can be trad-
ed for gold, silver, silk, gemstones and anything 
one’s heart desires [the author is referring to pa-
per money – Auth.] …

This empire has temples with idols, and also 
friaries and nunneries just like ours; they observe 
fasts and pray the way we do… Their idol-wor-
shipping is amazingly magnificent, luxurious and 
opulent… 

This empire … has many great cities. One of 
them is called Giemo; it is said that this city can-
not be crossed in a straight line within one day, 
even by a rider. 

I have heard that this emperor has two hun-
dred cities larger than Toulouse, and I’m certain 
their population is also greater. 

The inhabitants of this empire are extraordi-
narily docile, tidy, polite and generous” ([677], 
pages 154-155).  

Let us turn to the modern commentary to this 
mediaeval text (which must have been written a 
while later than the XIV century, seeing as how it 
contains references to paper money). Historians 
comment in the following manner: “Greater Tar-
tary identifies as the Yuan Empire, which com-
prised the entire China in the first half of the XIV 
century and was ruled by Mongol invaders, the 
descendants of Genghis-Khan” ([677], page 168). 

What have we managed to find out? The fol-
lowing facts, which are of great interest to us. 

1) The descendants of Genghis-Khan, or Great 
Prince Youri Danilovich “the Muscovite,” a.k.a. 
Ryurik, reigned in China (or Kitai = Scythia). 

2) The Yuan Empire is likely to identify as 
Ivan’s Empire (since Ivan  = Yuan  = Ian)  – in 
other words, the “Mongolian” Empire of Ivan 
Danilovich Kalita, or Batu-Khan. 

All of this is in good concurrence with our re-
construction of Chinese history as related in Part 
2 of the present book. 

Let us cite another modern commentator. 
“Tartaria Magna [or Mongolian Tartary – Auth.] 
is a term used by late mediaeval geographers. 
Great (or Mongol) Tartary was the name of the 
Yuan Empire [the Empire of Ivan – Auth.] … The 
name hadn’t survived the Yuan Empire itself by 
too long, and was used in European geographi-
cal literature until the end of the XVIII century” 
([677], page 217). 

Everything is perfectly correct. However, 
for some odd reason the modern commentator 
doesn’t tell us that the XVIII century European 
cartographers wrote the name “Great Tartary” 
across the entire territory of the Russian Empire, 
including the Far East. From Europe to the Pacif-
ic, that is. The words “Russian Empire” were writ-
ten in medium-sized letters, whereas the letters of 
the words “Great Tartary” (or “Mongol Tartary”) 
were much larger – a token of respect and a sign 
of recent fear. 
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Incidentally, J. K. Wright reports: “Overland 
voyages were stipulated by the nascence of the 
greatest military empire that the world has ever 
seen” ([722], page 239). The Great (“Mongolian”) 
Empire, that is. Nothing surprising about this 
fact – before the formation of the Great Empire 
long voyages were unsafe, due to the incessant 
skirmishes between the numerous minor princi-
palities. People were naturally reluctant to travel 
far from their homeland. However, after the foun-
dation of the “Mongolian” Empire, order was es-
tablished on the territories controlled thereby; 
the imperial authorities also built a ramified sys-
tem of long roads and guarded outposts, which 
made it possible for traders and other people to 
travel far. 

4.  
MEDIAEVAL WESTERN REPORTS ABOUT 

THE KINGDOM OF PRESBYTER JOHANNES, 
OR THE RUSSIAN EMPIRE (THE HORDE) IN 

THE XIV-XVI CENTURY

4.1. The “antiquity” and the Middle Ages are 
fused together on geographical maps

We shall proceed to tell the reader about a num-
ber of important mediaeval documents. In par-
ticular, we shall use the fundamental oeuvre of J. 
K. Wright, the famed specialist in the history of 
geography, entitled Geographical Conceptions in 
the Crusade Epoch ([722]). Wright found a large 
body of materials about the geographical concepts 
of the Europeans in the alleged XII-XIV century. 

He instantly reports that all the researchers of 
mediaeval maps and geographical descriptions 
are amazed by the “proximity between Biblical 
characters, the ancient and the modern king-
doms [sic!  – Auth.]. History becomes recorded 
in cartography, likewise ecclesiastical iconogra-
phy, where the characters of the Old and the New 
Testament are depicted alongside the sages and 
the rulers of the later epochs” ([722], page 10). 

Our reconstruction explains this fact well 
enough. Mediaeval authors and cartographers 
gave veracious accounts of their epoch (the XIII- 
XVI century), which had also comprised the 

events described in the Bible and those of the 
so-called “antiquity.” Hence their fusion in me-
diaeval geography. 

4.2. The “Mongol” (Russian) Horde of the 
XIV-XVI century described in the Bible and 
the Koran as the famous nations of Gog and 

Magog

As we shall demonstrate in Chron6, many parts 
of the Bible were written in the XV-XVI century – 
much later than the Great = “Mongolian” Con-
quest. It is little wonder, then, that the “Mongo-
lian” conquest became reflected in the Bible; some 
of the books of the Biblical canon relate it from 
the viewpoint of the Westerners. 

This is what the mediaeval residents of the 
Western Europe wrote about the XIII-XVI centu-
ry “Mongols” in the XVI-XVIII century. These ac-
counts later became backdated by 300-400 years 
in Scaligerian chronology.

According to J. K. Wright, “Asia was often re-
ferred to as the location of the paradise and as the 
place where man was created. Mediaeval tradition 
also located the nations of Gog and Magog here, 
whose advent on Judgement Day would herald 
the death of the whole world. We find three de-
scriptions of Gog and Magog in the Bible. Tak-
ing into account the Book of Genesis (x, 2), where 
Magog is named son of Japheth, Hebraic tradition 
regarded this obscure and foreboding character 
as the patriarch of the Scythian tribes. 

The Book of Ezekiel the Prophet (xxxviii- 
xxxix) contains the prophecy of great destruc-
tions and havoc to be caused by Gog from the 
land of Magog [the land of the Mongols – Auth.], 
Great Prince of Meshech [Moscovia – Auth.] and 
Thubal [or Tobol in Siberia  – Auth.], who will 
come from the North with his monstrous Hordes 
and bring death and desolation to the land of Is-
rael” ([722], page 74). 

Furthermore, Wright says: “Finally, in the 
Apocalypse (xx, 7) we find a warning that ‘when 
the thousand years are over, Satan will be released 
from his prison and will go out to deceive the na-
tions in the four corners of the earth – Gog and 
Magog – and to gather them for battle. In number 
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in mind that, according to our reconstruction, 
the Great = “Mongolian” Empire was founded by 
Great Prince Georgiy Danilovich (also known as 
Genghis-Khan). 

4.3. The war between the Russian “Mongol 
and Tartar” Horde and the “ancient” 

Alexander the Great

4.3.1. The wars against Gog and Magog and the 
gigantic wall that held them “in seclusion”

Let us cite some interesting data collected by J. K. 
Wright in a special paragraph entitled “Gog and 
Magog.” He writes the following in wake of his 
analysis of the ancient chronicles: “It was pre-
sumed that the northern part of Asia had been 
inhabited by the terrifying tribes of Gog and Ma-
gog, whose arrival at Judgement Day would be 
the death of all humanity. We have seen that the 
Biblical prophecies were woven together with the 
legend of Alexander the Great, who had built tall 
walls around these tribes. 

Different versions of this legend existed in the 
epoch of the Crusades. Most maps depicted Gog 
and Magog behind a wall [possibly, a symbol-
ic representation of the “iron curtain” between 
the Western Europe and the Horde, or Russia? – 
Auth.]; some of them sport derisive epithets, such 
as ‘filthy nation’ (gens immunda). In the map of 
Palestine by Matthew of Paris the walls built 
around Gog and Magog by Alexander the Great 
are depicted in the North; the explanatory legend 
tells us that the Tartars hail from the very same 
parts” ([722], pages 256-257).

In fig. 8.1 we reproduce a fragment of the fa-
mous Psalter World Map from a manuscript dat-
ed to the alleged XIII century AD, with the Wall 
of Gog and Magog visible in the top left cor-
ner (see fig. 8.2). This ancient representation of 
the Wall of Gog and Magog is also discussed in 
[1177] (page 333). 

Time and again we see Gog and Magog asso-
ciated with the Tartars and the Mongols by me-
diaeval Europeans. Therefore, the following im-
portant identifications, which modern historians 
write off as tall tales told by mediaeval chroniclers 
in their presumed ignorance and unfamiliarity 

with the authorised version of history, are obvi-
ous and natural in our conception. Namely, Gog 
and Magog = the Scythians = the Mongols and 
the Tartars = the Goths of the XIV-XVI century. 

Wright tells us further: “The tractate entitled 
‘On the Image of the World” simply states that the 
tribes locked away behind a wall by Alexander the 
Great ages ago live between the Caspian Moun-
tains and the sea of the same name; they are Gog 
and Magog, unrivalled in cruelty and feeding on 
raw meat of wild beasts and humans [this appears 
to be nothing but Western European educational 
propaganda of the XVII-XVIII century – Auth.].

Muslims located Gog and Magog at the very 
Northeast of Asia [at some point in time that post-
dates the XV-XVI century AD, that is – Auth.]: in 
the translation of Al-Farghani’s ‘Astronomy’ made 
by John of Seville, the Land of Gog is located in 
the furthest Eastern reaches of the sixth and the 
seventh climate (the Northernmost).

Lambert le Tort mentions Gog and Magog as 
vassals of Porre: after his victory over Porre, Alex-
ander chased them into ravines in the mountains 
and built a huge wall to keep them cloistered, al-
though their numbers equalled some four hun-
dred thousand… We learn the reasons why the 
empire of Alexander was divided after his death: 
Antigonus inherited Syria and Persia, all the way 
to Mount Tus. He was also charged with guarding 
Gog and Magog. These tribes are also mentioned 
by Otto von Freisingen… According to Otto, in 
the times of Heraclius, the “Agarians” (Saracens) 
laid the empire waste, destroying a part of his 
army. As an act of revenge, Heraclius opened the 
Caspian Gates, setting free the very tribes of ab-
horrent savages that were blockaded by Alexan-
der the Great near the Caspian Sea and declaring 
war on the Saracens” ([722], page 257).

The events in question are most likely to iden-
tify as the “Mongol and Tartar invasion,” and 
therefore date from the XIII-XIV century. There-
fore, all these constrained Western European ac-
counts of the “hideous tribes of Gog and Magog” 
invariably postdate this epoch. The texts that we 
quote should thus be dated to the XVII or even 
the XVIII century, although modern historians 
backdate them by several centuries. 
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4.3.2. The wall of Gog and Magog: the time and 
place of its construction
Let us try and analyse the legends of the enormous 
wall allegedly built by Alexander the Great to shut 
off Gog and Magog. First of all, let us point out that 
some of these allegedly “ancient” accounts of Al-
exander the Great and Gog and Magog appear to 
have been written in the Western Europe around 
the XVI-XVII century. In Chron1 A. T. Fomen-
ko demonstrates that among the real events that 
later legends of Alexander the Great were based 
upon we find the Ottoman (or simply Ataman) 
conquests of the XV-XVI century in particular. The 
father of Alexander, or the famous “ancient” Phil-
ip II is most likely to be identified as Sultan Mo-
hammed II, whose lifetime dates to the XV centu-
ry AD – possibly, a Slav (a Macedonian?).

However, when the above events were dated 
to the XVII-XVIII century by later chronologists, 
whether deliberately or accidentally, Alexander of 
Macedon became the protagonist of the entire ep-
och. His original, or originals, must have lived in 
the XV-XVI century. We cannot provide them with 
any finite identification. Most likely, Alexander of 
Macedon was an Ottoman (Ataman?), qv in Part 5; 
however, he became credited for nearly every sub-
stantial accomplishment of that epoch, including 
the construction of the Great Wall as a line of de-
fence against his own kin (the Ottomans/Atamans/
Cossacks, also known as Gog and Magog. 

Now let us see whether there was any Great 
Wall constructed in the XV century Europe to 
hold back the onslaught of the Ottomans, or Ata-
mans, later to be known as the Turks. 

Indeed, there was such a wall – built in Greece, 
right in the XV century. It was known as Hexa-
milion, and it spanned the entire Isthmia, iso-
lating Peloponnesus from the mainland ([195], 
page 306-307). It was built in 1415 by Manuel, 
Emperor of Byzantium, who is known to have 
been on good terms with the Ottomans – their 
military ally, in fact ([195], page 306). The com-
pilers of later chronicles must have become con-
fused as a result. 

This is how it happened. “Having secured a 
peace with the Sultan, the Greek Emperor [Ma-
nuel  – Auth.]  … was also extraordinarily keen 

about the construction of the Hexamilion, or a wall 
across the Isthmia, initially assisted by the Vene-
tians. The Greeks fancied this obstacle to make 
Peloponnesus impenetrable for the enemy. It took 
thousands of workers to erect this Gargantuan 
structure… An enormous wall with moats, two 
fortresses and 153 fortified towers grew between 
the two seas… All of Manuel’s contemporaries had 
been in awe of this construction – a cousin of the 
famed mounds of Hadrian; however, they soon 
found out that it was far from impenetrable for the 
janissaries” ([195], pages 306-307). 

Later commentators from the West of Europe 
were positively infatuated with this construction 
built by Manuel. Gemisto Pleton and Masaris 
considered the wall “a magnificent construction 
and an unconquerable citadel. Franza also wrote 
an epistle to Manuel in re this Isthmian Wall” 
([195], page 307). 

However, several years later, in 1423, the Ot-
toman = Ataman army broke through this formi-
dable line of defence, with the fierce janissaries in 
the avant-garde, as usual. This is how the terrify-
ing apocalyptic nations of Gog and Magog “broke 
free, numerous as the sand on the seashore.” It 
happened in the following manner: “In May 1423 
he [Sultan Murad II – Auth.] sent Turakhan-Pa-
sha [the Turkish Khan – Auth.] forth from Thes-
saly as the leader of a great army to drive Theo-
dore II and the Venetians away from their domain 
in Morea… The great construction of Manuel, or 
the Isthmian Wall, was taken by storm and then 
destroyed by the janissaries” ([195], page 311). 

But why would mediaeval authors locate the 
“great wall built to hold back Gog and Magog” in 
the vicinity of the Caucasus, or upon the shores of 
the Caspian Sea? Our reconstruction provides an 
adequate answer. Since the Ottoman (or Ataman) 
Empire and Russia (or the Horde) had still been 
parts of the united “Mongolian” Empire, the “land 
of Gog and Magog” obviously lay to the North of 
the Caspian Sea, identifying as Russia. Therefore, 
the compilers of the XVII-XVIII century chron-
iclers, confused by the geographical information 
contained in the surviving old texts and striving 
to establish the real location of the wall built as a 
protective measure against the terrifying Gog and 
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formerly lived in seclusion, without coming out 
of their dwelling place and letting no strangers 
in… They take their herds with them, as well as 
their wives, which are taught the art of war just 
like the men…”

Further on, Matthew elatedly descants as fol-
lows: “It is believed that these Tartars, who are re-
pulsive even to mention, are the descendants of 
the ten tribes that rejected the law of Moses and 
followed the golden calves – the ones that Alex-
ander the Great had initially tried to shut away 
with tar stones behind the Caspian mountains. 
When he realised that this task exceeded the pow-
ers of humans, he called upon the God of Isra-
el for help, and the mountaintops locked togeth-
er, forming an impenetrable obstacle… However, 
‘Scientific History’ tells us that they shall break free 
when the end of the world is nigh, to instil terror 
in the hearts of mankind. One wonders whether 
they could be the Tartars, for they speak no Euro-
pean language, know not the Law of Moses, and 
have no legal institutes” ([722], pages 240-241). 

By the way, it is believed that the capital of the 
“Mongolian” Empire, or the city of Karakorum, 
was in Siberia, near Lake Baikal ([722], page 241). 
All the searches have been fruitless so far, strange-
ly enough, although mediaeval authors report that 
it was a big city. Could it have vanished without 
a trace?

On the other hand, the famous city of Semi-
karakorsk still exists in the Don region, as we 
pointed out in Chron4. Shouldn’t we stop the 
fruitless search of Karakorum in the desolate en-
virons of Lake Baikal?

5.  
THE KINGDOM OF PRESBYTER JOHANNES, 
OR THE RUSSIAN AND ATAMAN HORDE AS 

THE DOMINANT POWER OF THE XIV-XVI 
CENTURY

5.1. Presbyter Johannes as the liege of the 
Western rulers

According to J. K. Wright, “this legend was a ro-
mantic tale of a great and powerful Christian king-
dom in these remote parts, ruled by a mighty mon-

arch known as Presbyter Johannes… Despite all 
of its fallacy [as the traditionalist Wright assures 
us – Auth.], this belief existed for a long time and 
became an integral part of the geographical the-
ory in the late Middle Ages, having affected the 
course of research for many years to follow” ([722], 
page 253). 

Many mediaeval legends about the Kingdom 
of Presbyter Johannes emphasise its amazing 
wealth and indubitable political supremacy over 
the rulers of the West. For example, let us cite an 
Italian novel dated to the XIII century nowadays. 
This book was “very popular in the XIV-XV cen-
tury, hence the large number of surviving manu-
scripts” ([587], page 253). 

The book begins with an account of how Pres-
byter Johannes sent envoys to the Western Em-
peror Frederick. Johannes made Frederick a pres-
ent of a stone that cost more than the entire em-
pire of Frederick and offered him the position of 
a seneschal at his court. The story makes it obvi-
ous that Frederick wasn’t insulted by the offer the 
least bit – on the contrary, he was very pleased 
([587], pages 6-8). 

It would be interesting to compare this medi-
aeval account to the reports of Frederick II being 
a correspondent of Batu-Khan. We are told that 
Emperor Frederick II was the only one to keep 
calm amidst the panic that spread over the en-
tire Western Europe when the Mongols invaded 
([211], page 512). 

The reader might think that Emperor Freder-
ick was mighty and brave, so Batu-Khan did not 
frighten him. However, the situation was differ-
ent. We learn of the following. “Batu-Khan … de-
manded obedience from Frederick… Frederick 
replied … that, being a connoisseur of falconry, 
he could become the Khan’s falconer… This re-
sulted in … the isolation … of Hungary, its defeat 
and the victories of Frederick II in Lombardy” 
([211], page 512). 

In this quotation the dots replace the attempts 
of L. N. Gumilev to “explain” this situation, which 
certainly looks strange to a modern historian – 
Emperor Frederick offering his services in the 
capacity of a falconer. Having thus secured Ba-
tu-Khan’s favour (and, possibly, actually received 
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the title of a falconer from Batu-Khan) Frederick 
defeats his neighbours, successfully and in full 
poise. 

A propos, the falconer’s title did not imply the 
necessity to be physically present at the Khan’s 
court. It was a common mediaeval title that gave its 
bearer certain benefits – such as the right to crush 
one’s neighbours, which didn’t manage to receive 
an equal title from Batu-Khan. Gumilev shouldn’t 
have attempted to present the whole situation with 
Frederick as a joke – most probably, the panic that 
had gripped the entire Europe in that epoch didn’t 
strike Frederick as a fitting atmosphere for joking. 

We believe that the correspondence between 
Frederick and Presbyter Johannes is the exact 
same thing as the correspondence between Fred-
erick and Batu-Khan. Let us remind the read-
er that, according to our reconstruction, Pres-
byter Johannes and Batu-Khan were the same 
historical personality, namely, Great Prince Ivan 
Kalita (Caliph). The difference between the two 
versions of the legend is marginal  – Presbyter 
Johannes offered Frederick the position of a sen-
eschal, whereas in the version with Batu-Khan 
Frederick was to become a falconer. It could be 
that the mediaeval editor encountered the unfa-
miliar Russian word “sokolnichiy” (“falconer”) in 
the text of a chronicle and replaced it with a more 
common and understandable title of seneschal. 

However, such reports shouldn’t surprise us. 
Above we cite an identical report of Matthew of 
Paris about the epistle sent to the French king by 
the Khan of the Tartars and the “Mongols,” which 
expresses the same idea, namely, that the Great 
(“Mongolian”) Khan considered it perfectly nat-
ural that the French King should be his vessel, 
whereas the latter was also taking this circum-
stance for granted. 

There was another missive sent by Presbyter 
Johannes to Manuel, Emperor of Byzantium. It 
is believed that it was written in Arabic – howev-
er, the original did not survive, and all we have at 
our disposal today is the Latin translation ([212], 
page 83). 

The beginning of the letter is very interesting 
indeed: “Presbyter Johannes, King of Kings and 
Lord of Lords by the mercy of our Saviour Jesus 

Christ wishes good health and prosperity to his 
friend Manuel, Prince of Constantinople” ([212], 
page 83). 

The arrogant manner in which the “mythical” 
Presbyter Johannes addresses a mighty Byzantine 
Emperor cannot fail to raise an eyebrow of the 
modern historian. L. N. Gumilev writes the fol-
lowing in this respect: “This manner of addressing 
alone could make the reader with the slightest pre-
disposition towards criticism somewhat suspicious 
at the very least. Johannes calls his vassals Czars, 
whereas Manuel Comnene, a sovereign ruler, is 
addressed as ‘Prince of Constantinople.’ Such bla-
tant disrespect for no apparent reason should have 
led to a cessation of diplomatic relations and not a 
friendly union. However … in the Catholic West it 
was accepted as perfectly natural, without invoking 
any suspicions concerning the text, which would 
be quite in order [as L. N. Gumilev disappointed-
ly tells us – Auth.]” ([212], page 83). 

How are we supposed to interpret all of the 
above? Let us enquire of whether such “impo-
lite” missives sent by one monarch to another are 
known in the history of XVI-XIX century diplo-
macy. They were written by Muscovite rulers of 
the XVI century (Ivan the “Terrible”), for instance. 
Let us consider his letter to Elisabeth I, Queen of 
England, whose original has survived until today 
([639], page 587). It is believed that the letter is still 
kept in London archives ([639], page 587). 

This is what the modern commentators have 
to say about this letter. “Likewise many other let-
ters, it combines certain diplomatic characteris-
tics with the offensive style of Ivan IV” ([639], 
page 586). First of all, Czar Ivan uses “we” for re-
ferring to himself, whereas the English queen is 
addressed as “ty,” which is the informal Russian 
form of “you” – the whole tone can thus be seen 
as condescending. Also, the style of the letter is 
respectful on the whole (the English queen is thus 
an exception in the eyes of Ivan IV, since he con-
siders her a born royalty as opposed to the Swed-
ish king, for instance, qv below) – however, he ad-
dresses her patronisingly. At the end of the letter 
he gets angry and even calls the queen a “wanton 
maiden” ([639], page 114). 

The letters sent by Ivan the “Terrible” to the 



chapter 8 West Europeans writing about the Great = “Mongolian” Russia  |  175 

Swedish king are an even better example. Ivan 
writes: “You are of peasant descent, not royal … 
Tell me, whose son was Gustav, your father, and 
what was the name of your grandfather? What 
was his domain? What rulers was he related to? 
Are you really a king by birthright? … As for the 
Swedish kings that have ruled Sweden for hun-
dreds of years, which you mention in your letter – 
we have heard nothing of them, with the excep-
tion of Magnus, who was at Oreshek – but even 
he was a prince and not a king” ([639], page 130). 

Further on Ivan writes the following (the 
Russian translation is given in accordance with 
[639]): “The Great Rulers of All Russia have never 
communed with the Swedish rulers directly. The 
Swedes were in contact with Novgorod… Your 
father was exchanging letters with the Novgorod 
vicegerents … so when the Novgorod vicegerents 
send their envoy to King Gustav, he, King of the 
Swedes and the Goths, will have to  … kiss the 
cross before this envoy… It shall never come to 
pass that you might commune with us directly – 
only through the vicegerents” ([639], pages 129, 
131 and 136). 

We see a clear indication that the rank of the 
Swedish king allows him direct contacts with the 
vicegerents of the Russian Czar, and not the Czar 
himself. 

Further on, Czar Ivan says: “As for King Mag-
nus … even he doesn’t know as much as we do 
about your peasant lineage – we know it from our 
numerous domains. As for the city of Polchev that 
we gave to King Arcimagnus, it was our right to 
give any part of our domain as a present to any-
one we please” ([639], page 136). 

Czar Ivan writes the following in reference to 
some passage about a “Roman seal” contained 
in some letter of the Swedish king, who must 
have already adhered to the newborn Scaligeri-
an version of history: “As for the seal of the Ro-
man kingdom that you write about, we also have 
a seal of our very own inherited from our forefa-
thers; the Roman seal isn’t alien to us, either, since 
we trace our family tree all the way back to Au-
gustus Caesar” ([639], page 136). 

It can be suggested that Czar Ivan Vassilyevich 
was ill-mannered, but the omnipotent Western 

rulers were aware of this and tolerated his antics, 
believing it unnecessary to pay attention to the 
bad manners of some minor foreign ruler. How-
ever, this suggestion is untrue. 

Let us cite a document that clearly demon-
strates how the Western rulers deferred to the 
Russian Czar back in those days when they ad-
dressed him – with awe and full recognition of 
his superiority. On 27 February 2002 we visit-
ed the exposition called “Revived Documental 
Treasures of the Archive of Ancient Acts” (8 Feb-
ruary – 1 March 2002) in the exhibition hall of 
the Archive (Moscow, Russia). Our attention was 
caught by an ancient parchment sized approxi-
mately 50 x 70 cm. The information sign next to 
it read as follows: “The ratification of the trea-
ty between Russia and Denmark by Frederick II, 
King of Denmark. 3 December 1562. Parchment. 
Received in Copenhagen by the Russian envoys, 
Prince A. M. Romodanovskiy-Ryapolovskiy and 
I. M. Viskovatiy.” 

Let us read deeper into the text of the doc-
ument, wherein the Danish king addresses the 
Russian Czar. It is quite remarkable that the doc-
ument was written by the Danes in Russian. 

“By the will of the Lord and by the love be-
tween us, you, Czar and Great Prince of All 
Russia by leave of the Lord, the Great Ruler of 
Vladimir, Moscow and Novgorod, Czar of Kazan 
and Astrakhan, Ruler of Pskov and Great Prince 
of Smolensk, Tver, Yougoria, Perm, Vyatka, Bul-
garia and other lands, Lord and Great Prince of 
Novagorod, the Lower Lands, Chernigov, Ryazan, 
Volotsk, Rzhev, Belsk, Rostov, Yaroslavl, Byeloo-
zero, Ugra, Obdoria, Kondinsk, Siberia and the 
Northern Lands, Lord and Ruler of Livonia and 
other lands, have made me, Frederick the Second, 
Ruler of Denmark, Norway, Wendia and Gothia, 
Prince of Schleswig, Holstein and Litmar, Count 
of Woldenbor and Denmalgor etc, in good will, 
neighbourhood and unity, for which end the en-
voys are sent to you, Great Ruler Ivan, Czar and 
Prince of All Russia by leave of the Lord …”

The document ends as follows: 
“We, Frederick the Second, King of Denmark 

and Norway, Wendia, Gothia, Prince of Schle-
swig, Holstein, Sturmann and Diemar, Count 
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of Woldenbor and Denmalgor, and other lands, 
swear to maintain eternal peace between our 
lands as per this pact. Written in Kapnagava, on 
3 December 7771 [the remnant is lost – Auth.].” 

There are many interesting details here. The 
most noteworthy fact is that Frederick, King of 
Denmark, openly states that the Russian Czar 
Ivan Vassilyevich made him King of Denmark. 
We can therefore see the true political climate 
of the XVI century emerge from this text – it is 
strikingly different from how Scaligerite histori-
ans present it. Apparently, the Russian Czars, or 
Khans, appointed kings to the Western thrones as 
their vicegerents. The Danish throne was among 
the most important ones in the Western Europe. 
In particular, the power of the Danish king would 
spread as far as Britain at times, qv in Chron4, 
Chapter 16:3.2. 

We are beginning to understand why the titles 
of the Danish king add up to a much shorter list 
in his missive than the titles of the Russian Czar 
that he lists in the very same document. The titles 
of provincial vicegerents were naturally nowhere 
near as magnificent as the titles of the Emperor 
of Russia, or the Horde, ruler of the whole Em-
pire. It also becomes clear why the Danish king 
doesn’t begin his letter with a formula like “We, 
King of Denmark, address  …,” but, rather, the 
much more loyal “By the will of the Lord and by 
the love between us,” listing all the titles of Ivan 
Vassilyevich before he proceeds with his own.

Furthermore, as we already mentioned, it 
is curious that a missive sent by a Danish king 
should be written in Russian. Apparently, Russian 
was considered the official language of the Em-
pire, not just in Russia, but also the Western Eu-
ropean provinces. According to the actual docu-
ment, it was written in Copenhagen and given to 
the Russian envoys so that they might take it to 
Russia. However, even if what we see is a Russian 
translation of a Danish original, it doesn’t affect 
the matter substantially. 

The name “Kapnagava,” obviously an old ver-
sion of the more Romanised “Copenhagen,” 
sounds distinctly Slavic. 

It has to be said that we were fortunate to come 
across this ancient document. We have enquired 

with a staff member of the Archive who was in 
the exhibition hall and found out that the orig-
inal of the pact signed between Ivan the Terri-
ble and Frederick II wasn’t published in our ep-
och. This is perfectly understandable – the infe-
rior position of the Western rulers in relation to 
the Great Czar, or Khan, of Russia, or the Horde, 
is too visible. It appears that Scaligerian history 
conceals these scarce authentic pieces of evidence 
that have survived. The fact that they were ex-
hibited publicly in 2002 must be a chance occur-
rence – it is quite possible that the mute archives 
still conceal more relics of the Empire’s real past 
dating from the XIV-XVI century. 

5.2. The foundation of the “Mongolian” 
Empire and the divide of its Eurasian part 

three hundred years later into Russia, 
Turkey and the Western Europe

Our idea is as follows. All such documents as 
cited above reflect the real political situation in 
the XIV century Europe, when some part of the 
Western rulers was put to rout by the “Mongols” 
(the Great Ones). The rest were forced to recog-
nize the authority of the “Mongol” Khan. 

This hypothesis gives us the opportunity to 
provide a natural explanation to the “sudden 
cessation” of the Great  = “Mongolian” invasion 
into the Western Europe. The most common hy-
pothesis is that the “Mongols” became exhaust-
ed by the constant warfare, and got stuck in Rus-
sia, which had allegedly played the part of a live 
shield, covering the Western Europe and suffer-
ing many centuries of slavery under the yoke of 
the cruel invaders. 

Our opinion is that the end of the XIV cen-
tury conquest came when the “Mongols” had no 
more lands to conquer in Europe. The remaining 
Western European nations were forced to recog-
nize the Great = “Mongolian” Khan as their liege. 
The conquerors have reached their goal. 

Historians are surprised: “Eight million inhab-
itants of Eastern Europe obeyed four thousand 
Tatars. The princes go to Saray … to return with 
slanted eyes wives, pray in churches for Khan … 
skillful masters go to the Karakoram and work 
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there for a high fee “[211], p.543. There is noth-
ing to be surprised here. After the creation in the 
XIV century of the Great = “Mongolian” Empire, 
everyone valued the great honor of being at least 
once in life admitted to the khan’s court. More-
over, one hoped to come back from the Horde 
with a wife. When any talented master was po-
litely requested to go to the metropolis, it must 
be assumed nobody played with a peculiar idea 
to dodge the invitation.

Now let us consider the following circumstance, 
which is very significant. The actual propagation 
of the political influence of the Great = “Mongo-
lian” Horde, or Russia, throughout the lands of the 
Western Europe and further during the “Mongo-
lian” conquest of the XIV century fails to find a re-
flection in the modern version of mediaeval Eu-
ropean history, although, as we can see, there are 
more than enough relics that clearly testify to this. 
They are usually paid no attention and, possibly, 
hushed up. It is easy to understand why. 

Let us remind the readers that in the XVII 
century the Western Europe and Russia, or the 
Horde, already became estranged due to the re-
ligious schism, which had started in the XV-XVI 
century. Therefore, the memory of the former po-
litical dependency of the Western Europeans on 
the “heretical” East, or the “Mongolian” (Great) 
Horde, was naturally extremely undesirable and 
uncomfortable psychologically. Moreover, one 
would invariably become confronted with the 
question of how this dependency had ended. 

Although the Occidental historians haven’t 
managed to erase every trace of this former sub-
servience from the documents, they managed to 
paint a distorted picture of the events, renam-
ing the Great = “Mongolian” conquerors into fa-
ble-like savage cannibals, thus making a very ex-
plicit distinction between them and the Russian 
Horde, which had really existed back in the day. 

Apart from that, the true history of the “Mon-
golian” conquest hasn’t been completely erased, 
but rather misdated to an epoch in the distant 
past – approximately the VI century BC, trans-
forming into the “great migration” and the Slavic 
conquest of Europe. We shall discuss this in de-
tail below. 

The gigantic “Mongolian” (Great) Empire of the 
Horde and the Atamans, whose formation took 
place in the XIV century, apparently split up later, 
in the XVII century, the three main parts being as 
follows (for the time being, we shall leave out the 
imperial territories in Africa and America):

•  Russia – the Orthodox Christian part of the 
Empire. 

•  The Ottoman (or Ataman) Empire, later to 
be known as Turkey – the part of the Em-
pire that became Muslim. 

•  Western Europe, or the part of the Empire 
that became Catholic, or Latin, or Reformist. 

•  Starting with the XVII century, each of the 
three parts has been ruled by a Czar, or an 
Emperor, of its very own: 

•  the Russian Czar, or Emperor, 
•  the Turkish Sultan, 
•  and, finally, the Emperor of Austria and 

Germany, who had retained the name of 
Habsburg by sheer force of inertia. This old 
name, which had originated in the Horde, 
attained a drastically new meaning in the 
Western Europe. We shall discuss the iden-
tity of the former Habsburgs regnant in the 
XIV-XVI century in Chron7. 

For the meantime, we have to point out that the 
host of the new local rulers regnant in the Re-
formist Western Europe of the XVII century had 
still been formally subordinate to the Emperor 
of Austria and Germany, even if his power was 
just nominal. 

5.3. A general view of the Eurasian map

So what do we end up with? Our opponents might 
indignantly enquire about whether or not we are 
trying to claim that the Russians had once con-
quered the whole world, transforming a great 
many countries into provinces of their empire, all 
by themselves? Could Russia, or the Ataman Em-
pire, have defeated every single other country there 
was unassisted? This is impossible. 

Our answer shall be as follows. Firstly, the leg-
end of one nation that had conquered the whole 
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world isn’t ours – this is precisely what Scalige-
rian history tells us when it reports the grandi-
ose invasion of the “Tartars and Mongols” and 
the foundation of the enormous Mongolian Em-
pire, which had spanned almost the whole world 
known in that epoch. Moreover, historians tell us 
explicitly that the conquest of the world was on 
the political agenda of Mongolia back in the day.

Take a look at the Scaligerian map of the 
“Mongolian” campaigns (fig. 8.8), which was tak-
en from [197]. We see the “Mongolian” Empire in 
the alleged year 1260. In fig. 8.9 historians depict-
ed the Scaligerian “Tartar Mongolia” of 1310. We 
have collected the information from both maps 
and reproduced it in fig. 8.10, shading the terri-
tory of the empire as it was in the alleged year 
1310 so as to emphasise the greatness of its size. 

Furthermore, historians themselves have rep-
resented further expansion of the “Tartar Mon-
gols” with arrows pointed at the West of Europe 
as well as Egypt, India, Japan, and the South-East 
of Asia  – Malaysia, Thailand, Vietnam, Burma, 
Indonesia and so on… Characteristically enough, 
the modern commentators who have compiled 
the map in fig. 8.9, were cautious enough to in-
dicate the directions of the “Mongolian strikes as 
arrows and nothing but, apparently having made 
the “tactful” decision to refrain from representing 
further expansion of the “Mongolian” Empire’s 
XIV century territory accordingly. The arrows 
are there, and the results were left “unnoticed,” 
as though they were nonexistent. This cautious 
position of the cartographers is easy enough to 
understand  – as we understand nowadays, the 
Empire expanded greatly in the XIV century, hav-
ing stretched wide enough to include the better 
part of America, for instance, qv in Chron4 and 
Chron6.

Coming back to the Scaligerian map in figs. 8.9 
and 8.10, it has to be noticed that historians par-
ticularly avoided representing the Western bor-
ders of the Empire. As we realise today, in the XIV 
century the Western Europe also became part of 
the “Mongolian” Empire. However, let us reiter-
ate that the Scaligerian map fig. 8.10 only reflects 
the very first stages of the “Mongolian” question, 
which did in fact begin in this manner. Further 

conquests of Russia (or the Horde) and the Ot-
toman (Ataman) Empire, and the most impor-
tant ones, at that, aren’t reflected in any way at all. 
Therefore, we shall have to compile a new map of 
the “Mongolian” Empire in the XIV-XVI century, 
which will be more or less complete, as seen below. 

The “Mongolian” (“Great”) rulers believed the 
conquest of the whole world to be their mission. 
This mission was fulfilled with complete success. 
Although the Great  = “Mongolian” Empire did 
split up three hundred years later, this was only 
because of the internecine wars that broke out 
within the Empire. 

Let us now consider the geographical map of 
the world as shown in fig. 8.11. The thin line cor-
responds to the borders of the Russian Empire (in 
the beginning of the XX century, for instance). 
Now let us add thereto the lands that had com-
prised the Great = “Mongolian” Empire, or Great 
Tartary, as it was called in the XVII-XXVIII cen-
tury. For this end we can use the 1754 map of 
Asia that we’re already familiar with in fig. 1.25, 
and a map of Asia compiled in the XVIII centu-
ry, qv in fig. 1.28.

As we can see from both these ancient maps, 
as well as all the other maps compiled around that 
time, Great Tartary and the domain of the Great 
Moguls, or Mongols, included nearly all of Asia 
and a substantial part of Europe. Among them, 
in particular, we find the greater part of the mod-
ern China, India, Persia, Korea etc. 

Let us now add the following countries to the 
territory of this Great Tartary:

The allied Ottoman (Ataman) Empire, further 
renamed Turkey, which was conquered by Tamer-
lane, or Timur. 

The part of Egypt that was conquered as a re-
sult of the “Mongolian” Yellow Crusade of the al-
leged XIII century. 

Eastern and Central Europe colonised by Ba-
tu-Khan ([796]). 

These countries were conquered by the Great = 
“Mongolian” Empire according to the historians 
themselves – none of this information is new to 
anyone. The territory of the “Mongolian” Empire 
expanded to comprise the abovementioned ter-
ritories in the XIV century. 
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Western Europe once again, for the second time 
since the conquest of the XIV century. Apart from 
that, the book of Sigismund Herberstein ([161]) 
makes it obvious that Russia was seriously con-
sidering getting engaged in warfare, which made 
the Western Europe of the XVI century face two 
formidable adversaries. 

Apparently, the West, realising its inability to 
provide adequate military resistance, chose an-
other method  – one that eventually turned out 
successful. 

First of all, the Westerners managed to sow dis-
cord in the ranks of the Horde’s ruling class by the 
elevation of the Romanovs. In Chron4 we give a 
detailed account of how the former regnant dy-
nasty of the Horde was overthrown as a result of 
this power struggle – moreover, it was extermi-
nated physically. Later on, already under Alexei 
Mikhailovich Romanov, they succeeded in mak-
ing Russia an enemy of Turkey and directing all 
the military endeavours of the former in the di-
rection of the latter for centuries on end – the two 
countries remained hostile for two hundred years, 
no less. This appears to be how the reformist West-
ern Europe protected itself from a second rout. 

Coming back to the part played by the Romano-
vs in the whole scenario, one cannot fail to notice 
the pronounced pro-Western orientation of the 
Romanovian dynasty over the whole course of its 
history, spanning almost three hundred years start-
ing with the XVII century. One particular conse-
quence of their Occidental leanings is very impor-
tant indeed – the regnant dynasty of the Romano-
vs made all educated Russians dogmatic about the 
alleged cultural supremacy of the West over Rus-
sia. This theory was instilled in Russian mentali-
ty so deeply that even the most radical Slavophiles 
were taking it for granted, believing said suprema-
cy to be obvious and self-implied; many share this 
view until the present day. The idea of Russia be-
ing a “backwards country from the very start” and 
the “savage nature” of its denizens as compared to 
the enlightened gentlefolk of Europe was planted 
in the consciousness of the Russian people so firm-
ly that it was even shared by most of Russia’s finest 
minds, with only a few exceptions.

Apparently, this dogma was instilled in the peo-

ple’s minds under the Romanovs and not any ear-
lier - as blatant propaganda, since it clearly wasn’t 
based on reality. However, Russian culture had 
differed from the Western greatly, and so the Ro-
manovs, originating from the West originally, must 
have genuinely believed in the inferiority and bar-
barism of Russia. Apart from that, they managed to 
make the educated part of the Russian nation be-
lieve in its own inferiority and idolise the West and 
its culture. The thinkers who tried to question this 
dogma (such as M. V. Lomonosov, A. S. Khomyak-
ov and so on) were declared “rabid Slavophiles” or 
simply incompetent ignoramuses. 

Nobody noticed anything about Russia (or the 
Horde) being a backwards country before the Ro-
manovs, which is also made obvious by the medi-
aeval documents cited herein. There weren’t any 
reasons for considering Russia inferior to the 
West during the reign of the Romanovs, either – 
all of it was nothing but propaganda.

6.  
A NEW LOOK ON THE KINGDOM OF 

PRESBYTER JOHANNES

6.1. Presbyter Johannes

Let us return to the descriptions of Presbyter Jo-
hannes and his kingdom. As we have realised al-
ready, this kingdom most probably identifies as 
the mediaeval Russia, or the Horde, also known 
as the Great = “Mongolian” Empire. According to 
the mediaeval tradition, “Presbyter Johannes be-
longed to a very old genus, and was really a de-
scendant of the Magi. It is possible that the tribes 
of his subjects were the same as the “infidel Turks 
of Benjamin of Tudela” ([722], page 254). 

Thus, Presbyter Johannes is believed to have 
been the ruler of a Turkic nation. This concurs 
with our reconstruction, since Turkic peoples 
have naturally been represented among the citi-
zens of the Great Empire, including the Turks. We 
must note that the “Magi” as mentioned above are 
most probably the same old Moguls, or “Mongols” 
(“Great Ones”).

J. K. Wright carries on as follows: “Available facts 
speak in favour of the theory that this account … is 
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based on the rumours of some Christian Mongol 
ruler from Central Asia” ([722], p. 254). According 
to Peillot, “whatever gave birth to the famous legend 
of Presbyter Johannes … it was linked to the famous 
Kereite Prince in the first half of the XIII century. It 
appears that all the Kereites mentioned in the his-
tory of the Mongolian dynasty were Christians – 
the majority at the very least. Indeed, marriages 
with Kereite princesses even brought Christiani-
ty into the family of Genghis-Khan ([722], p. 254). 

Further we learn that “Marco Polo and many 
other travellers of the XIII century tell us that 
Mongolian princes often got baptised, although 
[as Wright hastens to assure us – Auth.] it is more 
likely to be explained by their indifferent attitude 
towards religion than by earnest religious convic-
tions” ([722], page 255). 

Thus, the researchers of today are forced to 
make vague assumptions in order to explain the 
constant contradictions between the evidence 
contained in the ancient documents and the 
Scaligerian history textbook. The real itinerary 
of Marco Polo shall be discussed in Part 4. 

6.2. European names distorted beyond 
recognition in later Chinese transcription

Although we have already written a great deal 
about China, the account of J. K. Wright brings us 
back to this fascinating topic. Let us quote from 
Wright once again: “Many of these Asian Chris-
tians bore Christian names that have reached us 
in Chinese transcription, for instance, Yao Su Mu 
(Joseph) or Ko Li Si Tsy (George), qv in [722], page 
254. We are therefore given a rare opportunity of 
acquainting ourselves with the Chinese transcrip-
tions of Christian names. 

In Part 2 (“China”) we state that many of the 
modern ruminations about the great antiquity of 
Chinese history are largely based on the substantial 
distortion of European and Christian names in Chi-
nese transcription. It suffices to rewrite a European 
chronicle in Chinese in order to make it impossible 
to recognize – a text that uses “names” like Kolisit-
sy, Yaosumu etc in lieu of George, Joseph and so on 
shall definitely look Chinese to anyone, with noth-
ing in common with the familiar European original. 

6.3. Europeans called China “Land of the 
Ceres”

“In the ancient times the Chinese were known as 
the Ceres” ([722], page 243). Mediaeval Europe-
ans believed Ceres to be “a city in the Orient that 
has given its name to that region, as well as a na-
tion and a type of fabric” ([722], page 243). 

Many mediaeval chronicles refer to China as 
to “The Land of the Ceres.” Who are these Ceres? 
Without vocalisations we have SR or RS (seeing 
as how names and words in general could be read 
in both directions – left to right, in the European 
manner, or right to left – the Jewish and Arabic 
way). But the name RS is likely to stand for “Rus-
sia,” which brings us to the obvious hypothesis 
that the Ceres can be identified as the Russians. 

This is perfectly understandable  – accord-
ing to Scaligerian history, China, or a large part 
thereof at least, belonged to the “Mongolian” Em-
pire, or, as we realise now, the Russian Empire, or 
the Horde, of the XIV-XVI century. Moreover, 
we have found out that the name “Kitai,” which 
stands for “China” in modern Russian, used to re-
fer to Scythia in the Middle Ages. 

Wright tells us further: “Only in the XVI cen-
tury it became clear that the land of the Ceres 
and China were really the same country” ([722], 
page 423). The name Syria  = Assyria  = Ashur 
must have the same root. When read in reverse, it 
transforms into Russ, or Russia. Syria and “Land 
of the Ceres” are also synonymous. 

Furthermore, “China” was known under the 
following names in the Middle Ages: Land of the 
Ceres, Land of Xing, Land of Sin, Thiema (? – see 
[722], page 243) and Thinae ([722], page 251). 
Let us point out that Thinae once again associ-
ates with Tana, the land of Tanais (or the Don). 

6.4. The famous mediaeval “Epistle of 
Presbyter Johannes” as an authentic 

document describing the life of the ancient 
Russia, or “Mongolia”

An important mediaeval text has reached our day 
that gives us the opportunity of a fresh look on the 
true history of the Great Russia. Historians dated 
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it to the XII century: “The earliest manuscript … 
dates from 1177 the earliest” ([722], page 255). Un-
fortunately, Wright does not mention the identity 
of the person who dated the “epistle of Johannes” 
or the time and place of this chronological re-
search. Do we have the original of the letter at our 
disposal today? Apparently not – otherwise, why 
would Wright mention nothing but “early manu-
scripts,” or copies? Also – what language was the 
original written it? The last question is of interest 
as well; as we shall see, the nature of the text leads 
us to the thought that the letter in question dates 
from a much more recent epoch. 

Needless to say, historians believe this docu-
ment to be “mediaeval fiction,” albeit “doubtless-
ly famous” ([722]). We shall be treating it differ-
ently, since we are beginning to realise that de-
spite its somewhat propagandist orientation, the 
famous Epistle of Johannes is based on real events 
from the authentic history of the ancient Russia. 

According to Wright, “the most detailed de-
scription of the kingdom of Presbyter Johannes 
is contained in his ‘Epistle,’ addressed to the Byz-
antine emperor Manuel (Comnene) according to 
some of the chronicles and Emperor Frederick or 
the Pope according to other sources. 

In this letter, whose earliest manuscript dates 
from 1177 the earliest, Johannes claims that his 
wealth and power are greater than those of any 
kings in the world. He is in command of the three 
lands of India and the sepulchre of St. Thomas. 
His kingdom spreads over the Babylonian desert 
all the way to the Tower of Babylon; it comprises 
seventy-two provinces, each of which is governed 
by a king. Amazons [we have mentioned them in 
Chron4 – Auth.] and Brahmins are all subordi-
nate to the Presbyter. It takes four months to cross 
the territory of the kingdom in a single direction…

This kingdom, abundant with milk and hon-
ey, has many wonders. One of the rivers of Para-
dise flows through it; one finds gold and gemstones 
in the rivers of this kingdom. Pepper is harvested 
here … another wonder is the mysterious sea of 
sand, with a stony river flowing into it. Behind it one 
finds the lands of the ten Jewish tribes, which are 
subordinate to a mighty Christian ruler, although 
they have got kings of their own” ([722], p. 256). 

Wright continues: “An early Latin manuscript 
entitled ‘Letters,’ which must have been written 
in England [sic! – Auth.], reports that there were 
people of every nationality at the court of Pres-
byter Johannes. There were Englishmen among 
his personal servants, and every Englishman who 
came to the palace was initiated into an order of 
knights, whether knight or cleric” ([722], pag-
es 255-256). 

It is possible that the Englishmen mentioned 
herein had really hailed from the British Isles. On 
the other hand, we must recollect the hypothe-
sis formulated in Chron4 about the term “Eng-
lish” initially referring to the inhabitants of Byz-
antium in the epoch of the Angeli, a famous im-
perial dynasty regnant in Constantinople. Could 
it be that these “Englishmen” from the Letter of 
Johannes are but close neighbours of the Horde 
harking from the Byzantine Empire.

It must be noted that the Kingdom of Johannes 
was well respected in the Western Europe. At any 
rate, Wright tells us that “throughout the whole 
XIII century the Pontiffs and the Christian mon-
archs of the Western Europe strive to make con-
tact with some strong nation in the East, be it 
the Mongols or Presbyter Johannes – all in vain” 
([722], page 256). As we realise today, the Mon-
gols and the subjects of Presbyter Johannes can 
really be identified as a single nation, namely, the 
Great (“Mongolian”) Russia. 

Another document worthy of our attention 
is as follows. It is the letter sent by Pope Alexan-
der III to Presbyter Johannes, the Great King of 
the Indians and the Holiest of Clerics (Magnificus 
rex Indorum, sacerdotum sanctissimus). The Pope 
sends an envoy in order to “explicate the postula-
tions of the Occidental Christianity to the Presby-
ter in order to convert him into the true Catholic 
doctrine” ([722], page 256).

Below we shall cite some familiar linguistic 
data concerning the meaning of the word “India,” 
which turns out to be a mere synonym of a “far-
away land,” which makes “Indians” the denizens 
of some distant country, and their king, a “Great 
King of a faraway land,” whose identity remains 
open for interpretation. 

Before we can approach the next section, let us 
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recollect that, according to the famous mediaeval 
Biblical tradition, there are “four rivers flowing 
through the Paradise.” The location of the latter 
is also an issue of great interest (where does one 
find the “Rivers of Paradise,” for instance?) The 
topic was famous in mediaeval science and liter-
ature – there was a multitude of opinions, voiced 
at many a debate. 

6.5. The river of Paradise flowing through 
the kingdom of Presbyter Johannes

6.5.1. The two rivers: Don and Edon

According to the Epistle of Presbyter Johannes, 
one of the rivers of paradise flew through his 
Kingdom. Which one? According to a report of 
J. K. Wright, “the river of Edon is mentioned in 
the Epistle of Presbyter Johannes as one of the 
heavenly rivers floating through a pagan province 
of this great Christian ruler’s kingdom, covered in 
a multitude of its tributaries” ([722], page 245).

If the Kingdom of Presbyter Johannes identi-
fies as the Great Russian Empire, what is the iden-
tity of this River Edon? It might well be the Don, 
or, alternatively, River Volga. Some modern his-
torians believe it to be the River Indus in mod-
ern India. We don’t feel like arguing – this kind of 
identification is also valid, since most of the mod-
ern India was indeed part of the Christian King-
dom of Presbyter Johannes, according to the same 
old Scaligerian version of history. 

However, some historians remain unconvinced 
about the identification of Edon as Indus. Some 
believe the name to be an “obvious reference to 
Ganges or Physon” ([722], page 245). But if the 
“Indian Kingdom of Presbyter Johannes” identi-
fies as the mediaeval Russia, or the Horde, river 
Edon flowing through this kingdom is likely to 
identify as the Don or the Volga. 

6.5.2. River Volga was also known as “Don”

Our opponents might counter that according to 
our very own hypothesis, the capital of the Pres-
byter’s Empire was in Novgorod the Great, or the 
area that comprises Yaroslavl, Kostroma and Ros-
tov. However, Yaroslavl stands on River Volga. 
How can it possibly be the Don at the same time?

Our reply may surprise the readers accus-
tomed to the idea that the name Don has been 
used for referring to just one river (the modern 
Don) since times immemorial. In Chron4 we ex-
plain that the name Don could apparently refer 
to different rivers back in the day, being a mere 
synonym of the word “river.” This fact is known 
perfectly well to the specialists (see this topic dis-
cussed in Chron4). 

Volga was indeed known as Don. Indeed, let 
us recollect the Hungarian chronicles and the 
formula “Ethul id est Don” used therein – River 
Ethul (Ithil), that is ([866], page 529). 

 6.5.3. River Physon and Russian River Teza

According to one of the known beliefs, the riv-
er flowing through the kingdom of Presbyter Jo-
hannes was called Physon, which is occasionally 
identified as Edon (see [722], page 245). Howev-
er, a river that one might identify as Physon can 
be instantly found in Vladimir and Suzdal Rus-
sia – we are referring to River Teza, a navigable 
tributary of the Klyazma, located at the distance 
of some 90 kilometres from Yaroslavl ([995]). It 
might be the very River Physon, especially con-
sidering the frequent flexion of Ph (F) and Th (T). 

The environs of the Russian River Teza are 
located at the distance of circa 100 kilometres 
from Yaroslavl; many of the old Russian cultural 
centres can be found here. For instance, the an-
cient Russian city of Shouya stands right on the 
banks of the Teza. It had already existed in the 
XIV century; in the XVI-XVII century this city 
was known as a large craft and trade centre, im-
mediately related to the Volga trade ([85], Vol-
ume 48, page 242). The famous Boyars Shouys-
kiy were the descendants of the mighty Princes 
of Shouya ([404], page 52). At the end of the XVI 
century they prevailed in the Boyar Duma, and 
one of them, Vassily Shouyskiy, even managed to 
become Czar for a short while. 

Also, the famous ancient village of Palekh lays 
some 30 kilometres away from Shouya, widely 
known as a centre of Russian art, temporal as 
well as ecclesiastical (we are referring to the fa-
mous folk tradition of lacquered miniatures and 
the school of icon art that hail from these parts). 



186  |  history: fiction or science? chron 5  |  part 3

6.5.4. River Volga (or Ra) as a “river of paradise.” 
Rai as the Russian for “paradise” 
Now we can also attempt to take a fresh look at the 
mysterious river of paradise flowing to the king-
dom of Presbyter Johannes. The river that flows 
through Yaroslavl is Volga, which was known as 
Ra in the Middle Ages. 

Volga was referred to as “Ra” by many “an-
cient” authors of the Middle Ages – in particu-
lar, Ptolemy, as well as numerous other “ancient 
classics” who wrote about this river. River Ra is 
Volga; it is also likely to identify as the “river of 
paradise (Rai).” 

Incidentally, the Mordovian name of the Vol-
ga is still Rav, or Ravo ([866], page 337). Let us 
also note that the name “Ra” as applied to Volga 
was transcribed on the maps as “Rha” ([90], page 
150; see also the relevant fragment of the ancient 
map reproduced in Chron2, Chapter 4:1.1). The 
Romanised version “RHA” is distinctly similar to 
the Russian original (“reka” – “river”). 

Thus, we have discovered a number of impor-
tant names mentioned in the Epistle of Presbyter 
Johannes in the historical geography of the an-
cient Russia – right where they were supposed to 
be according to our reconstruction (in the imme-
diate vicinity of Novgorod the Great, or Yaroslavl). 

6.5.5. The birthplace of Presbyter Johannes

It would be interesting to find out about the birth-
place or the place of residence of Presbyter Jo-
hannes, also known as Ivan Kalita and Batu-Khan. 
We can give no definite answer to this question so 
far, but we aren’t to rule out the possibility that it 
was the famous village (and now city) of Ivanovo, 
whose name might be derived from the name Jo-
hannes (Ivan, or Ioann).

The city of Ivanovo is located on the site of 
an ancient village, also named Ivanovo  – inci-
dentally, in the immediate vicinity of River Teza, 
or Physon, which we have just mentioned, at the 
distance of some 20 kilometres from it ([995]). 
The village was known as Ivanovo up until 1871. 
Between 1871 and 1932 its name was Ivano-
vo-Voznesensk; currently, the city of Ivanovo is 
the regional centre of the Ivanovskaya Oblast. Iva-
novo has been widely known as a centre of weav-

ing industry ever since the XVII century. Up until 
1741 the village of Ivanovo had belonged to the 
Princes of Cherkasskiy, and then to the Counts of 
Sheremetev ([85], Volume 17, see under “Ivano-
vo”). Nowadays it is a large city in Central Russia. 

6.5.6. Khulna, the capital city of the Presbyter’s 
kingdom, identifiable as Yaroslavl, or Novgorod the 
Great (also known as Kholmgrad)

J. K. Wright reports the following, quite amazed: 
“A strange event that occurred in Rome in 1122 
fuelled the fire of the popular belief in the exist-
ence of a large Christian populace in Asia. There is 
an anonymous report about a certain Indian Patri-
arch called Johannes visiting Rome that year. The 
visit was perceived as a colossal sensation by the 
Papal Curia and indeed the whole of Italy. Accord-
ing to the reporter, there had been no visitors from 
those remote and barbaric parts in Italy before 
that occasion, nor did any Italians travel there… 

He [Patriarch Johannes – Auth.] told the Pa-
pal Curia a great deal about his homeland. He 
described the capital city of Khulna situated on 
the Physon, one of the four rivers of Paradise, 
as a colossal city surrounded by tall walls and 
populated by true Christian believers. Outside 
the walls there was a mountain surrounded by a 
very deep lake, with a church on its top, devoted 
to St. Thomas. He also mentioned the existence 
of twelve monasteries around the lake, built in 
honour of the twelve apostles. The Church of St. 
Thomas was only accessible once a year, when the 
waters of the lake parted, allowing the pilgrims to 
approach the holy place” ([722], pages 249-250). 

Actually, another report of this visit states that 
Johannes claimed “the Church of St. Thomas to 
be surrounded by a river and not a lake. Said river 
would dry up for eight days before and after the 
day of this apostle’s holy feast” ([722], page 250). 

We are likely to be confronted by relatively re-
cent fantasies of some XVII or XVIII century au-
thor. It goes without saying that we could have 
written them off as tall tales told in the Middle 
Ages, which is what modern historians actually 
do. And yet – could it be that these legends were 
based on true facts as perceived and interpreted 
by a later chronicler, with fantasy hues making up 
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for the paucity of data? Let us study this mediae-
val text more attentively and attempt to decipher 
the information contained therein. 

And so, what can we say once we re-read this 
nebulous account? 

The text reports the existence of a gigantic cap-
ital city on the banks of River Physon, which his-
torians identify as Edon, whereas our reconstruc-
tion suggests the river in question to be the Don, 
or the Volga, or the Teza. The name of this city is 
Khulna, or Khulma – obviously the Russian word 
for “hill,” which is  “kholm,” taking into account 
the frequent flexion of M and N in the ancient 
texts. Also cf. the Old German word for “hill,” 
“hulma” ([866]). What city could it possibly be?

Was there any city called Kholm or Khulm? Let 
us voice the following hypothesis. It might be the 
Russian city of Kholm-Grad (or Khulm-Grad), 
which we wrote about at length in CHRON4. 
The city has been quite famous for a long time, 
and known to every historian under the name of 
Novgorod. 

In Chron4 we claim that Kholmgrad, or 
Novgorod, can be identified as Yaroslavl on Riv-
er Volga, which was also known as Don, like-
wise many other large Russian rivers. River Phy-
son, which we suggest to identify as River Teza, is 
one of Volga’s tributaries. According to our recon-
struction, Yaroslavl (also known as Novgorod and 
Kholmgrad) was the capital of the Great Horde. 
Johannes explicitly refers to the city of Khulna as 
to a capital, qv above. 

In other letters sent to foreign heads of state 
(the Byzantine Emperor Manuel, for instance) 
Presbyter Johannes calls the City of Souza Capi-
tal of his Empire, or the Three Indias ([212], page 
83). We thus have another capital, which may 
have existed alongside Khulna or served in this 
capacity in another epoch. The capital may have 
been moved, as well – the somewhat elliptical na-
ture of the ancient text is rather obvious to us. 

Today we are told that the “ancient” city of Sou-
za was the capital of the ancient state of Elam in 
Mesopotamia – on Persian territory, that is. His-
torians date the heyday of Souza to the alleged IV-
VI century BC ([212], page 455). Needless to say, 
there is no such city anywhere in modern Persia. 

Furthermore, historians themselves concede that 
the epistle of Presbyter Johannes clearly refers to 
some other place than Mesopotamia. L. N. Gumi-
lev exposes the author’s ignorance with indigna-
tion: “Only someone entirely unfamiliar with the 
ancient geographical literature in general could fail 
to notice that the author of the letter is unable to 
make head or tail of geography” ([212], page 83). 

The “ancient” Souza has therefore vanished 
without a trace. Yet the Russian city of Suzdal, 
the former capital of Vladimir and Suzdal Russia, 
exists to this very day – it is actually very close 
to the city of Ivanovo, qv above. We haven’t man-
aged to locate any other likely heir of Souza on 
any modern world map.

Our reconstruction is as follows. Souza, the 
ancient capital of the Kingdom of Three Indias 
ruled by Presbyter Johannes, is likely to identify 
as the famous ancient Russian capital city of Su-
zdal located right next to Vladimir, whereas the 
Three Indias are the Three Hordes (later to be-
come the three Russian lands – Greater Russia, 
Lesser Russia and White Russia). As for Persia, 
let us recollect that the word “pars” (“part” in the 
meaning of “land”) could refer to any geographi-
cal area at all, qv in Chron5, Chapter 1:4. Moreo-
ver, prior to its relocation to Asia, the word Persia 
may have stood for P-Russia (Prussia), or B-Rus-
sia (White Russia, or Byelorussia). 

6.5.7. The description of the flood on the great 
Indian river Volga in the epistle of Presbyter 
Johannes

Next Patriarch Johannes tells us about the Church 
of St. Thomas, which is only accessible when the 
river that surrounds it runs dry. Let us recollect 
that the Holy Feast of St. Thomas falls on the 
springtime of the year, or the next Sunday after 
Easter. What happens to rivers in spring, espe-
cially to the Volga and its tributaries? They tend 
to overflow, and the floods on the Greater Volga 
and all the rivers that flow into it are particular-
ly famous. These floods on the Volga may have 
made some church in the environs of Yaroslavl 
inaccessible for a certain period of time each year. 

This might be what Patriarch Johannes was re-
ally speaking about. His words could have been 
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extraordinary about this fact – later authors or ed-
itors were often forced to write about phenomena 
that they did not understand, and so the texts be-
came filled with the scribes’ own inventions in ac-
cordance with whatever their lineage and educa-
tion dictated. However, the key words were usually 
left intact (such as St. Thomas, eight days, a church 
amidst the waters in the present case). 

It is hardly surprising that J. K. Wright, a mod-
ern historian, feel some sort of unease when he 
has to deal with the mediaeval “legend of Pres-
byter Johannes,” so this is what he says: “We had 
every reason to reject the report concerning the 
visit paid to the Romans by Patriarch Johannes.” 
This is why he comments as follows: “We would 
have every reason to reject the story about Patri-
arch Johannes visiting Rome as thoroughly out-
landish if it weren’t confirmed in a letter sent to a 
certain Count Thomas by Abbot Audot from the 
Friary of St. Remy in Rheims (1118-1151), whose 
visit to Rome coincided with that of Johannes. 

One shouldn’t immediately draw parallels be-
tween Patriarch Johannes, the guest of the Ro-
mans hailing from a distant land, and the actual 
ruler of the Empire, or Presbyter Johannes, also 
known as Ivan Kalita, the Great Khan; the former 
must have been an envoy of the latter, immortal-
ised in the halo of his liege’s glory. 

And so we see yet another coincidence be-
tween the Empire of the Horde and the Empire 
of the Horde. The identification of Edon as the 
modern Ganges or Hindus is a rather late theo-
ry, introduced in the epoch when the Scaligerian 
version became official and the old meanings of 
names were befallen by oblivion.

6.6. The identity and location of the ancient 
India

The issue formulated in the name of the section 
is anything but self-implied. Mediaeval authors 
“were using this name for referring to every remote 
part of Asia” ([722], p. 244). The term was extreme-
ly vague and could refer to a vast number of terri-
tories. From the Western European viewpoint of 
the XIII-XVI century, nearly all of Asia had some-
how pertained to India, mysterious and distant. 

It turns out that “India” is an ancient Russian 
word, derived from the now obsolete word “inde,” 
standing for “elsewhere,” “from the other side,” 
“somewhere” etc ([786], page 235). Therefore, the 
name “India” is really a generic way of referring 
to a foreign land. The Russian word “inde” was 
then borrowed by the creators of Latin in the XV-
XVI century, without so much as changing a sin-
gle sound – according to the modern Latin dic-
tionaries, “inde  – thenceforth, from that place” 
([237], page 513). 

A while later, West Europeans started to use 
the word simply as a synonym of a “faraway land,” 
hence the word “India.” Thus, a passage about In-
dia contained in the book of some mediaeval au-
thor from the West of Europe does not necessar-
ily apply to the modern India – in particular, it 
was used for referring to the distant mediaeval 
Russia, or the Horde. 

Next, the geographers of the Middle Ages di-
vided India into three parts. The first India was 
indicated as the opposite of Ethiopia, for some 
reason. The second was the neighbour of Myd-
ia – possibly, Hungary (also known as the Magyar 
Kingdom). The third India was reported to have 
been located at the very edge of the world ([722], 
page 244). Actually, the word “Mydia” might 
stand for “the land in the middle,” or “midland.” 

Our reconstruction confirms the correctness 
of this division – the mediaeval Horde Russia has 
indeed always been divided in three parts, as we 
mention it in Chron4: Greater Russia, Lesser Rus-
sia and White Russia (also known as the Golden 
Horde, the Blue Horde and the White Horde, re-
spectively).

Actually, the letter of Epistle Johannes claims 
that he was the ruler of “the three Indias.” It also 
turns out that there were three Apostles preach-
ing there – Thomas, Matthew and Bartholomew 
(in the Lower, Central and Upper India, respec-
tively, according to [722], page 244). 

6.7. What the West Europeans of the XII-XVI 
century knew about India

We must abandon the thought that the mediae-
val West European geographical conceptions of 







1.  
DID THE WESTERN EUROPE REMEMBER 
THE “MONGOLIAN” CONQUEST TO HAVE 

BEEN UNDERTAKEN BY THE SLAVS?

We have already said a lot about Mongolian (or 
“The Great”) Empire having been Russian for the 
most part, or a Slavic state of the XIV-XVI centu-
ry, seeing as how the Russians, or the Slavs, have 
been the primary driving force behind the expan-
sion of the Empire, qv in Chron4. At the same 
time, the Empire was populated by a great many 
different ethnic groups. 

However, one might come up with a natural 
objection. How could such a grandiose histori-
cal event as the foundation of a global empire by 
the Slavs in the Middle Ages have become com-
pletely erased from the collective memory of the 
Western Europe? If the Empire had really exist-
ed in the XIV-XVI century, people must still have 
remembered it in the XVII-XVIII century. How 
could the Europeans have forgotten the true iden-
tity of their conquerors, confusing their neigh-
bours from Scythia for some wild “Mongolian” 
tribe of nomads from China?

Indeed, the Romanovian historians have al-
ways been emphasising the “non-Slavic” origins 
of the “Tartar invaders.” However, we demon-
strate this to be incorrect in Chron4, since the 

West Europeans also used the term “Tartars” for 
referring to the Slavs. At any rate, the invasion of 
the Great, or “Mongolian” Horde has remained in 
the memory of the Western Europe as the barbar-
ic “Tartar invasion” that we have already covered 
in great detail, qv in Chron4. 

However, the question remains: do the West 
Europeans remember anything about a Slavic in-
vasion of similar proportions? It turns out that 
they do, and very vividly indeed – however, the 
Scaligerian version of European history moved 
this invasion into the alleged VI century BC. 
One must say that it is usually represented rather 
poorly in history textbooks, and with much cau-
tion, although certain special monographs cov-
er it at length. 

This is, for instance, what B. A. Rybakov has 
to say on the matter. “The breakpoint in the his-
tory of all the Slavic peoples falls over the end of 
the V and the VI century AD, which is when the 
great migration of the Slavs began. It has resulted 
in a complete transformation of the map of Eu-
rope” ([752], page 7). It was a large-scale Slavic 
invasion, which had engulfed the Balkans, Ger-
many, Greece and large parts of the Western Eu-
rope. Actually, historians still consider the Slavic 
populace of Greece and the Balkans to be the de-
scendants of the “Avarian Slavs,” or the VI centu-
ry conquerors of these lands ([195], pages 40-41). 

chapter 9

The Slavic conquest of Europe  
and Asia. A rare book of Mauro 

Orbini about the “Slavic Expansion”
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See also [956], pages 178-179. This issue is cov-
ered in many publications. A voluminous bibliog-
raphy can be found in [956], for instance. 

The Slavs have lived all across the modern ter-
ritory of Germany; among them  – the famous 
mediaeval Venedes. Could the names Vienna and 
Venetia be derived from the name of this nation, 
which, in turn, stems from the Slavic word for 
crown (“venets”). The history of the Slavic inva-
sion was studied with particular diligence in the 
XVIII-XIX century Germany. 

B. A. Rybakov reports the following: 
“The VI century authors [or the chroniclers of 

the XV-XVI century, according to the New Chro-
nology – Auth.] say that several substitutes of the 
name ‘Venedes’ were commonly used in their ep-
och  – in particular, ‘Slavenes’ (the letter Kappa 
between S and L is silent) and ‘Antes.’ 

The tribes from the proto-Slavic habitat were 
known as Venedes, or Venetes. The Finns and the 
Estonians still call the Russians “Vana” – a revived 
ancient name from the epoch of Tacitus. 

It would be perfectly acceptable to assume 
that … ‘Slovene’ used to stand for ‘settlers from 
the land of the Vene,’ since colonists and settlers 
were referred to as “sely.” The name ‘Slavenes’ or 
‘Slovenes’ could have been used by the tribes that 
had left the proto-Slavic habitat, but were none-
theless eager to use the ancient collective term for 
referring to themselves” ([752], page 21). 

Everything is correct here, with the sole ex-
ception of the chronology. According to our re-
construction, the above is a de facto account of 
the Russian (or Mongolian”) conquest of Europe 
in the XIV-XV century AD, which has got noth-
ing to do with the V-VI century, despite the con-
sensual assumption. The shift of the dates rough-
ly equals a thousand years. 

Where did the Slavic conquerors come from, 
anyway? There are many theories about this; how-
ever, their homeland is usually located in the East 
or the Northeast. 

There is also a point of view that insists on a 
very explicit localization of the geographical ori-
gins of the Slavic settlers. 

Fallmerayer, a German scientist of the XIX 
century, refers to a number of documents to 

prove that the Slavic invasion of the VI centu-
ry AD began from Kostroma – the very centre of 
Russia, in other words. 

According to A. D. Chertkov, “The Slovenes 
were even supposed to have come from Scandi-
navia two hundred years before the fall of Troy … 
They were often confused for the Sarmatians, 
the Scythians, the Avars, the Volga Bulgars, the 
Alans, etc. … Fallmerayer insists that they came 
from Kostroma [sic! – Auth.], whereas Shafarik 
names the lands beyond the Volga and Sarna” 
([956], pages 178-179). 

This is precisely where the “Mongols” are be-
lieved to have come from later on – from Saray 
and the Volga region. 

Let us remind the reader that, according to our 
reconstruction as related in CHRON4, the capi-
tal of the mediaeval Russia, or the Horde, and the 
headquarters of the Russian Great Prince (or the 
Mongolian Khan) in the XIV century were locat-
ed in Kostroma. It was the headquarters of the 
Russian Great Prince, and a close neighbour of 
Yaroslavl, or Novgorod the Great. This is whence 
the armies of Ivan Kalita, or Batu-Khan, began 
their movement Westwards, heralding the fa-
mous “Mongol and Tartar” invasion of the XIV 
century AD, later misdated to the XIII century. It 
turns out to have become reflected in the works 
of later authors as the Slavic invasion of the al-
leged VI century. 

One needn’t think that before this time, or the 
XIV century, the Slavs had not resided in the Bal-
kans. 

The Balkans appear to pertain have always 
been comprised in the traditional Slavic habitat. 
However, the Russian and Tartar (or the “Mon-
gol and Tartar”) invasion of the XIV century has 
brought the Slavs to other parts of the Eurasian 
continent – Germany, Greece, etc. The fact that 
the invading armies had swarmed the Balkans as 
well does not contradict the fact that the Slavs had 
been residents of this peninsula before that. Inci-
dentally, Empress Catherine the Great wrote such 
things as “the word ‘Saxon’ derives from ‘sokha’ 
[the Russian for “plough” – Trans.] … The Sokh-
Sons had Slavic ancestors, likewise the Vandals 
and many others” (Russian National Document 
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book about the Slavic nation translated from Ital-
ian by Sava Vladislavich [Orbini’s oeuvre – Auth.], 
as well as the book of Prince Kantemir on the Mo-
hameddan Law, must be sent to us immediately 
if said books have already been published. If not, 
by all means give orders for their publication and 
have them sent to me immediately” (quoted in ac-
cordance with [341], pages 344-345). 

The fact Peter was interested in Orbini’s book 
this much gives one the impression that his plan 
of transferring the capital to St. Petersburg must 
have had other reasons than the mere wish to 
have another seaport on the Baltic coast. We 
sense some global political idea behind it – the 
return to the original hotbed of the Slavic con-
quest of the world. Since Peter didn’t manage to 
conquer the world from Moscow, failing time 
and again, he may have made the conclusion that 
Moscow was unfit for serving as the starting point 
of his invasion. 

However, Peter was obviously mistaken here. 
Moscow, of all places, didn’t have any shortcom-
ings in this respect. The failures of Peter (and the 
Romanovs in general) must have an altogether 
different explanation. Apart from that, as we have 
pointed out above, the Romanovs were striving to 
move their capital away from the dangerous prox-
imity to the Muscovite Tartary in the XVII- XVIII 
century (see Chron4, Chapter 12). This is why 
they were forced to choose the shores of the Gulf 
of Finland as the site of their capital city. This lo-
cation would make it easier for them to flee to-
wards their allies in the Western Union in case of 
an invasion from Tartary. 

One must reflect on the ambiguous role of 
the Romanovs in the history of Russia. On the 
one hand, they have usurped the throne as the 
pro-Western dynasty, defeating the Horde, thus 
making the West independent from Russia to a 
great extent, qv in Chron4. On the other hand, 
having come to power and immersed themselves 
into the atmosphere of Russian life, their initial 
pro-Western orientation gave way to other pri-
orities of a more Eastern nature. In a way, this 
pro-Western orientation was “digested” by Russia. 

Having found himself the ruler of an empire, 
Peter the Great must have decided to revive its 

world domination, remembering that relatively 
recently a large part of Europe and Asia were part 
of Russia, or the Horde, and harbouring ambi-
tions to restore the former borders of the empire. 

In general, Peter had clearly enjoyed Orbini’s 
book, which is why it has miraculously survived 
in Russia. As we shall soon see, if it hadn’t been 
for Peter, Orbini’s text, which ended up in Rus-
sia, wouldn’t have survived until our day and age, 
since what Orbini actually writes about is com-
pletely different from how it is coyly presented by 
the “Encyclopaedic Dictionary.” 

3.  
THE CONQUEST OF EUROPE AND ASIA BY 

THE SLAVS ACCORDING TO ORBINI’S BOOK

The book of Orbini doesn’t need our commen-
tary. We shall merely provide a number of quo-
tations from it, occasionally making the narra-
tive style less archaic, but always keeping the old 
spellings of personal and geographical names as 
well as the original punctuation. 

This is what Orbini writes in his book: 
“The Slavic nation fought against nearly every 

nation in the world. The Slavs laid Persia waste, 
and were the rulers of Asia as well as Africa, 
battled the Egyptians and Alexander the Great; 
they conquered Moravia, the Schlenian land, the 
Czechs, the Poles and the shores of the Baltic Sea, 
moving towards Italy and waging countless wars 
on the Romans. 

They were occasionally defeated; sometimes 
they would put the Romans to rout on the bat-
tlefield, or proved the equality of the two forces. 

Finally, having conquered the Roman Empire, 
they became the masters of the numerous Ro-
man provinces, wreaking havoc and desolation on 
Rome and making the Roman Caesars pay them 
tribute – a feat unrivalled by any other nation. 

The Slavs were the owners of France and Eng-
land. They made Spain their dominion and took 
over the best European provinces. This glorious 
nation was the predecessor of many a strong peo-
ple: the Slavs, the Vandals, the Burgontions [the 
natives of Burgundy in modern France – Auth.], 
the Goths and the Ostrogoths. Their offspring 
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also includes the Russians (or the Racians), the 
Visigoths, the Hepids, the Getyalans [the Alani-
an Goths – Auth.], the Uverl (or the Grul), the 
Avars, the Scyrrs, the Gyrrs, the Melanden, the 
Bashtarn, the Peucians, the Dacians, the Swedes, 
the Normans, the Tenn, or the Finns, the Ukrians 
[Ukrainians, perhaps? Or, alternatively, the Ugri-
ans (Hungarians) – Auth.], the Marcomans, the 
Quads and the Thracians. 

The Alleri were the neighbours of the Vened-
es, or the Genetes, which had populated the Bal-
tic coast, and gave birth to the following: the Po-
merans [the Pomeranians, no less! – Auth.], the 
Uvil, the Rugians, the Uvarnav, the Obotrites, the 
Polabs, the Uvagir, the Lingons, the Tolens, the 
Redats (or Riadutians), the Circipanns, the Qui-
sin: the Erul or the Elueld, the Leubus, the Uvi-
lin and the Storedan; also the Bricians [the Brits, 
or the Bretons! – Auth.], 

All of which constituted the very Slavic nation” 
([617], pages 3-4). 

In brief, the above formulates the primary re-
sult of Orbini’s historical research, which is why 
he puts it the very beginning of his book. The rest 
of the text deals with explanations and details. 

This fact alone makes his research in histo-
ry perfectly sensational to the modern reader – 
however, Orbini himself did not count at mak-
ing any sensations. 

And so, what do we learn from the above pas-
sage? A great many things – for instance, the fact 
that the Slavs had owned Asia, Africa and Europe. 
This claim is explained perfectly well by our re-
construction, qv in fig. 8.11. 

In particular, Orbini tells us that the Slavs had 
ruled over France, England, Spain, Italy, Greece, 
the Balkans (Illiria and Macedonia), the Baltic 
coast and the best European provinces in general. 

Moreover, the Slavs are named as the ancestors 
of many European nations that are considered to 
have nothing in common with the Slavs today, 
among them: the Burgundians, or the inhabitants 
of Burgundy, which became a French province in 
the XV century, the Swedes, the Finns, the West-
ern and the Eastern Goths (referred to as Visig-
oths and Ostrogoths), the Alanian Goths, the Da-
cians, the Normans, the Thracians (or simply the 

Turks), the Venedes, the Pomeranians (natives of 
Pomerania, comprised of Germany and Poland), 
the Brits or the Bretons (Orbini calls them Bri-
cians), and the Avars. 

Let us emphasise that nearly every claim made 
by Orbini is confirmed by other independent 
sources as well, in particular, the “ancient” Scan-
dinavian historical tractates, qv below. This makes 
his information all the more valuable, and proves 
it to be more substantial than “mere fantasy,” as 
many would probably like to believe. 

It is possible that some of our readers might 
find Burgundy to be a particularly unlikely entry 
in the list of countries whose natives were pop-
ulated by the descendants of the Slavs. We have 
to say that the geographical atlas of Prince of Or-
ange ([1018]) that came out in the middle of the 
XVIII century refers to Burgundy as to Burgog-
nia. The name is a likely derivative of Gog, and 
we already know that Gog and Magog were the 
names of the “Mongolian” Russia, or the Horde. 

The area in the South of France (around Tou-
louse and near the Spanish border) is known 
as Rousillon, which is the name we find in the 
abovementioned atlas as well as many other 
maps of the XVIII century. The name is likely 
to be a derivative of the name “Russian.” It must 
have once stood for “Russian Ilion” (or “Russian 
Troy”), “Russian Lions” or “Russian Alanians”). 

The most vehement opponents of Orbini 
might concede to that with much reluctance, but 
will be clearly infuriated by Orbini’s claim about 
the Slavic origins of the Brits (the denizens of the 
ancient Britain) or the Bretons in France. 

They might be wrong about this matter. Orbini 
might well be correct in the claims that he makes. 
Indeed, let us remind the reader that in Chron4 
we demonstrate Scotland and Ireland to be closely 
related to Russia. In particular, Scotland (or Sco-
tia) is an old name of Scythia, which has ended up 
in the West as a result of the Great = “Mongolian” 
conquest, qv in Chron4. Moreover, the same me-
diaeval Atlas of the Prince of Orange ([1018]) uses 
the name “Ross” for referring to the largest area of 
Scotland, as one sees from the ancient maps that 
we cite in Chron4, Chapter 18:11. 

Therefore, the potential critics of Orbini should 



198  |  history: fiction or science? chron 5  |  part 3

be more careful with accusing him of making “ab-
surd” statements. 

The more resilient opponents might carry on 
in the following manner. They might agree to the 
fact that the mediaeval Scandinavians confirmed 
Orbini’s claims. However, if that is indeed the 
case, how come these historical facts were firm-
ly forgotten in the XVIII-XIX century? Could it 
be that historical science made such advances by 
that time that the educated people of the XIX cen-
tury were already unable to lend any credulity to 
such “nonsense” as Orbini’s theories?

Apparently, it turns out that certain well-es-
tablished scientists of the XIX century actual-
ly pointed out the same historical facts as Orbi-
ni – in particular, the famous Russian historians 
M. M. Shcherbatov ([984]) and A. D. Chertkov 
([956]), as well as A. S. Khomyakov, a prominent 
Russian scientist and philosopher and a host of 
others. We shall refrain from quoting their works 
at length, since the book of Orbini already con-
tains most of the facts related therein. 

4.  
OUR CONCEPTION EXPLAINS THE BOOK OF 

ORBINI

Scaligerian history makes Orbini’s book look per-
fectly preposterous. Our conception allows a new 
appreciation of his work, making it a lot less bi-
zarre to the extent of being completely ration-
al. Indeed, if the “Mongolian,” or the Great Con-
quest was Slavic for the most part, there is noth-
ing surprising about the fact that many nations of 
the Western Europe have Slavic blood running in 
the veins, which is what Orbini actually claims. 

Simultaneously, our conception does not re-
quire any proof from the part of Orbini. On the 
contrary, his claims about the Slavic origins of 
many Western European nations in the epoch of 
the Horde’s expansion (the XIV century) only be-
gin to make sense within the framework of our 
New Chronology, based on statistical results as 
related in Chron1–Chron3. Let us once again 
remind the reader that Orbini must have been a 
Western European author, and that his opinion is 
also of interest to us as the opinion of a Westerner. 

5.  
THE PARTIES THAT WENT TO BATTLE AND 

WON, AND THE ONES THAT LOST, BUT 
WROTE HISTORY

Orbini begins his book with a very deep obser-
vation, which we realise to be perfectly correct. 
Some nations went to war; others wrote histori-
cal works in their wake. We shall briefly formu-
late it in more modern terms, quoting a corre-
sponding fragment of Orbini’s book for the sake 
of completeness (bear in mind that his oeuvre 
came out in 1601). 

“We should by no means be surprised that the 
fame of the Slavs isn’t as great nowadays as it used 
to be. Had there been as many learned men and 
writers of books among the Slavs as there were 
fine warriors and makers of weapons, their glory 
would be unrivalled by any other nation. As for 
the fact that many other nations, greatly inferior 
in the days of yore, exalt their glory to the heav-
ens today, it is only explained by the labours of 
their scientists” ([617], page 1). 

Whenever we read a historical chronicle to-
day, we are inevitably influenced by the national-
ly subjective point of view of the chronicler. Each 
one would obviously try to make his own nation 
look as good as possible. The battles won by the 
fellow countrymen of a given scribe, no matter 
how minor, were described with particular elo-
quence. Other battles, which had resulted in the 
defeat of the chronicler’s people, would be cov-
ered very sparsely, or not at all. 

This is perfectly natural and understandable to 
everyone. However, some might lack the aware-
ness that this fact needs to be constantly borne in 
mind when one reads old chronicles. 

Orbini proceeds to make the observation that 
the existence of a historical school whose works 
have survived until our day in a given country has 
got nothing in common with the military prow-
ess of said country’s inhabitants. Some nations of 
victorious warriors did not write any grandiose 
historical tractates, whereas other nations with a 
much lower military potential would sometimes 
compensate by the creation of historical chronicles 
that would greatly exaggerate their own military 
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power, as well the importance of the role that they 
played in history. Defeats on the battlefield were 
compensated by victories on chronicle pages. This 
practice was particularly common in the Middle 
Ages, given that literacy was a luxury and that na-
tional historical schools were few and far between. 

Basically, Orbini is telling us that the Slavs 
did not have a well-developed historical school 
in the past. Alternatively, as we begin to realise, 
the works written by the representatives of that 
school, haven’t survived until our day and age – 
nor have they reached Orbini. There might be a 
variety of reasons to explain this – in particular, 
the destruction of certain historical oeuvres dur-
ing the Reformation epoch of the XVI-XVII cen-
tury. On the contrary, such historical schools did 
get founded in a number of other countries, It-
aly in particular. The version of the ancient his-
tory that we learn today is largely based on the 
viewpoint of said schools’ representatives of the 
XVII-XVIII century. 

This is the very reason why Italian Rome is be-
lieved to have prevailed over the rest of the “an-
cient” world. The iron legions that had reputedly 
crushed the barbarian armies (the Germans, the 
Slavs and so forth) only did so on paper. In reality, 
the real military victories of Rome as the Horde 
became ascribed to other nations. 

Paper will tolerate anything that may be writ-
ten on it. Yet such “paper theories” aren’t always 
harmless. Some gullible fans of the “historical 
might and power of the ancient Italy” tried to re-
store the former glory of the Roman Empire in 
the XX century, Mussolini being the best exam-
ple. The beauty of the paper myth collided with re-
ality; what happened next is known to everyone. 

The part played by Italy in world history and 
culture is famous and indisputable, be it archi-
tecture, art, opera or literature. Italy was one of 
the most influential European countries in the 
XVI-XVIII century, insofar as culture is concerned. 

But why must one necessarily complement it 
by the fame of the alleged conquerors of the whole 
world and the masters of Germany, Gaul, Eng-
land, Spain, Persia, Egypt, the Balkans and the 
Caucasus, as the Scaligerian history has been do-
ing all along? 

Psychological observations. Primo. 
If we are to imagine the Scaligerian version in 

modern terms, we would see the divisions (or le-
gions) of modern Italy invade Germany, conquer 
France, Spain and Portugal, then Romania, Aus-
tria, Greece, Serbia, Croatia and Bosnia, subse-
quently annexing Turkey, Syria, Palestine, Iran 
and Iraq, crossing the English Channel and con-
quering Britain, and, finally, they would become 
the masters of Egypt, Algeria and Morocco. 

We are simply providing a list of the countries 
which the Scaligerian version of history believes 
to have been conquered by Italian Rome in the 
“ancient times.” The balance of military suprem-
acy inevitably shifts as times go by. But can it shift 
quite as greatly? The actual history of the last few 
centuries demonstrates that notwithstanding said 
supremacy shifts, the military balance remains 
pretty much the same as time goes by. 

Secundo. 
We might be asked about the reasons why the 

Russians have never managed to reflect their re-
markable military advances in chronicles. Af-
ter all, the Italians managed to write a great deal 
about their nonexistent victories. Why were the 
Russians so modest?

Our reply would be as follows. Modesty has 
got nothing to do with it – the real reason is the 
de facto defeat of Russia, or the Horde, on the po-
litical arena of the XVII century as a result of the 
Great Strife. Russian throne was usurped by the 
Romanovs, who were representing the interests 
of the Western diplomacy. Although Russia man-
aged to assimilate this political invasion eventu-
ally, it had left a deep mark in Russian culture. 
In the XVII-XIX century the Romanovian and 
West European historians were diligently writ-
ing a new version of the ancient history, reserv-
ing a rather inconspicuous place for Russia. Rus-
sian chronicles of the XIV-XVI century were par-
tially destroyed; the remaining parts were either 
edited tendentiously or completely re-written. The 
Great = “Mongolian” Empire was de facto erased 
from the history of the XIV-XVI century and cast 
into deep antiquity, creating the nebulous legends 
of the “Great Migration” and the Slavic conquest 
in the so-called “early Middle Ages.” 
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Furthermore, one must also account for the 
following psychological factor, which came into 
existence in the epoch of the Reformation. What 
we consider presently has to deal with the atti-
tude towards advertising, no less. It is possible 
that in the epoch of the Great Empire advertis-
ing and self-advertising wasn’t considered im-
portant, the reasons being that the Empire had 
a single Emperor, or Khan, and was supported 
by the army, or the Horde. Competitive political 
advertising was unnecessary due to the absence 
of competitors. 

History has only been used for political adver-
tising since the divide of the Empire in the XVII 
century, when its Western fragments engaged in 
a relentless power struggle, and started to use ad-
vertising for their advantage. The importance of 
advertising in its capacity of an ideological weap-
on was realised in the Reformist West of the 
XVII-XVIII century without much delay; histor-
ical and political advertising must have been born 
in mediaeval Italy around the XVI-XVII centu-
ry. One must admit that this propaganda, like-
wise the ideology and the diplomacy that came 
in its wake, made the Western Europe victorious 
in its fight against Russia and Turkey – a success 
that could by no means have been achieved by 
military means.

The advertising of one’s own advantages has 
never been a forte of Russia – this state of affairs 
came to existence in the XVII century, and its re-
percussions can be observed to this very day. The 
West has no qualms about boasting its own suc-
cesses, often exaggerating them, whereas the Rus-
sians have always been more reserved about it due 
to its historical and cultural tradition. 

One must bear in mind that this circumstance 
makes it very difficult for the New Chronology to 
be perceived adequately – in Russia as well as in 
the West. Russians would find it easier to admit 
that, apart from the Mongols, there were two or 
three other foreign nations that have conquered 
them at some point, in the vein of the Romano-
vian tradition. 

The reverse conception, which appears to be in 
much better correspondence with historical real-
ity, often encounters an embarrassed reaction in 

Russia; indeed, the Russians would be likely to 
find themselves compromised by the conquest 
and colonisation of the Western Europe by their 
ancestors, although it was populated very sparse-
ly, according to John Malalas, for instance  – it 
would probably be seen as yet another proof of 
their alleged barbaric manners. 

These emotions are doubtlessly the fruits of the 
Romanovian historical education to a large ex-
tent; however, the emphasis of one’s own achieve-
ments is pretty alien to the archetypal Russian 
character in general. 

We are by no means making the New Chro-
nology a means of aggrandising the reputation 
of Russia in the eyes of the Westerners. The no-
bility of the West and the East is of the same or-
igin in general, hailing from the XI-XIII century 
Byzantium, and especially the Great = “Mongo-
lian” Empire of the XIV-XVI century. This makes 
them all related to each other to some extent, al-
though these relations have already been distant 
in the XVII-XVIII century. Such relations must 
have proved useful for the foundation and the 
subsequent three hundred years of expansion and 
development of the enormous Great (“Mongo-
lian”) Empire. In the XIV century, a descendant of 
the XI-XIII century Byzantine nobility known as 
Genghis-Khan, and also as Great Prince Georgiy 
Danilovich, made himself “the first among the 
kin” due to the strength of the army that he had 
managed to create. 

6.  
WHERE DID ORBINI CONDUCT HIS 

RESEARCH?

We can relate to the indignation of the readers, 
who might think that all of the above was invent-
ed by Orbini and therefore completely unwor-
thy of any trust due to his partiality. The “Sovi-
et Encyclopaedic Dictionary” reports his Dal-
matian origins, after all, also claiming him to be 
the “forefather of historical science in Yugosla-
via” ([797], page 931). What else could one ex-
pect from a Slav? A shameless panegyric to his 
fellow Slavs, of course. Mediaeval political agit-
prop, in other words. 
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We can counter as follows. As it is plainly vis-
ible from Orbini’s book, it was written in Italy 
and its language is Italian. First and foremost, it 
is based on the sources found in Italian libraries, 
all of which are named in Orbini’s work, qv below. 

Therefore, the characteristic given to Orbini 
by the “Encyclopaedic Dictionary” is somewhat 
strange; all that we learn about him is that he was 
a Dalmatian and the “forefather of historical sci-
ence in Yugoslavia.” Thus, the “Dictionary” as-
sociates his work with the Slavic Balkans exclu-
sively, whereas Orbini’s book clearly states that 
he had been working in Italy for a long time and 
may have been an Italian, after all. 

Let us voice the following hypothesis. Orbi-
ni was the Archimandrite of Ragusa, qv above. 
Could the authors of the “Encyclopaedic Diction-
ary” have become confused by the existence of 
two cities bearing the same name – the Sicilian 
Ragusa and the Balkan Dubrovnik, which was 
also called Ragusa in Latin? See [797], page 1087.

Could this strange desire of the authors of 
the “Soviet Encyclopaedic Dictionary” to associ-
ate Orbini with the Slavic Balkans exclusively be 
deliberate? After all, what could one expect from 
a staunch Slavonic nationalist and the author of 
numerous inanities unworthy of being published 
again? Telling the readers the truth – namely, that 
Orbini had lived and worked in Italy, as well as the 
fact that his book was written in Italian, would in-
stantly expose the book as a mediaeval work of a 
Western historian concerned with the Slavs. Such 
XVII century evidence is very scarce, after all. 

7.  
ORBINI WAS AWARE THAT HISTORIANS 

WOULD NOT LIKE HIS WORK

Orbini’s book was written in the second half of 
the XVI century. The book was published in 1601 
([797], page 931). That was the epoch of the fa-
mous Trident Council in Italy. As we have men-
tioned quite a few times, the Catholic Church was 
busy canonising its chronology and conception of 
world history in this very epoch. 

Orbini must have been a cleric of the Catholic 
Church; nevertheless, his book is blatantly at odds 

with the point of view that was being introduced 
around that time, further to become consensual. 
Therefore, even the Catholics did not unanimous-
ly support the works of Scaliger and his school. 

Orbini can be ranked as the de facto opponent 
of Scaliger. He harboured no false hopes and was 
perfectly aware that his work was most likely to 
encounter a negative reception. He openly says 
so in his book. 

“Should any other nation try to contradict this 
true description out of spite and hatred, I call 
upon the historiographers as my witnesses, at-
taching a list of their names. Many of their histo-
riographical works confirm the facts related here-
in” ([617], page 5). 

Orbini was correct in his assumption. The at-
titude towards his book is reflected by the “So-
viet Encyclopaedic Dictionary” ([797]) perfectly 
well; we have already mentioned this fact. How-
ever, in the beginning of the XVIII century, which 
is when his book was published in Russian (at the 
direct order of Peter the Great, as we have already 
mentioned) the Scaligerite translations couldn’t 
have withheld from meddling with Orbini’s text. 
It is hard to find another explanation of the fact 
that the alphabetical list of sources ends abrupt-
ly after the letter M in the Russian translation 
([617]) – in the middle of the page and right af-
ter a comma to boot. The remaining half of the 
lists is nowhere to be found. 

Orbini’s text is continued after the comma, 
and it begins from a new paragraph, which isn’t 
quite what one expects to be preceded by a com-
ma, after all  – as if there was nothing strange 
about this abrupt truncation of the bibliography. 

What we see is clearly a typographical error, 
but hardly of a random nature. After all, neither 
the translator, nor the typesetter could have ac-
cidentally thrown out several pages. After all, the 
first half of the list occupies four and a half pag-
es in [617]. We shall quote the whole list, since 
Orbini’s mind-boggling facts were all taken from 
the sources contained therein. 

Orbini’s bibliography is all the more remarka-
ble due to the fact that most names that we find 
are unknown to us today for some reason. Where 
are these books now? After all, Orbini was us-
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ing them at the end of the XVI century. Could 
all of them have been “destroyed in conflagra-
tions”? This may well be the case, only the “con-
flagrations” in question must be the fires of the 
XVII-XVIII century that consumed the books 
that the Occidental Catholic Church had found 
heretical. 

And yet each of the names from the list of Orb-
ini stands for a book, or even a couple of books. 

We must also point out that the Russian trans-
lation of Orbini’s book made in 1722 is rather im-
precise and also abbreviated. Therefore, in one 
of the annexes to the present volume we repro-
duce the full bibliography from the original Ital-
ian edition of Orbini’s book ([1318]), as well as 
the complete translation of several chapters from 
his book. 

8.  
THE LIST OF SOURCES USED BY ORBINI

According to Orbini, many of his sources came 
from “the great library of His Highness, the Prince 
of Urbino in Pesaro” located “at the very heart of 
Italy” ([617], page 5). Moreover, Orbini provides 
a full list of the authors whose works he had stud-
ied ([617], pages 6-10). The list of authors is pref-
aced in the most noteworthy manner by Orbi-
ni himself: “A list of historiographers … some of 
which are not considered acceptable by the Ro-
man Church…” This is a good explanation of why 
the authors in question are unknown to us to-
day. Their works must have been deliberately de-
stroyed in the campaign of the XVII-XVIII cen-
tury launched by the Latin Catholic Church in or-
der to destroy all the books it considered heretical. 

At the same time, some of the mediaeval 
sources mentioned in Orbini’s list are known to 
us perfectly well. See Annex 1. Nowadays we be-
lieve that they comprise the whole volume of the 
mediaeval authors and their works; however, they 
are but an insignificant minority in Orbini’s list. 
Could this mean that the sources available to us 
today amount to a fraction of what Orbini had ac-
cess to in the XVII century? This might give the 
readers some idea of how quickly written infor-
mation might vanish. 

[The authors provide the Russian version of 
Orbini’s list; the original can be found in Annex 
1 to the present book. All the names are given 
in Russian transcription and in accordance with 
the Cyrillic alphabetical order; the list does in-
deed end abruptly and contain a number of omis-
sions – Trans.]

Let us reiterate that the majority of mediae-
val authors included in Orbini’s list (and each of 
them must have written more than just one book) 
are unknown to us today. In particular, two of the 
historians mentioned by Orbini, Jeremy (Ieremia) 
the Russian and Great Ivan the Goth were obvi-
ously of Russian origins; nothing is known about 
either of them today. 

Incidentally, Orbini doesn’t mention a single 
solitary Russian historian out of the many authors 
that are presumed to have lived and worked be-
fore the XVI century. This is easy enough to under-
stand – they must have been born much later, and 
their “ancient oeuvres” were apparently written 
in the Romanovian epoch. As we demonstrate in 
Chron4, the legendary Nestor, credited with writ-
ing the Povest Vremennyh Let, is one of their midst. 
Orbini, an encyclopaedist, doesn’t know any thing 
about him for some reason. Although the Russian 
list of authors ends with M, neither Nestor himself, 
nor his famous chronicle get a single mention an-
ywhere in Orbini’s book – both the Russian trans-
lation and the Italian original ([1318]). 

9.  
ORBINI’S BOOK USES WESTERN 

EUROPEAN MATERIALS

Nearly all of the sources listed by Orbini are West-
ern, which is perfectly natural, given that he had 
really lived and worked in Italy. The “Balkan ver-
sion” of his biography as suggested by the Sovi-
et Encyclopaedic Dictionary would make this cir-
cumstance look very odd indeed. 

Orbini’s book is therefore a purely Western 
chronicle. We keep on emphasising this fact since 
the modern readers might find it too partial and 
blatantly pro-Slavonic and pro-Eastern. This is 
hardly the case, since the author wrote in Italian 
and used Western sources. 
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Our reconstruction makes it perfectly clear 
that the book describes real events of the Mid-
dle Ages. 

One shouldn’t assume that the Slavs con-
quered the West almost every century and for 
two millennia on end, which is what Orbini re-
ports in his work. He was already confused by the 
arbitrarily extended chronological version creat-
ed in the XVI-XVII century; the correct chronol-
ogy had already been forgotten for the most part 
in his epoch. If we are to return the events de-
scribed by Orbini to their proper chronological 
positions, all the numerous Slavic conquests that 
he refers to shall turn out to reflect a single his-
torical period, and a relatively short one, at that – 
the time when the Great = “Mongolian” Empire, 
which had indeed been Slavic for the most part, 
became the dominant power in Europe, Asia, Af-
rica and America. 

Despite the eventual decomposition of the 
Great Empire, the memory of the grandiose his-
torical colonisation became multiplied in differ-
ent chronicles. This is reflected in Orbini’s oeuvre 
as the numerous phantom conquests of Europe by 
the Slavs, allegedly going on for centuries on end. 

10.  
OUR POINT OF VIEW ON ORBINI’S BOOK 

According to our conception, the book of Orbi-
ni describes the multiple duplicates of the “Mon-
golian” (or the Great) Conquest of the XIV cen-
tury scattered all across the historical scale start-
ing with the very beginning of the new era. All 
of them are misdated, whereas the XIV centu-
ry original has nothing Slavic about it anymore. 
Historians of the Scaligerian school portrayed the 
XIV century conquest as the invasion of savage 
nomads from the distant deserts near the borders 
of the modern China. 

This is why Orbini’s book happens to be a heavy 
read and leaves one with a chaotic impression – 
quite inevitable, since, as we realise today, it con-
tains multiple renditions of the same sequence of 
events under different names and dated to differ-
ent epochs. Nevertheless, it is a mine of interest-
ing information. We shall only cite a few examples. 

11.  
THE USE OF THE CYRILLIC ALPHABET IN 

THE WESTERN EUROPE AS REPORTED BY 
ORBINI

Orbini writes: “From that very time [or the epoch 
of Cyril and Methodius, the inventors of the Cy-
rillic alphabet – Auth.], there are still some priests 
from the ranks of the Liburno Slavs [meaning 
that they still existed at the end of the XVI centu-
ry – Auth.] subordinate to the Archduke of Nor-
itia who read the liturgy and other divine texts in 
their native language, possessing no knowledge of 
Latin; even the very rulers of Noritia were known 
for using Slavic letters in the epistles written to 
their subjects, the likes of which can be seen in the 
Church of St. Stephen in Vienna” ([617], page 38). 

Vienna is in Austria. Therefore, Cyrillic alpha-
bet was still used by the Austrians in Orbini’s ep-
och – and this is just one of the examples provid-
ed by Orbini. 

12.  
ORBINI ON THE SLAVIC GOTHS

One of the chapters of Orbini’s book is entitled 
On the Slavic Goths. This is what he tells us:

“In the ancient times … the Slavic Goths had 
no external foes that they could fight, and so they 
fought among themselves. Then they set forth 
from Scandinavia [or New Scythia – Russia, that 
is, qv below – Auth.], their original native land, 
and assaulted the Ulmerug, driving them away 
from their lands, which were conquered under 
the leadership of King Betikh” ([617], page 83).

The above is a rather explicit reference to the 
“Mongolian” (or the Great) conquest under the 
leadership of Batu-Khan (a.k.a. Ivan Kalita, or 
Caliph, as we already know). Seeing as how he 
is mentioned in this passage, the conquest must 
indeed be great. 

Indeed, Orbini reports that later on the Goths, 
“led by King Philimir [apparently, Timur – Auth.] 
went on towards Scythia, which was known as 
Ovin, then stopped to fight the Spallian na-
tion. Having defeated them, the Goths divid-
ed into groups. One of them conquered Egypt 
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[sic! – Auth.], whereas another, led by King Amal 
[Prince Maliy, or “the junior prince”?  – Auth.] 
journeyed Eastwards. The rest of them turned 
Westwards, led by Valt” ([617], page 83). 

This must be a description of the Great  = 
“Mongolian” conquest led by Batu-Khan, which 
is presented as a Slavic conquest. This is perfectly 
right – it had been predominantly Slavic, or, rath-
er, Russian, as we demonstrate in Chron4. 

In another instance Orbini lists various Slav-
ic tribes, among them the Burgundians, the Da-
cians, the Swedes and the Finns, and reports the 
following: “When all these tribes left Scandina-
via [New Scythia, or Russia – Auth.], their com-
mon homeland, all of them, apart from the Illir-
ians and the Thracians, were calling themselves 
Goths” ([617], page 80). 

“The Goths, the Vandals and the Visigoths [the 
West Goths – Auth.] … only differed from each 
other by their name. Everything else about them 
had been exactly the same – their skin was white, 
and their hair, yellow. They were tall, and they all 
had common laws and a common faith, and also 
a common language known as Gothic. Nowadays 
one cannot deny that the Slavs are of the same 
origin as the Goths… The nation of the Vandals 
conquered all the lands that lay between the Ger-
man Sea and the Mediterranean… Therefore, the 
Muscovites, the Russians, the Poles, the Czechs, 
the Cherkassians, the Dalmatians, the Istrians, 
the Carvatians [Croatians – Auth.], the Boshnaks 
[Bosnians – Auth.], the Bulgarians, the Rascians 
and their neighbours were known under a multi-
tude of names, but their origins were Vandal, and 
they shared a common language” ([617], p. 80). 

Let us make a brief excursus for the readers fa-
miliar with our mathematical and statistical anal-
ysis of the Bible, qv in Chron1 and Chron2. As 
we have seen, Orbini says that the Western cam-
paign of the Slavic Goths, or the “Mongolian” 
campaign of the Russians, was led by a certain 
Valt, or Balt ([617], page 83). Could he be the 
Biblical King Balthazar, or Balta-Czar, Czar of the 
Balt (Valt)? The Baltic Sea might also have been 
named after him. 

As we have already mentioned in Chron1 and 
Chron2, the version of the Bible available to date 

is most likely to have been written in the Middle 
Ages, and some of the books contained therein 
were edited in the West. This Oriental conquer-
or known as Balta-Czar, perceived by the editors 
of these books as a menace from the East, must 
have transformed into Balthazar the conqueror. 

13.  
ORBINI ON THE RUSSIAN SLAVS, OR THE 

MUSCOVITES

In the chapter entitled “On the Russian Slavs, or 
the Muscovites” ([617], pages 68-76) Orbini re-
ports a number of facts that can also be explained 
perfectly well by our conception. His general idea 
is that the Slavic conquest of the world began from 
a land called Scandia. He does not give us any par-
ticular information concerning its whereabouts. 
This must be why later commentators accused 
Orbini of being the author of a theory about the 
Scandinavian origins of the Slavs. However, Orb-
ini has nothing to do with this confusion. Below, 
in the chapter that deals with mediaeval geogra-
phy, we shall tell the reader that Scandia is mere-
ly another name of Scythia. However, Scythia was 
a vast land, and its borders are rather vague. Still, 
Orbini’s text gives us the opportunity of localis-
ing Scandia, or the ancient homeland of the Slavs, 
with much greater precision. 

As Orbini tells us about the Slavic nations, he 
says that only the Russian Slavs, or the Musco-
vites, “remained in their homes, whereas all their 
comrades and kin set forth towards the German 
Sea and the Danube … since the Slavs conquered 
the entire European Sarmatia and a part of Asia, 
setting forth from Scandia. The Slavic settlers 
spread all across the lands that lie between the 
Northern Ocean [or the Arctic Ocean – Auth.] 
and the Mediterranean Sea, as well as the Adri-
atic, and between the Great Sea and the Baltic 
Ocean… The Russian Slavs have always lived in 
European Sarmatia, and remain there until this 
day, having gathered many new lands by either 
chasing the neighbouring nations away or mak-
ing them live by their laws” ([617], page 68). 

Orbini describes the “Mongol and Tartar inva-
sion” in pretty much the same terms as we do in 
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sian and the Vandal words are as striking as they 
are numerous. It is very characteristic that this 
exceptionally fascinating fragment of the book 
was omitted from the Russian edition of 1722 for 
some reason ([617]). 

15.  
HUNGARY IN THE TITLE OF THE RUSSIAN 

CZARS

The full title of the Russian Czars, before and un-
der the Romanovs, contains the term “Yougori-
an,” or “Hungarian.” In particular, we find it in 
the title of the Russian Czar cited in [617], page 
76, and many other sources as well. 

Upon comparing this fact with the evidence of 
Herberstein and Orbini as quoted above, we are 
once again confronted by the standard mediae-
val notion concerning the former unity of Rus-
sia and Hungary. 

16.  
ORBINI ON THE CAMPAIGNS OF THE 

RUSSIAN MUSCOVITES IN THE EPOCH OF 
THE “ANTIQUITY” 

Orbini writes the following about the military 
campaigns of the Russians that he classifies as 
“ancient”: “When Pompey the Great was fight-
ing Mithridates, the King of Pontus, the Russians 
[also known as the Muscovites, as Orbini reports 
above, qv in [617], page 68 – Auth.], led by their 
leader Tasovaz, or Tasius, dealt a great blow to 
the King of Pontus, being the allies of the Ro-
man Kingdom … In the epoch of Vespasian, they 
crossed the Danube, slaughtered two regiments of 
Roman soldiers and entered Mesia, killing Agrip-
pus, the mayor of the city and the country’s rul-
er; ever since that time they have been living in 
Illirian Mesia, which they call Rascia [Russia  – 
Auth.]” ([617], pages 69-70). 

Thus, under Pompey the Great, who had lived 
in the alleged I century BC, and under the Roman 
Emperor Vespasian, whose lifetime is dated to 
the alleged I century AD, the Muscovites, or the 
Russians, don’t merely exist, which is an utter im-
possibility in Scaligerian history, but also active-

ly partake in the life of the Roman Empire – at 
times figuring as its allies, and occasionally also 
defeating the Roman regiments, or legions. This 
must be a reference to the internecine wars in-
side the Horde. 

However, Orbini, a contemporary of Scal-
iger, doesn’t seem to be confused by contradict-
ing Scaligerian chronology quite as blatantly. This 
once again proves to us that in the XVI-XVII cen-
tury a great many historians still disagreed with 
Scaliger; some of them had still remembered the 
correct version of history. 

17.  
ORBINI ON THE “FINNS, OR FENNES,  

A SLAVIC TRIBE” 

This is the name of one of the chapters from Orbi-
ni’s book. It doesn’t require any commentary from 
our part. However, we might be asked wheth-
er “Orbini’s Finns” are the very Northern nation 
known to us under that name today. Apparently, 
they are: “The Slavic Finns are the northernmost 
nation of the world; the land they settled in is 
barely inhabitable by humans” ([617], page 109). 

18.  
ORBINI ON THE “SLAVIC DACIANS” 

See [617], page 110. No commentary is required. 

19.  
ORBINI ON THE “NORMAN SLAVS”

See [617], page 111. Here we find it difficult to 
refrain from commenting. Orbini is referring to 
the very Normans, or Vikings, that we know as 
the legendary conquerors of the Western Europe. 
Nowadays they are dated to the period between 
the end of the VIII and the middle of the XI cen-
tury ([797], page 220). In particular, they con-
quered France, also invading Britain, Italy, Spain 
etc. Orbini relates the conquest of France by the 
Slavic Normans for the most part. 

Apparently, the Normans were Slavic, and this 
fact is actually known to historians. Let us turn 
to M. Fasmer’s “Etymological Dictionary of the 
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Russian Language ([866]) and consider the en-
try “Russ” (the old word for Russia). We see that 
in the Middle Ages the Greek word Ros was used 
for referring to the Normans, whereas the Ara-
bic word Rus stood for “Normans in France and 
Spain” in the Middle Ages ([866], Vol. 3, p. 522). 

Nowadays this mediaeval name of the Nor-
mans (“Russes,” which is how their contempo-
raries used to refer to them) is explained with 
the aid of the so-called “Norman theory.” Let us 
remind the reader that, according to this “theo-
ry,” the word “Russ” came from Scandinavia with 
Ryurik, who is claimed to have been from Scandi-
navia by the proponents of this theory. Above and 
in Chron4 we have already discussed the “Nor-
man theory” at length. Many historians consid-
er it antiscientific today, qv above. We agree with 
that. However, as we demonstrate in the present 
book, the “Norman theory” owes its existence to 
the incorrect interpretation of certain data con-
tained in the mediaeval Russian chronicles. Some 
falsification was also thrown in (see Chron4). 
In reality, the name “Russ” was never borrowed 
by the Russians from anyone. Below we demon-
strate that the very word “Scandinavia” was once 
a name used for referring to mediaeval Russia, or 
some part thereof, by foreigners. Therefore, if we 
are to mention borrowed names, Scandinavia is 
of Russian origin and not vice versa. 

Once we restore the authentic mediaeval 
meaning to a number of names and events, we 
begin to understand the real meaning of the ev-
idence contained in the ancient chronicles. The 
real meaning of many ancient names has either 
been forgotten or distorted, and they are used for 
referring to something completely different nowa-
days. In many cases, these new meanings were in-
troduced for a reason. Having created its own ver-
sion of the ancient history, the Scaligerian school 
started to interpret many of the ancient names in 
the manner that suited its needs. The new Scalige-
rian interpretations of the old names were intro-
duced together with this version of history. 

Thus, we have found out that the mediaeval 
Greeks and Arabs directly claimed the Norman 
conquest of the Western Europe to have been 
started by the Russians. This must have also been 

understood by many of the XVIII century his-
torians, hence the necessity to plant the “Nor-
man theory.” Now we can see that it was one of 
the cornerstones supporting the entire Scaligeri-
an conception. 

20.  
ORBINI ON THE AMAZONS – “THE FAMED 

SLAVIC WARRIOR WOMEN”

Nowadays the Amazons are usually considered 
to be legendary characters from the “ancient” 
Greek mythology, and known as female warriors 
who fought the mythical “ancient” Heracles and 
demonstrated great valiance in the Trojan War. 

On the other hand, we have already been con-
fronted by a number of direct references to the 
fact that the name “Amazons” pertained to the 
wives of the Cossacks, or the Goths (see Chron4). 

What does Orbini tell us? He makes a great 
many references to the Amazons. This is how he 
begins his narration: “The fame of the Slavs is also 
complemented by the valiance of their women, 
most of all the Amazons, who were the wives of 
the Sarmatian Slavs from the region of the Vol-
ga… Some writers report them [the Amazons – 
Auth.] to have been wives of the Goths, and to 
have fought Aurelian Caesar alongside their hus-
bands, clad in men’s attire. 

However, the Gothic and Sarmatian wom-
en have always belonged to the Slavic nation… 
The Amazons have travelled all across Asia Mi-
nor, conquered Armenia, Galatia, Syria, Cilicia 
and Persia… They built many cities, towers and 
strong citadels … among them – the famed cities 
of Smyrna and Ephesus… The Greek kings, ter-
rified by the might of the Amazons, sent Iraclius 
[Heracles – Auth.], the foremost warlord of their 
time, to battle against them. Then the Amazons 
fought the Greeks alongside the Trojans [took 
part in the Trojan War – Auth.] under the leader-
ship of Panthesilea, remaining a strong force un-
til the very epoch of Alexander the Great” ([617], 
pages 119-120). Until the XV or the XVI century 
as per our reconstruction, that is. 

“Cynana of Macedon, also a Slavic woman and 
the sister of Alexander the Great … went into bat-
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tle and fought against the foes, slaying Caria, the 
Queen of Illiria, by her own hand” ([617], p. 121). 

These events of the XIV-XVI century must 
have become reflected in the “ancient” Greek 
myths, familiar to us from our schooldays. Those 
myths were actually compiled in the XV-XVII 
century Greece. 

We remember from the previous section that 
the Amazons were occasionally reported to in-
habit the Baltic coast. Why would that be? Orbi-

ni provides a clear answer. He tells us the follow-
ing: “In the time of the war between Ringon, King 
of the Swedes, and Harald, King of Denmark, the 
wives of the Slavs [or the Amazons – Auth.] fought 
alongside Harald as his allies” ([617], page 121). 

This is how the Cossack Amazons left their 
trance in the history of the Baltic regions. We can 
clearly see that the Cossack women went into bat-
tle together with their men, and were considered 
formidable warriors.



1.  
WHY THE BOOKS OF ORBINI, CHERTKOV, 

VOLANSKIY, KLASSEN AND MANY OTHERS 
WERE NEITHER REFUTED, NOR ACCEPTED

We run into a paradox here. We see that Orbini 
and many other serious authors of the XVIII-XIX 
century were openly talking about the indubitable 
traces of Slavic presence in the Western Europe, 
discovering new evidence to confirm this, includ-
ing archaeological evidence, qv below. 

The paradox is that none of the evidence in 
question was ever refuted by any of their oppo-
nents; however, the results of Orbini and the rest 
of the scientists who made similar claims have 
never got accepted by the scientific community. 
The majority of the XVIII-XX century historians 
never agreed with their claims, despite their in-
ability to counter them. Since they could neither 
agree, nor provide any valid objections, the op-
ponents resorted to the tactic of obmutescence, 
never mentioning the names of the “heretic sci-
entists.” As a result, they are all but forgotten to-
day. This is how the dispute has ended – with no 
one left to argue. 

It is very easy to understand the historians. As 
we note, they could not refute the results of Orb-
ini or any other historian from that camp, but 
they were finding it psychologically impossible 

to agree with their claims, since nearly everyone 
had already believed in the erroneous Scaligeri-
an chronology. This chronology naturally renders 
the very existence of “Slavic roots” in the West-
ern Europe impossible, despite the evidence dis-
covered by Orbini and many other researchers. 

Indeed, how could one treat the evidence of 
Russians fighting against the Roman Emperor 
Vespasian seriously? Or that the Slavs had con-
quered the “ancient” Italy and lived there for 
some time? Or the Slavic identity of the Norman 
Conquest of France? And so on, and so forth. 

Let us try to imagine all of it as seen from 
within the framework of the Scaligerian chro-
nology. We come up with a total absurdity. Ves-
pasian lived in the alleged I century AD, whereas 
the Russians only appear in the X century AD. We 
have a millenarian gap between the two. 

Russians in the “ancient” Italy? In that case, 
why don’t any Russian chronicles reach any fur-
ther back in time than the X century AD? More-
over, even the events of the X century are cov-
ered very vaguely. 

Of course, one could make an effort in order 
to make all these contradictions fit the Scaligeri-
an conception, which is what Orbini and his fol-
lowers attempted to do. Yet they have failed to 
convince the others – it must have been too dif-
ficult a task psychologically. 

chapter 10

The Slavs in European history  
as per the book of Volanskiy and 

Klassen
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2.  
EVIDENCE OF SLAVIC PRESENCE IN THE 

WESTERN EUROPE PERCEIVED AS 
PERFECTLY NATURAL FROM THE 

VIEWPOINT OF OUR CONCEPTION

Today we, the authors of the present book, are ac-
tually forced to exhume the old issue of the “Slav-
ic roots” found in the Western Europe. 

We have to explain the reason why we believe 
the present to be the right time for returning to 
the issue in question, especially given that we 
aren’t intending to add anything to the documen-
tal evidence collected by Orbini and some oth-
ers (more about them below). If their opponents 
never believed them, why should they believe us 
now? What new materials can we provide? What 
is our advantage over such prominent scientists as 
Orbini, Chertkov, Volanskiy and the rest?

Our reply shall be as follows. The scientists 
listed herein were forced into the limiting par-
adigm of the erroneous Scaligerian chronology, 
which was a great impediment to their research, 
as we realise today, and precluded other scientists 
from understanding what they had to say. 

Unlike them, we suggest (as a hypothesis open 
for debate) a new chronology based on our math-
ematical, astronomical and statistical research 
as described in Chron1 – Chron3, and, con-
sequently, a new conception of the ancient and 
mediaeval history. We propose to abandon Scal-
igerian chronology, since we consider it to be bla-
tantly erroneous. 

It turns out that from the point of view sug-
gested by the New Chronology the evidence of 
Slavic presence in the Western Europe becomes 
perfectly normal, moreover – it is the absence of 
such evidence that would strike us as unnatural. 

Indeed, if the Great = “Mongolian” conquest 
of the XIV century was Slavic for the most part, 
and given that the nascence of the “ancient Rome” 
dates from approximately the same epoch as the 
Great Conquest, it is inevitable that the Roman 
(Romeo-Byzantine as per our reconstruction, and 
not remotely Italian) troops, including the legions 
of Vespasian, must have confronted the mediae-
val army of Russia, or the Horde. 

The participation of the Russian troops in the 
legendary Trojan War of the XIII century AD shall 
also lead to a different reaction than the usual pat-
ronising smiles. On the contrary, one finds it hard 
to think of any other place for them. 

3.  
F. VOLANSKIY, Y. I. KLASSEN AND THEIR 

HISTORICAL RESEARCH

Below we shall basically repeat the very same 
claims that we have made in the previous chapter 
according to the book of Orbini, this time basing 
them on altogether different sources; in particu-
lar – the large number of archaeological discover-
ies made in the Western Europe in the XIX cen-
tury. Apparently, they are in good concurrence 
with Orbini’s evidence, and concur with our re-
construction. 

Yegor Ivanovich Klassen (1795-1862) was of a 
German origin and a Russian citizen ever since 
1836, who was also given an aristocratic title 
([388], page 3). He became the custodian of the 
Muscovite Practical Academy of Commerce in 
1831, and was a member of the Coronation Com-
mission of Nikolai I in 1826 ([388], page 3). He 
was also a Doctor of Philosophy, a Master of Fine 
Arts and a Court Councillor ([388], page 109). 

He was the translator and the publisher of A 
Description of Artefacts that Explain the Slavic and 
Russian History, a historical work of Fadey Vol-
anskiy, complementing it by an extensive fore-
word and many commentaries wherein he sharp-
ly voiced the viewpoint already familiar to us from 
the work of Orbini. He compiled all these materi-
als into a book entitled New Materials on the An-
cient History of the Slavs in General, and the Sla-
vo-Russians of the Epochs before Ryurik in Par-
ticular, Accompanied by a Brief Apercu of Russian 
History Before Christ. The book was printed by 
the typography of the Moscow University in 1854 
([388]). We refer all the interested parties to this 
phenomenal oeuvre, since it is now available as a 
reprint ([388]). 

Klassen reports roughly the same as Orbini, al-
though his text suggests that he had not been fa-
miliar with Orbini’s book. The argumentation of 
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Klassen and Volanskiy is of a completely differ-
ent nature. Let us quote some of the statements 
that he makes. 

According to Klassen, “the facts that the an-
cient Russian history is based on have remained 
locked up unsorted for a long time… Still the his-
tory of the ancient Slavic Russia is so abundant in 
facts, that we find its traces woven into the culture 
and life of every European nation” ([388], page 80). 

Klassen, being a German, points out that sev-
eral German historians were diligently involved 
in the research of the Russian history, yet turned 
out poorly prepared due to insufficient knowl-
edge of the Slavonic languages ([388], page 8). At 
the same time, Klassen is sharply critical in refer-
ence to the German founders of the Russian his-
tory, who worked in Russia in the XVII century 
and were recognised as authorities in his time, as 
well as they are today. 

He tells us directly: “Among these unscrupu-
lous characters we find Bayer, Müller, Schlezer, 
Gebhardi, Parrot, Halling, Georgi and a whole 
host of their followers. They have claimed all the 
characteristic Russian traits as their very own, 
robbed the Slavs and the Russians of their glory, 
greatness, power, wealth and industry, and even 
strived to deprive the Russians of their very name, 
which has been known as Slavic to all the Asian 
tribes for countless centuries; indeed, the Israel-
ites have known the Russians as the forefathers 
of the Romans and even the ancient Greeks ever 
since they came to the promised land…

We know that history must by no means be a 
panegyric, but we have no right to let them trans-
form Russian history into a satire” ([388], pp. 8-9). 

Klassen continues as follows: “Unfortunately, it 
has to be stated that certain Slavic writers, such as 
Karamzin, Dobrovskiy and a few others, were also 
guilty of participating in this criminal activity. It 
is however possible that these scientists were too 
intimidated by the false authorities of their epoch 
to speak out against them. But what about certain 
modern Russian historians? I dare them to stand 
up and confess with all due honesty why they keep 
on with the development of Schlezer’s system and 
the castigation of the ancient Slavs… 

However, we are fortunate to have two kinds 

of evidence that will help us reconstruct the his-
tory of the ancient Slavs – the chronicles and the 
artefacts, which speak against them. These sourc-
es need to be destroyed in order to let them utter 
boldfaced lies” ([388], page 48). 

Further on, Klassen writes: “The Slavs and the 
Russians, being a nation of much greater antiqui-
ty than the Romans and the Greeks, have left nu-
merous artefacts all across the Old World, which 
testify to their presence in those parts as well as 
the antiquity of their culture, literacy and fine 
arts. The artefacts shall remain forever as indis-
putable evidence. They tell us about the deeds of 
our ancestors in our native tongue, the prototype 
of every Slavic language” ([388], page 11). 

Klassen is referring to the plethora of archae-
ological artefacts periodically discovered during 
excavations in Europe and Africa, with inscrip-
tions that the Western scientists consider illegible. 

F. Volanskiy wrote: “Scientists would find them-
selves at a quandary with these artefacts, trying to 
decipher the inscriptions found upon them with 
the aid of the Greek and the Latin alphabet, but 
to no avail; when neither proved applicable, they 
would search for the key in Hebrew, but all in vain, 
since the only key to these cryptic writings could 
be found in the ancient language of the Slavs… As 
for the size of the Slavic habitat in Africa, it can 
only be proved by the Slavic inscriptions on the 
stones of Numidya, Carthage and Egypt” ([388], 
pages 73-74).

The research of F. Volanskiy is of the greatest 
interest indeed; we shall be considering it in great-
er detail in the chapter about the Etruscans. These 
works have been completely hushed up – moreo-
ver, there are parody publications on the subject 
in question that come out under seemingly ac-
ademic titles, such as the book of G. S. Grinev-
ich entitled “The Proto-Slavonic Script. Decipher-
ment Results” (Moscow, 1993), published by the 
“Obshchestvennaya Polza” publishing house as 
part of the series entitled “The Encyclopaedia of 
Russian Thought.” These parodies can only dis-
credit the authentic results of F. Volanskiy, A. D. 
Chertkov and a number of other serious scientists, 
who have managed to decipher many archaeolog-
ical inscriptions discovered in Europe and Africa, 
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which could not have been deciphered on the ba-
sis of any other language. 

However, as we have already pointed out, these 
important results have not been accepted by the 
scientific community for the single unsophisticat-
ed reason that they contradict Scaligerian chro-
nology. There is no proof, no matter how clear the 
Slavic decipherment of the lettering found on an 
Egyptian or an Italian artefact may be, that would 
convince anyone that these territories were once 
populated by the Slavs; one needs to free one’s 
mind from the confines of the Scaligerian ver-
sion first. 

Indeed, neither Volanskiy, nor any of his allies 
have managed to give a satisfactory explanation 
to the obvious presence of Slavic artefacts in Eu-
rope and in Africa within the paradigm of Scal-
igerian history. However, today we may attempt 
to provide such an explanation. 

Firstly, the epochs in question aren’t as terri-
fyingly ancient as they are commonly believed to 
be – the artefacts in question date from the XIV-
XVI century AD. 

Secondly, we don’t claim the Slavs to have lived 
in Africa originally – this would indeed look odd. 
What we believe to be the case is that they came 
there for some period of time as conquerors and 
settlers during the Great = “Mongolian” conquest, 
having partially assimilated and partially with-
drawn eventually, leaving distinct archaeological 
traces of their sojourn in Africa. 

Moreover, this Great = “Mongolian” conquest 
of Africa is known to historians perfectly well – 
however, they misdate it to the XIII century AD 
without any understanding of its real nature: ap-
parently, it was the Russian and Turkic conquest of 
the XIV century AD. We shall discuss this in more 
detail in Part 5, which deals with Egyptian history. 

4.  
SLAVIC PRESENCE IN EUROPE WAS 

DESCRIBED IN MANY BOOKS DATING UP 
UNTIL THE XVIII CENTURY

A. D. Chertkov managed to gather a large collec-
tion of historical works. It is known that “until 

the organisation of the Rosica department in the 
Imperial Public Library, it was the only valuable 
collection of books about Russia and the Slavs 
known in Russia” ([988]). 

In 1838 and 1848 the catalogues of Chertk-
ov’s library compiled personally by its owner got 
published. Chertkov provided brief annotations 
to the list of books, which we shall be using in 
order to give the reader an idea of how Russian 
history was described before the XVIII and even 
the XIX century. 

For instance, Chertkov writes the following 
in re the book of F. Moroshkin entitled “On the 
Meaning of the Names of the Russians and the 
Slavs” (Moscow, 1840): “The author proved … the 
existence of other Russian lands apart from Kiev 
Russia: a) German Russia; b) Moravian Russia; c) 
Danube Russia (inhabited by Ruthenians in the 
epoch of the Roman poet Lucian), and d) Adri-
atic Russia” ([152], page 60). 

As for the Italian book ([1098]), Chertkov com-
ments as follows: “The author insists on the Slavic 
origins of the Macedonians, the Thracians, the an-
cient denizens of Illiria, the Dacians and the Hit-
tites. Also, he claims Novgorod to have been larger 
than Rome (XVI century) and that many Roman 
Emperors were of Slavic origin” ([152], page 82). 

Finally, according to the brief overview of 
Chertkov, more than 25 books published in Ger-
many between 1575 and 1842 report that Slavs 
have lived in Germany at some point. Chertkov’s 
comment is: “The Serbs … have settled all across 
the modern Saxony; in the V century they were 
already the masters of all the Baltic lands between 
Hamburg and our provinces on the Baltic coast… 
They were the builders of Leipzig, Dolitsch, Ro-
hlitsch and Dresden” ([152], page 146). 

All these books and every single piece of such 
evidence was put out of circulation owing to the 
labours of the Millerian and Romanovian school. 
The representatives of the latter have replaced the 
whole bulk of authentic documental evidence by 
a single chronicle (the Radzivilovskaya Letopis). 
Then they have made everyone believe that there 
was but a single source for the history of the an-
cient Russia – the one they had edited themselves. 



1.  
A GENERAL CHARACTERISTIC OF 

GEOGRAPHICAL TRACTATES

1.1. The time most Scandinavian tractates 
on geography were written

In the present chapter we shall be referring to the 
research of Y. A. Melnikova as covered in [523], 
wherein she provides the results of her study of a 
great many Scandinavian maps and works on ge-
ography. Her book gives us access to many rare 
mediaeval materials, which turned out to bear di-
rect relation to our reconstruction of global histo-
ry. The information related by the mediaeval Scan-
dinavian geographers has survived, fortunately 
enough. Basically, much of the information con-
tained in those sources is in perfect correspond-
ence with our reconstruction. Naturally enough, it 
is anything but easy to notice – one needs to delve 
into an array of formal materials that initially strike 
one as tedious – maps covered in names, involved 
geographical ruminations and so forth. Anything 
but an easy read, in other words. 

We have therefore done the following. We have 
systematised the historical and geographical in-
formation from Scandinavian sources and com-
piled a table of emerging mediaeval geographical 
identifications, basing it on the abovementioned 

book of Y. A. Melnikova entitled “The Geograph-
ical Works of the Ancient Scandinavia” ([523]). 
The resulting table can be found at the end of the 
present book. The readers are free to use it for 
drawing their own conclusions. For the mean-
time, we shall merely tell about the conquest of 
the world and the identity of the conquerors as 
described by Scandinavian geographers. 

Let us begin with relating the contents of Y. A. 
Melnikova’s work in more detail. Her book con-
tains actual mediaeval Scandinavian texts as both 
originals and Russian translations, which reflect 
the Scandinavian conceptions of the geography 
of the world, primarily the regions adjacent to 
Scandinavia. 

It turns out that there are no written Scan-
dinavian geographical sources in existence that 
would predate the XII century. Y. A. Melniko-
va acknowledges that “although this knowledge 
did not exist in the written form before the XII 
century, it had been kept alive by the populace” 
([523], page 28). 

The second half of her phrase is the already 
well familiar abstract hypothesis concerning “oral 
tradition” favoured by historians, similar to that 
about the poems of Homer, equalling some 700 
pages of text in a modern book in volume, learnt 
by heart by generations of sheepherders and kept 
alive in popular memory for several centuries be-
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Scaligerian sediment, using the results of our re-
search, among other things. 

We know the following about the Scandina-
vian geographical tractates. According to Y. A. 
Melnikova, “In the XIII-XIV century these works 
were tremendously popular – in Iceland, first and 
foremost. They have been copied and reworked a 
great many times, and also included into special 
compilations – the “encyclopaedias” … that came 
before the chronicles and the annals. More than 
20 manuscripts that include geographical trac-
tates and maps have survived until our day: 8 of 
them date from the XIII-XV century, 1 – from the 
XVI century, 5 – from the XVII century and 7 – 
from the XVIII century. Apart from that, we have 
a number of XIV-XVII century manuscripts at 
our disposal, which contain the Norwegian trans-
lation of the Bible with an extensive geographi-
cal description… 

They are based on the immediate familiarity 
of the Scandinavians with the Ancient Russia … 
[They] also shed some light over some important 
historical moments in the life of the ancient Rus-
sian kingdom” ([523], page 5). 

The words of Y. A. Melnikova turn out pro-
phetic, although she means it in a less explicit way 
than we do. As we shall see, geographical tractates 
from Scandinavia do indeed pour a great amount 
of unexpectedly bright light over the history of 
the Ancient Russia. 

1.2. The physical appearance of the first maps 

Scandinavian maps of the XIII-XVII century as 
applied to geographical tractates are still a far 
cry from their modern equivalents. Moreover, 
quite often they aren’t actual maps in the mod-
ern meaning of the word. Even their outward-
ly appearance is drastically different from what 
we’re accustomed to associate with geographi-
cal maps. They were usually drawn in a circular 
shape, divided into several parts by straight lines, 
with a list of countries included in a given part of 
the world inside each segment. 

Such maps are therefore lists of geographical 
names rather than maps  – they are distributed 
across the three parts of the world, namely, Asia, 

Europe and Africa. In figs. 11.1, 11.2, 11.3, 11.4, 
11.5 and 11.6 the reader can see a couple of such 
maps. Incidentally, the globe is divided into three 
parts with the aid of a Christian T-shaped cross 
on quite a few of them. 

The important thing is that the maps we see 
before us are really very old – they correspond to 
the very dawn of the European cartography start-
ing with the XIII-XV century. These maps are 
still very approximate and abstract. These maps 
are hardly of any interest to us insofar as graphi-
cal representations of countries are concerned – 
those are very often nonexistent. Our attention 
is really drawn to the lists of countries and cities, 
as well as the indications of borders, population 
and migrations. 

1.3. The same name with slight variations 
can be found all across the world on the map

Names, whether personal or geographical, were 
more prone to keeping their consonants intact 
than their vowels as they transformed. One of 
the reasons behind this effect is that the ancients 
often omitted vocalizations from their transcrip-
tions of names, using nothing but the consonants. 
Vowels are a later addition, often made on the 
basis of a priori hypotheses concerning the geo-
graphical localisation of a given text or its dating. 
Therefore, the consonant skeletons are of a par-
ticular interest to us. 

For instance, the names Galicia, Galatia and 
Gaul have similar consonant skeletons, namely, 
GLC, GLT and GL. 

1) Galatia = Galaciam = Galacia = Galathia = 
Galatina = Gulatia is an area in the centre of Asia 
Minor ([523], page 204). 

2) Galicia, Galacia or Galizo is an area in the 
North of Spain ([523], page 204).

3) Galilea, Gallilea or Galilee is an area in 
modern Palestine ([523], page 204). 

4) Gallia = Gaul, a Roman province on the ter-
ritory of modern France ([523], page 204). 

5) Galacia, or Gallacia = Russia of Galitsk and 
Volynsk, and also the Galich Principality in the 
region of Upper Volga. Let us also recollect the 
city of Galich (see [517] and the glossary table 
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that we have compiled in accordance with the 
materials of V. I. Matouzova as cited in Chron4, 
Chapter 15:1.5. 

Therefore, if some source tells us about the 
events that took place in a certain land of GLL 
(unvocalized), we have to make it absolutely clear 
whether the area in question locates in Spain, 
Asia Minor, France, Galitsk and Volynsk Russia, 
or the Galich Principality.

The example that we have cited might give one 
a rough idea of just how much our understand-
ing of history depends on the correct geographi-
cal localisation of the ancient events. 

We must also remember that some nations 
(Europeans, for instance) read text from left to 
right, whereas others favour the reverse direc-
tion (the Arabs etc). One also has to bear this in 
mind during the analysis of the ancient names, 
geographical as well as personal. 

Apart from that, many of the most important 
mediaeval geographical names would drift across 
the map over the course of time. As a result, we 
have to deal with the following effects today. 

1) On the one hand, the same name could be 
used for referring to different geographical re-
gions in different historical epochs. 

2) On the other hand, a single country could 
be known under a variety of names. 

The same refers to the names of nations, cit-
ies, rivers, etc. 

1.4. The multiplication of names on the 
world map: when and how did it happen?

The example with Galicia as cited above is far 
from being the only one. There are many of 
them. In particular, we shall cite a large number 
of such examples at the end of the present book. 
This effect becomes less and less pronounced to-
day, which is why we have to turn to mediaeval 
sources for better representation. The similarities 
between many names localised in different parts 
of Eurasia (often located at a great distance from 
each other), Africa and America are manifest to 
a much greater extent. These similarities eventu-
ally became erased from memory. 

The name Ross disappeared from the map of 

Britain, qv in the geographical atlases of the XVI-
II century ([1018] and [1019]) as mentioned in 
Chron4. 

Nowadays it becomes more and more diffi-
cult to find the name Rousillon on the map of the 
South of France, while France itself is no longer 
known as Gaul (the same as Galatia), which was 
the case in the Middle Ages. 

The name Persia is also absent from the mod-
ern map, replaced by Iran. However, mediaeval 
maps depicted Persia, Paris, Prussia and B-Russia 
(or White Russia). There was also the word Pars, 
which used to refer to a large region or country 
in the XVI-XVII century ([1018] and [1019]). It 
must have applied to different parts of White Rus-
sia, or P-Russia, originally. 

The mediaeval Italian Palestrina disappeared 
from modern maps, giving way to Palestine in the 
Middle East. This name must have appeared here 
in the XVII-XVIII century the earliest. 

The Kingdom of Jerusalem on the Cyprus is 
also no longer present on modern maps. 

The modern map of Russia won’t tell us any-
thing about the large Galich Principality on the 
Volga (or the same old Galatia), yet it had still ex-
isted in the map of the XVIII century. 

The former name of Russia used by foreign-
ers (The Great Tartary) cannot be found in any 
modern map. 

We could have stretched this list onto several 
pages. More details can be found in the section 
at the end of the book. 

The actual process of information becoming 
forgotten and desynchronised is perfectly natu-
ral. The loss and the permutations of informa-
tion occur independently in different countries. 

However, in this case we are confronted by 
an important question. When and how did such 
amazing uniformity of names manifest in the me-
diaeval world, given the imperfection of the com-
munication means used in that epoch? It appears 
to have been the result of some relatively short-
termed “geographical explosion,” which has scat-
tered multiple copies of a single name all across 
the world map. The uniformity has eventually be-
come obliterated due to the independence of lo-
cal changes from each other. 
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ble. It comprises a whole chapter at the end of the 
present book. As a result, we came up with an al-
phabetic list, with each section corresponding to 
the information about one nation or another, its 
habitat, conquerors (or conquered nations) etc.

2) Various names of this nation as known to 
the Scandinavians. As a result, it turned out that 
some peoples and the countries they inhabited 
had a variety of different names as used in one 
or another geographical tractate. All such identi-
fications (discovered by ourselves as well as Y. A. 
Melnikova) were also indicated in our table. 

Moreover, we have complemented the analy-
sis of Y. A. Melnikova with the following method, 
formal but useful. If some mediaeval geograph-
ical tractate tells us that the land of A was also 
known as B, for instance, and another one men-
tions that the land of B was also known as C, we 
register this fact in the table as “group equality” 
(A = B = C). As a result, we have managed to col-
lect all the different names used for referring to 
the peoples and the countries they inhabited as 
found in different geographical tractates. 

We believe this systematic approach to be in-
evitable, since random unorganised wallowing 
through numerous geographical names and their 
synonyms is the surest way to get confused and 
ignore any regular pattern there might be. How-
ever, it turns out that regular patters do exist; still, 
they can only be seen once we collect the whole 
bulk of available material together, if only as an 
approximated list, so as to get the opportunity of 
evaluating the general picture. 

This empirico-statistical approach is the pri-
mary principle of all the research that we have 
conducted so far. When it becomes impossible to 
hold too great a volume of homogeneous informa-
tion in one’s head, it needs to be processed with 
the application of statistical methods. In the pres-
ent case this processing was minimal – it sufficed 
to collect and systematise all the names, their syn-
onyms, the reports of wars, migrations etc. 

The resulting picture is amazing from the 
viewpoint of Scaligerian history. One may get a 
more complete concept once one reads Part 6 of 
the present book. 

It has to be said that individual fragments of 

the “unusual” picture that has revealed itself to 
us have been pointed out by different histori-
ans for a great many reasons. However, none of 
them appear to have considered this information 
as a whole. Moreover, the most “bizarre” mediae-
val assertions that contradict Scaligerian history 
were usually ignored by the modern commenta-
tors and offhandedly declared to be “apparently 
erroneous.” We shall see many examples of such 
a tendentious attitude below. 

As we have already pointed out, the entire ta-
ble of geographical identification is given in Part 
6 of the present book. We shall only cover the 
identity of the Sons of Japheth and the identity of 
the ancestors of the Scandinavian and European 
nations according to the Scandinavian sources. 

2.  
JAPHETH AS THE SON OF THE BIBLICAL 

NOAH. THE NATION THAT BORE THIS NAME 
AND ITS GEOGRAPHICAL LOCALISATION

“I see no reason to either believe that Meshech, the 
grandson of Noah, was the forefather of the Slavic 
nation, nor to deny it.”

– M. V. Lomonosov ([493], page 56). 
 

2.1. The offspring of the Biblical Japheth 
populated all of Europe

The Great = “Mongolian” conquest appears to have 
become reflected in the Scandinavian geographi-
cal tractates of the Middle Ages as the legend about 
the descendants of Japheth populating the Earth. 
The Bible tells the same story – however, Scandi-
navian geographers relate it in much greater de-
tail, giving us the opportunity to see that the leg-
end really tells the story of either the “Mongolian” 
conquest, or its second stage, the Ottoman (or Ata-
man) conquest of the XV-XVI century. 

Almost all of the historical sources (mediae-
val, “ancient,” Biblical etc) are unanimous the de-
scendants of Japheth settling all across Europe, 
which was virtually void of populace prior to their 
advent. Apparently, “Japheth, Son of Noah, was 
to live in the Northern half of the world known 
as Europe” ([523], page 135). In fig. 11.7 we see 
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an ancient miniature portraying the three sons 
of Noah dividing the world. Shem ruled in Asia, 
Ham ruled in Africa, and Japheth – in Europe. 
The name Shem could be derived from MOS or 
MOSOCH, whereas Ham is Khan. 

The identity of the Sons of Japheth is therefore 
of great interest to us. This is how they are rep-
resented in Scandinavian chronicles and the Bi-
ble: “Japheth had seven sons. Their names were 
Gomer, Magoc, Madai, Iuvan, Thuval, Masok and 
Thirak” ([523], page 135). 

Further also: “The Bible also refers to the sev-
en sons of Japheth: ‘The sons of Japheth; Gomer, 
and Magog, and Madai, and Javan, and Tubal, and 
Meshech, and Tiras’ (Genesis, X:2). Jerome  … 
and Isidore … reproduce the same list, but use the 
name Masokh (or Mosoch) instead of Meshech” 
([523], page 137). The Slavic Bible renders this 
passage as shown in fig. 11.8. 

The following identifications make sense as 
per our reconstruction. 

Magog identifies as the “Mongols” (Great 
Ones) and the Goths. 

Javan is Ioann, or Ivan – possibly, Ivan Kalita, 
also known as Batu-Khan.

Tubal is Tobol, the Siberian region as a part of 
the “Mongolian” (Great) Empire. 

Meshech, or Mosoch = Moscow. The Russian 
word “muzhik,” which stands for “man” or “coun-
tryman” is likely to be derived from this name. 

Tiras = Turkey, also formerly a province of the 
Great = “Mongolian” Empire. 

Further on, Scandinavian sources contain a 
more detailed account of how the offspring of 
Japheth spread across the European and Asian 
countries, namely:

2.2. The first son, or the Biblical Magog

Magoc = Magon = Magog. He is believed to be 
the forefather of the Scythians and the Goths 
(Scythas et Gothos). Also, according to Scandi-
navian sources, the “land of Magog” can be iden-
tified as the Great Svitjod = Gardariki, or Russia 
([523], page 131). See more in re the Slavic iden-
tification of Russia as the land of Gardariki in Part 
6 of the present book. 

Further also: “Magog (also known as Magoc 
and Magon) is named as the forefather of the peo-
ples inhabiting the Great Svitjod (ascribed to Eu-
rope herein) … Isidore refers to Scythia in this 
context, as one may have expected: “Magog, who 
is supposed to have sired the Scythians and the 
Goths” ([523], pages 137 and 138). 

The Great Svitjod, or Scythia (see more about 
this Scandinavian identification in Part 6) = the 
“Mongolian” Empire was ascribed to both Eu-
rope and Asia. 

The above is in perfect correspondence with 
the real geographical location of Russia, which is 
partially European and partially Asian. Y. A. Mel-
nikova observes the following: “The Great Svit-
jod … is thus called an Asian land, which makes 
it populated by the offspring of Shem. And yet it 
is listed once again among the countries populat-
ed by the offspring of Japheth, or European coun-
tries… This must be explained … by the vague-
ness of the actual term of ‘Great Svitjod,’ usually 
coinciding with the Scythia of the ancient au-
thors” ([523], page 137). 

The mediaeval chronicler continues as fol-
lows: “Such are the lands in the part of the world 
known as Europe: The Great Svitjod, where Ma-
goc reigned” ([523], page 135). 

Further on it is reported: “Magon [the same as 
Magog = the Mongols (Great Ones) – Auth.] ruled 
in the Great Southern Svitjod” ([523], page 136). 

To sum up, we can see that the Scandinavi-
ans believed that the Biblical Magog = Goths = 
“Mongols,” or Great Ones, reigned in the Great 
Svitjod. This is perfectly correct  – they reigned 
in the Horde, or the Great Empire of the XIV-
XVI century. 

2.3. The second son, or the Biblical Madai

Madai = Madia. He is reported to have reigned 
in “Kulfingaland, which we call Gardariki [Russia, 
according to the Scandinavians – Auth.] – Madai 
was there” ([523], page 135). 

However, “Jerome locates the offspring of Ma-
dai in Midia… Isidore calls them Meians… In the 
oeuvre entitled ‘How the Earth was Populated…’ 
the Biblical ethnography is brought closer to the 
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real information about the lands and the peoples 
of the world… The offspring of Madai are there-
fore located in Gardariki (Russia), which is also 
known as Kulfingaland… The fact that no Western 
European authors mention Russia in their tractates 
does not bother the authors of the book [which 
surprises Y. A. Melnikova – Auth.], and they put 
Russia in the corresponding part of the list, know-
ing its disposition perfectly well” ([523], page 138). 

This latest observation of Y. A. Melnikova re-
veals to us a very curious circumstance. Ap-
parently, the Western European authors of the 
XVI-XVIII century were doing their best to avoid 
referring to Russia when they discussed the Bib-
lical geography. They were already under the 
influence of Scaligerian ideology, according to 
which the compilation of the Bible predates the 
nascence of the Russian state by an enormous 
amount of time. 

The Scandinavians weren’t quite as au fait with 
the “Scaligerian science,” and would occasionally 
write things that contradicted the Scaligerian ver-
sion of history, simultaneously concurring with 
our reconstruction. 

Thus, Scandinavians report that the Biblical 
“Madai [reigned in] Kulfingaland, which we call 
Gardariki” ([523], page 136). Madai is thus named 
as the ruler of the Ancient Russia. Scandinavians 
appear to have identified Magog as the Biblical 
Madai, or the Goths and the Mongols. The name 
Madai must mean the same as Midia – the land in 
the middle. Therefore, when Scandinavian chroni-
cles refer to the Biblical Madai, they actually reiter-
ate what we already know from the section on Ma-
gog. One gets the feeling that what we have before 
us is a mere duplication of information.

2.4. The third son, or the Biblical Javan (Ivan)

Iuban = Ioban = Josian = Javan = Iones ([523], 
page 131)  = Iuvan ([523], page 135), or simply 
Ioann (Ivan). 

According to the Scandinavians, the Bibli-
cal Javan ruled over Girkland  – Byzantium, or 
Greece, in other words ([523], page 136). We 
learn the following: “Jerome and Isidore call the 
descendants of Javan ‘Ionians, or Greeks’… The 

tractate ‘How the Earth was Populated…’ follows 
the general Christian tradition and also locates 
the descendants of Javan (Juban, or Jubal) in Byz-
antium (Greece)” ([523], page 138). 

The name Ioann, or Ivan is known to us per-
fectly well from the history of the “Mongolian” 
Empire. He identifies as Ivan Kalita, also known 
as Batu-Khan. Moreover, according to the Scan-
dinavians, the very name Girkland (Greece) de-
rives from the name Girgya, or Georgiy – in oth-
er words, Great Prince Georgiy Danilovich, also 
known as Genghis-Khan. 

It is noteworthy that the Scandinavian chron-
icle uses the following chronicle in reference to 
the Biblical Javan: “Iones, qui et Graeci” ([523], 
page 131). We see two names side by side – Ioann 
and Girgya (Greece, or Graecia). This is precisely 
how it should be, since Ivan Kalita and Georgiy = 
Grigoriy Danilovich were brothers. 

The Scandinavian chronicler was hardly famil-
iar with such intricate details of the XIV century 
Russian history – however, he has nevertheless re-
flected the proximity between the two names put-
ting them next to each other. 

2.5. The fourth son, or the Biblical Tiras (Turk)

Tirac = Tiras, or simply Turk. The identification 
of Tiras as the Turkish nation is recognized by 
Scaligerian history and considered to be known 
quite well. “After Jerome, Isidore  … locates the 
descendants of Tiras in Thracia: ‘It is said that Ti-
ras, son of Japheth, came to this land and called 
it Thracia’” ([523], page 138).

It is for this reason that we see the city of Ti-
raspol on the Dniester – the city of Tiras, in oth-
er words. 

The list of European countries ruled by the 
Turks according to the Scandinavian point of view 
is truly impressive. Here is a very vivid mediaeval 
quotation: “Thiras – over Bolgaroland [or Bulgar-
ia – Y. A. Melnikova] and Ungaroland [or Hunga-
ry – Y. A. Melnikova; see page 138], Saxland [or 
Germany – Y. A. Melnikova] and Frankland [or 
France – Y. A. Melnikova]” ([523], page 136). This 
list is worthy of pondering. Could it be a mere fan-
tasy of a mediaeval chronicler from Scandinavia?
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Apparently not. Independently from us, the 
Scandinavian author is de facto relating our re-
construction, according to which the political and 
military influence of the Great  = “Mongolian” 
Russian, Tartar and Turkish Empire spread over 
many Eurasian countries in the XIV-XVI centu-
ry, including Hungary, Germany, France and Bul-
garia. We have discussed it in detail in the sec-
tion about the Kingdom of Presbyter Johannes, 
or Russia (the Horde). 

It is interesting that Isidore, a Western Euro-
pean author, once again remains silent about the 
important fact that Tiras, or the “Mongols” (Great 
Ones) conquered such lands as Italy, Germany 
and France. Apparently, any recollection of the 
conquest must have been psychologically trau-
matising for the representatives of the Scaligeri-
an pro-Western historical school, and especially 
so for the new Western rulers of the XVII- XVIII 
century. 

Y. A. Melnikova is perfectly correct to mention 
the following: Scandinavians give a list of Europe-
an countries “excluded from the work of Isidore: 
Italy, or Rumverialand, Hungary, or Ungaraland, 
Saxony, or Saxland, and France, or Frankland” 
([523], page 138).

Apparently, the memory of the relatively re-
cent conquest of the Western Europe by the 
“Mongols” in the XIV century was deliberately 
and diligently subjected to obscurantism in the 
oeuvres of the Western European chroniclers and 
the historians of the XVII-XVIII century. Scandi-
navians lived at a distance, and must have been 
brainwashed more sparingly. 

The Gothic, or the “Mongolian” = Great Con-
quest of the Western Europe has also left its trace 
in architecture. Everybody knows the Gothic style 
of the churches, cathedrals and numerous other 
constructions of the Western Europe. It is par-
ticularly widespread in Germany, France and It-
aly. It is believed to be the legacy of the ancient 
Goths hailing from some mysterious land in the 
Orient. The Goths themselves, as modern histori-
ans are eager to explain, were ignorant barbarians 
without a doubt – horses, bows, arrows, animal 
hides, no literacy etc. And yet their “wild Goth-
ic spirit” is still supposed to be preserved by the 

luxurious Gothic cathedrals of the Western Eu-
rope in some unfathomable way. 

Another observation is as follows. As we can 
plainly see, Scandinavian chronicles actually re-
peat everything that they have already said in the 
section on Magog and Madai when they tell us 
about the descendants of Tiras, or the Turk. We 
see yet another information duplicate, which is 
nothing but a slightly altered reiteration of the 
same fact – the nascence of the enormous Great = 
Mongolian Empire in the XIV-XVI century. 

Corollary. The reconstruction that we suggest 
is supported by direct evidence of the mediaeval 
Scandinavian chroniclers  – one of its most im-
portant parts, at the very least. 

2.6. The fifth son, or the Biblical Tubal 
(Tobol)

Tubal, or Thuval is the next son of Japheth. This 
is what the mediaeval author tells us about him. 
Thubal reigned over “Spanialand [or Spain – Y. A. 
Melnikova], Rumverialand [or Italy – Y. A. Mel-
nikova], Svitjod [Sweden, or Russia, qv above – 
Auth.], Danmork [or Denmark – Y. A. Melniko-
va] and Norway” ([523], page 136). Melnikova 
points out that the name Svitjod must have also 
stood for Sweden. Incidentally, the Finnish name 
for Sweden is Ruotsi; it must be so similar to the 
word Russia for a good reason. 

Further also: “The author of the first edition 
of the tractate ascribes Hungary, Saxony, France 
and Spain to the countries inhabited by the off-
spring of Tubal. Initially … only the Iberians had 
ranked among them – the Spaniards, that is. Isi-
dore also mentions Italians … in the second edi-
tion of the tractate, the list is complemented by 
Sweden, Denmark and Norway ([523], page 138). 
As a matter of fact, the name Tubal as used in one 
of the chronicle’s versions is all but homonymic 
with the name Tobol ([523], page 131). 

And so, Scandinavians report that the off-
spring of Thubal, or Tubal, populated the follow-
ing Western European countries: Hungary, Ger-
many, Spain, France and Italy. 

What is the real identity of Tubal, or Tobol? 
The answer appears to be known to us already – 
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the Siberian part of the Great = “Mongolian” Em-
pire (or its Baltic part, also known as White). The 
name Tobol, which is still alive in the modern Si-
beria, must be a vestige of this name. The traces of 
the name Siberia exist in Europe, too – possibly, 
as Serbia on the Balkans and the Sorbs in Germa-
ny. It has to be said that German historical liter-
ature of the XVIII century devotes a great deal of 
attention to the battles between the Central Eu-
ropean Slavs (the Sorbs are named as their de-
scendants), Romans and the Germans. See more 
about these works in [152].

Later on, in the XVII-XVIII century, the “Mon-
golian” name Siberia became somewhat smaller 
in size and eventually left Europe for good, ri-
gidifying in its modern form, to the East of the 
Ural. The name Serbia lingered in the Balkans and 
stayed in Europe. As a matter of fact, Serbia is an 
Orthodox country, just like the whole Great  = 
“Mongolian” Empire of the XIV-XVI century. 

Thus, even here the Scandinavian chronicle, 
having told us about the Biblical Tubal, son of 
Japheth, actually repeats what it was saying above, 
namely, that the Great = “Mongolian” Empire had 
comprised Hungary, Germany, Spain, France and 
Italy. 

By the way, why didn’t the European Isidore 
object to the conquest of the abovementioned 
European countries by the Biblical Tobol? After 
all, he did keep silent about the conquest of It-
aly, Germany and France by the Biblical Tiras. 
The reason must be that Tobol wasn’t known to 
the West European authors quite as well as Tiras 
(the Turks), Magog (the Mongols) or Rosh (Rus-
sia). Isidore wasn’t aware of what the name Tobol 
had really stood for, and decided to leave it intact. 

Thus, having noticed nothing suspicious in the 
conquests of the Biblical Tobol, Isidore decided 
to leave this information intact, involuntarily al-
lowing us a glimpse into the true history of the 
Western Europe in the Middle Ages. As we can 
see, it turns out completely different from how 
it is known to us by the works of the Scaligerian 
historical school. 

Just as we have mentioned it in Chron4, the 
publishers of the English version of the Bible left 
the word Tobol intact, although the dangerous 

name Rosh was edited out as too obvious a ref-
erence to the ancient Russia. However, Tobol was 
considered harmless, and quite fortunately so. 

2.7. The sixth son, or the Biblical Gomer

Gomer is said to have reigned in Italy, Den-
mark, Sweden and Norway ([523], page 135). He 
is called the forefather of the Etruscans ([574], 
page 4). 

The Etruscans identify as the Russians, who 
came to Italy during the Great  = “Mongolian” 
conquest of the XIV century. We shall cover this 
in detail below. The actual name Gomer still ex-
ists in Turkey – transcribed as Omar.

2.8. The seventh son, or the Biblical 
Meshech (Mosoch)

Mosoch, or Meshech, was the ruler of Gaul and 
Cappadoccia in particular ([523], page 135). This 
is an obvious enough reference to the Muscovite 
State, or Moscovia. 

Gomer and Meshech are the two last sons of 
Japheth. We have no need for giving a detailed list 
of the countries that they conquered and populat-
ed – let us simply cite the final result in accord-
ance with the analysis made by Y. A. Melnikova. 

She reports the following: “Jerome locates the 
descendants of Homer in Galatia… The second 
edition of the tractate interprets the name of the 
region as Gaul… The first edition simply carries 
on with the traditional list: Italy (Rumverialand), 
Denmark, Sweden and Norway… Hungary, Sax-
ony, France, Germany, Italy and the Scandinavi-
an countries are united into a single group… Ac-
cording to Jerome and Isidore, the descendants of 
Meshech populated Cappadoccia… The second 
edition keeps the same attribution; the second 
adds Gaul” ([523], pages 138 and 139). 

However, we won’t learn anything new from 
here, either. We see a repetition of the same sce-
nario, namely, that Meshech (Moscovia) and 
Gomer the Etruscan (the Russian) populated 
many lands of the colonised Western Europe 
apart from their ancient homeland of Russia, or 
the Horde. 
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2.9. Thus, who are the sons of the Biblical 
Japheth?

Our explanation is as follows. In the XIV centu-
ry Europe was populated by the descendants of 
Japheth, or the descendants of the Biblical Ma-
gog – the Mongols and the Goths, in other words. 
Scandinavians state it explicitly that Magog and 
the Turks (more generally – the “Mongols,” the 
Goths, the Turks and the Tartars) settled far be-
yond their natural habitat, in such countries of 
the Western Europe as Germany, Italy, France, 
Hungary, Spain, Bulgaria, Sweden, Denmark and 
Norway. 

We come up with virtually the entire territo-
ry of the Western Europe. It turns out that the 
Great  = Mongolian Empire spread the zone of 
its influence, military as well as political, over a 
much wider territory than it is assumed today – 
the entire Western Europe, for instance. 

We cannot quite understand the reason why 
the Great = “Mongolian” Empire is referred to as 
Japheth in the Bible. The unvocalized version of the 
name is PhT. It could be that the unvocalized PhT 
and TT had simply stood for Tartary, given the fre-
quent flexion of the sounds F and T. It is for a good 
reason that the Russian Empire was still referred to 
on the maps as the Great Tartary – all the way up 
to the XVIII century. If our hypothesis is correct, 
Japheth is the mediaeval name of the Russian (or 
Tartar) Empire. Its seven sons, or tribes, conquered 
many lands, including the Western Europe. Then 
the Empire fell apart in the XVII century, losing 
control over the Western Europe. 

The Scandinavian text repeated virtually the 
same thing seven times in reference to the sev-
en sons of Japheth, who had populated Europe – 
namely, we find out that the nations of the Great = 
“Mongolian” Empire conquered the Western Eu-
rope and then settled all across its territory, re-
maining in control of the lands for some time. 

The “Seven sons of Japheth” as mentioned in 
the Bible must be the seven main nations, or re-
gions, that were part of the Great Empire, namely: 

1) Magog = the “Mongols” = the Great Ones = 
the Goths, 

2) Madai (the same “Mongols”), 

3) Ivan or Ivans (from Ivan Kalita, or Batu- 
Khan), 

4) The Turks, or the Tartars – Tiras, 
5) Tobol, or the Siberian part of the Russian 

Empire (the Horde), or Balty (White Horde). 
6) Gomer – the Etruscan state in Italy, or yet 

another result of the XIV century “Mongolian” 
invasion. See more about it below. 

7) Meshech – Moscovia. 
Actually, the Scandinavian rendition is al-

most completely similar to the Biblical. There-
fore, everything that we have said above can be 
fully applied to the Bible as well. 

Therefore, these crucial sections of the Bi-
ble, including the corresponding chapters of the 
Book of Genesis, were written or underwent a fi-
nal edition (and a substantial one, at that) in the 
XIV century of the New Era the earliest. This is in 
good correspondence with the conclusions made 
from the statistical analysis of the Biblical books, 
qv in Chron1 and Chron2. 

Further on, it shall be expedient to bear in 
mind that the Ancient Russia was also known as 
Ruthenia, Ruthena and Ruthia ([517]). See also 
Part 6 of the present book. 

3.  
THE TROJAN CONQUEST OF EUROPE

Scandinavian geographers report that the nation 
of Thracia populated Svitjod and later the whole 
of Norway, whence the Thracians travelled to Ice-
land and Greenland as settlers ([523], page 65). 
The information is interesting enough for us to 
study it at greater length.

3.1. The origins of the settlers who 
populated Russia, Norway, Iceland and 

Greenland

This is what the mediaeval author tells us: “Tra-
cia was initially populated by Thiras [the Turks – 
Auth.], son of Japheth and the grandson of Noah. 
Many ancient books report that the settlers came 
to Svitjod from these parts, then from Svitjod to 
Norway, and from Norway to Iceland, and from 
Iceland to Greenland” ([523], page 65). 
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Modern commentary is as follows: “The leg-
end about the population of the Scandinavian 
countries by the Asian settlers was famous in the 
ancient Scandinavian historical literature in the 
XIII-XIV century ([523], page 71). 

3.2. It turns out that Europe, Britain and 
Scandinavia were populated by either the 

Turks or the Asian Trojans

Another mediaeval Scandinavian author reports 
the following: “In the beginning of every vera-
cious stories told in the North we encounter the 
reference to the fact that the whole North was 
conquered by the Turks and the Asians. One can 
therefore make the reliable claim that their lan-
guage accompanied them to the North – the one 
that we call the Nordic language. It was spoken 
in Saxland [Germany – Auth.], Danmorku [Den-
mark  – Auth.] and Svitjod [Russia  – Auth.], as 
well as in Norway and a certain part of England” 
([523], page 95). 

This ancient evidence is in good concurrence 
with our reconstruction, according to which the 
first great empire was founded by the Byzantines 
and its lifespan covers the XI-XIII century. After 
its decomposition in the XIII-XIV century as a re-
sult of the Trojan = Gothic War, all of its former 
provinces ceased to obey the centre and became 
independent states. Initially, they were led by the 
representatives of Byzantine nobility, which had 
fled Byzantium as a result of its fragmentation 
and settled in different lands. This must have tak-
en place in the XIII-XIV century. They took their 
Byzantine chronicles and documents along. 

However, the Imperial baton was immediate-
ly taken from the hands of the weakened Byzan-
tium by “Mongolia” = Russia (Horde) of the XIV 
century, which proceeded with the conquest of 
the world for the purpose of restoring the Empire. 

Since the history of Byzantium and Russia (or 
the Horde) is closely tied to the history of Thra-
cia, or Turkey, it is quite natural that remote peo-
ples may have perceived the invasion of the Byz-
antines and the Asians from the Horde as a Turkic 
expansion. It is remarkable that the Scandinavi-
an chronicle tells us the exact same thing: “Thra-

cia is the same as Girkland. Its first dweller was 
Tiras, son of Japheth” ([523], page 96). In Part 6 
of the present book we cite some evidence taken 
from Scandinavian tractates that proves Girkland 
to be the same as Byzantium. 

Apparently, the Scandinavians perceived Thra-
cia, Turkey, Byzantium and Russia, or the Horde, 
as a single state. Moreover, Scandinavian docu-
ments may have been referring to the second 
conquest of Europe by the Ottomans, or the Ata-
mans, in the XV-XVI century when they wrote 
about the Turks and the Asians settling in Europe; 
this conquest became reflected in the Bible as the 
“conquest of the promised land,” qv in Chron6. 

3.3. The exodus of the Trojans from 
Byzantium in the XIII-XIV century virtually 

coincided with the beginning of the 
“Mongolian” conquest

The “exodus from Byzantium” of the XIII century 
and the “Mongolian” conquest of the XIV centu-
ry that came in its wake, resulted in the occupa-
tion of the key positions of power in the former 
provinces of Byzantium by the “Mongols” and the 
natives of the former imperial centre. The newly 
formed countries received the legacy of the an-
cient Byzantine and the new “Mongolian” chron-
icles, which had been brought from Czar-Grad 
and Russia, or the Horde. These chronicles were 
subsequently integrated in the local history. 

This had happened because the Byzantine and 
“Mongolian” origins of these chronicles were for-
gotten, and they were erroneously perceived as 
the description of the local events, and not the 
large-scale Imperial ones. This must have been 
the case with the initial parts of the insular his-
tory of England, qv in Chron4, France, Germa-
ny, Prussia (or P-Russia), Italy, Spain, Scandina-
via and even the remote China. 

On the one hand, it appears as though we learn 
of the conquest of the desolate and sparsely pop-
ulated areas of Europe and Asia. On the other 
hand, after the fall of Byzantium in the XIII cen-
tury, its former provinces, or themae, automati-
cally fell into the hands of the Byzantines for a 
certain period of time. These provinces had also 
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been ruled by Byzantine governors formerly. Af-
ter the fall of Czar-Grad the local governors be-
came independent rulers, who must have been 
very pleased by this fact and hastened to segre-
gate from the weakening Constantinople. This 
political process of redistributed power was nat-
ural and understandable perfectly well. However, 
this must have lasted for a rather short time. Soon 
Europe and Eurasia in general were swarmed by 
the wave of the Great = “Mongolian” conquest of 
the XIV century. The time of anarchy and chaos 
was over. The “Mongolian” Empire was formed. 

It is very interesting that the famous histori-
an John Malalas describes the Western Europe 
of that day and age as a savage land with no cit-
ies. He writes: “There were no cities or courts in 
the West, people have simply lived there the way 
they did since these lands were populated by the 
tribe of Japheth” ([338], page 28). It turns out that 
life had still been very simple in many parts of 
the Western Europe – people neither built cities, 
nor any other fortifications of any kind. Thus, the 
“Mongols,” or the Great Ones, could easily con-
quer the West with bare hands. 

Also, the “Asian colonisation” must have im-
plied something beyond mere colonisation and 
the relocation of the ruling cliques from Byzan-
tium and the Horde to the provinces from the 
centre. Asia was called “Asia-Land,” which may 
have initially stood for Isa-Land, or the Land of 
Jesus, since, according to our reconstruction, Je-
sus Christ had lived in Constantinople, or Jerusa-
lem, or Troy, and got crucified there (1152-1185). 
Therefore, this whole land was named after him; 
hence “Asia-Land,” later to become Asia. 

Byzantium of the XII-XIII century and the 
enormous “Mongolian” Empire of the XIV-XVI 
century were Christian countries. Therefore, the 
“Asian expansion” must also have resulted in the 
propagation of the Christian religion. This is how 
it came to Russia from Byzantium, for instance. It 
is likely that the main force that had held Byzan-
tium, and later the “Mongolian” Empire together 
was Christianity as the official religion. Thus, the 
geographical borders of the Empire were more 
or less the same than the borders of the Chris-
tian lands. Christianity had still been unified in 

the XII-XV century – the schism that resulted in 
the nascence of the Orthodox Christianity, Ca-
tholicism, Islam, Judaism, Buddhism etc hap-
pened later.

Let us return to the old Scandinavian chroni-
cles and their reports of Europe and its northern 
parts colonised by Asian invaders. As we have 
mentioned above, Byzantium fell apart as a re-
sult of the Trojan, or Gothic War of the XIII cen-
tury. After the fall of Troy, or Constantinople, the 
Trojans flee the country and found new ones af-
ter long wanderings. The “Mongols” come imme-
diately in their wake. We may well assume that 
Scandinavian chroniclers named the Trojans as 
the founders of their country. 

Our prediction is confirmed. The Scandinavi-
an chronicler continues his narration concerning 
the colonization of Germany, Denmark, Russia, 
Norway and Britain by the Turks and the Asians 
as follows: “This nation was led by Odin, Son of 
Thor; he had many sons” ([523], page 95). 

The name Thor must be related to the names 
Troy, Turk, Tartar etc. Thor, the Scandinavian god 
of thunder, must be of Turkish, Tartar or Trojan 
origin. The name Odin is similar to the Slavic 
word for “one,” which is “odin.” We must recol-
lect that the Russian Czars were called Autocrats, 
which meant that they were the sole rulers of the 
entire country and didn’t share their power with 
anyone. This might be the possible etymology of 
the Scandinavian name Odin. 

3.4. True stories of medieval Scandinavians 
do not agree with Scaliger history

These stories of the chronicler cause distrust 
among modern commentators. It is clear why. 
They are formed on the erroneous concept of Scal-
iger-Petavius.

For example, E. A. Melnikova writes: “By the 
mid-thirteenth century due to the growth and 
strengthening of the national identity in the Scan-
dinavian countries a creative interpretation of 
world history begins to play an important role. 

Numerous sagas of the XIII century (“Young-
er Edda” by Snorri Sturluson, “The Saga of Skel-
dung,” “The Third Grammatical Treatise,” “The 
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Saga of Sturlung,” etc.) tell us about that the de-
scendants of the Trojan king Priam (or simply na-
tives of Troy), under the rule of the chief called 
Odin, that moved from Asia to the north of Europe 
(hence their name “Ases”) and settled in the Scan-
dinavian countries (the description of their settle-
ment of the country is structurally close to the sto-
ry of the settlement of Earth by the sons of Noah).

Thus [concludes Melnikova], the Scandinavi-
an peoples not only found themselves involved 
in the general course of the history of Europe-
an peoples, but also acquired illustrious ances-
tors” [523], p.98.

It is unlikely that all similar stories were in-
vented by the Scandinavians exclusively for “en-
nobling” their past. Likely, they were mostly tell-
ing the truth. It’s not their fault that the truth 
contradicted the later invented concept of Scal-
iger-Petavius, the one that turned out to be erro-
neous. In our reconstruction, most of these Scan-
dinavian statements become natural and under-
standable.

Let us recall here the Kingdom of Prester John. 
That is how the Western Europeans called the 
Great = “Mongolian” Russ-Horde of the XIV-XV 
centuries, see above. If the Scandinavians said 
that their country was inhabited by Asians and 
Scythians – that is, from Russia = from the King-
dom of Prester John – then it should be expected 
that in Scandinavian chronicles, we will encoun-
ter a memory of Ioann – the king and the “pro-
genitor” of the Scandinavian people.

Our prediction turns true. Indeed, the “eu-
hemeristic interpretation of the origin of pagan 
gods in Scandinavia became possible only after 
the establishment of Christianity… It is directly 
related to the “scholarly” legend of the origin of 
the Scandinavians from Asia … where the Ases 
and Vans (that is, the Vans are descendants of 
Ivan  = Ioann  – Auth.) are regarded as some of 
the Eastern kings, whom the people, seeing their 
wisdom and good fortune, began to offer sacri-
fices” ([523], p. 99).

According to our reconstruction, it follows 
that all similar Scandinavian texts were writ-
ten not earlier than the XIV century, when the 
Kingdom of Prester John = Ioann = Ivan, that is, 

Great = “Mongolian” Russia-Horde has reached 
a great influence.

3.5. Other European countries were also 
supposedly mistaken presuming that their 

nations descended from the Trojans

It turns out that not only Scandinavians “enno-
bled” their past,” inventing noble ancestors.”

E. A. Melnikova continues: “Ethnogenetic leg-
ends of the same type appear around the same 
time (that is, in XIII-XIV centuries – Auth.) in a 
number of other European countries; this fis re-
flected in such stories as “The History of the Kings 
of Britain” by Geoffrey of Monmouth (1130-1140), 
The Chronicle of the Abbey of Saint- Denis (about 
1300), etc.” [523], p.98.

It follows from our reconstruction that all the 
above mentioned medieval authors were, appar-
ently, right. It puts many things in their right place 
and removes the suspicions expressed sometimes 
by commentators about alleged ignorance or “na-
tionalistic tendencies” among medieval chroni-
clers. Historians, by the way, can also be under-
stood. They are loaded with the Scaliger’s erro-
neous conception.

E. A. Melnikova mentioned here Geoffrey of 
Monmouth – one of the main chroniclers of an-
cient English history. We talked a lot about him in 
the book “New Chronology of Russia.” As it was 
shown, the initial period of English history is cop-
ied from Byzantium and Russia-Horde Chroni-
cles. Moreover, the Scaligerian dating of the life of 
Geoffrey of Monmouth by the twelfth century is 
likely incorrect. According to our reconstruction, 
it should be  moved past the XIV-XV centuries.

Let’s return to the Scandinavians. E. A.Melniko-
va notes: “In no other country, this “scholarly” leg-
end has spread as much as in Scandinavian coun-
tries, where it quickly replaced the vague-myth-
ological traditions of pagan time” ([523], p. 98).

Our good luck is that such authentic testimo-
nies are preserved, although presently they are 
mocked by the erring followers of the Scaligeri-
an version of history. Just listen to the Scandina-
vian chroniclers, paying attention to their words. 
And that’s what we’ll hear.
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3.6. The settlement of England by the 
Britons – the Trojans and their descendants 

in the XIII-XIV centuries AD

“Brutus was called the man, descendant in the 
fourth generation of Aeneas by name Bruti and 
nicknamed Britto when he arrived. After him was 
named Britain, which is now called England, and 
before – Britland” ([523], p. 97).

Apparently, it’s true. According to our re-
construction, the “antique” Aeneas probably is 
the biblical Noah, reflected as well as medieval 
Charles of Anjou (supposedly of the XIII centu-
ry) one of the “antique” Trojans, leaves Byzan-
tium-Troy after the Trojan War of the XIII cen-
tury. Moreover, he founded new kingdoms in Eu-
rope. If Brutus is his descendant in the fourth 
generation, then these events occurred later than 
the XIV-XV centuries.

All this agrees well with our reconstruction 
of English history, see the book “The New Chro-
nology of Russia.” Besides, the legends of “an-
cient Aeneas” reflected the events of the XV cen-
tury – the conquest and colonization of America 
by the Biblical Noah = Aeneas = Columbus, see 
the book “Biblical Russia.”

Modern commentators believe that the quot-
ed story was borrowed by Scandinavians from the 
“Saga of the Britons” (allegedly of the XIII cen-
tury), existing in the “Book of Hauk” ([523], p. 
101). “It describes in detail the history of the set-
tlement in Britain of Brutus, a descendant of the 
Trojan kings… By this name was called the en-
tire country” ([523], p. 101).

4.  
SLAVIC CONQUEST OF EUROPE ALLEGEDLY 

OF THE VI-VII CENTURIES AD AS ONE OF 
THE REFLECTIONS OF THE RUSSIAN 

“MONGOLIAN” CONQUEST OF THE XIV-XV 
CENTURIES

The corollary is this: in an unbiased and frank 
Scandinavian story about settlement and con-
quest of Europe by the descendants of the Mon-
gols, the Goths, the Turks and the Tatars, was re-
flected the military and political conquest of a sig-

nificant part of the still underpopulated Western 
Europe during the Great =”Mongolian” invasion 
of the XIV century. It was also called Scythian in-
vasion in Western Europe. According to our re-
construction, Scandinavian geographic treatises 
and the Bible repeatedly speak of it as the settle-
ment of the world by the descendants of Japheth.

This colonization was not entirely forgotten by 
Western Europeans in XVII-XVIII centuries. As a 
result of an artificial shift down in time, because 
of an error in the date of the Nativity of Christ 
(dated by us by the XII century), it was moved 
into the deep past – in the “early Middle Ages.” 
And it was reflected there in the form of well-
known in Scaliger’s history Gothic  – Hunnic  – 
Slavic conquest of Europe allegedly of the V-VI 
centuries. The result is a downward shift of about 
1,000 years. Then it was declared the “wild, bar-
baric invasion,” in general, very bad thing.

By the way, the “Mongolian” colonization of 
the barren lands of Europe and Asia, supposedly 
V-VI centuries, is called in many historical texts 
“the Great migration of peoples.” Reading the 
word “great” in Greek, we get “megalion,” that 
is simply the Mongolian migration of peoples. 
Which completely corresponds to the essence of 
the matter. It’s about the “Mongolian” = great in-
vasion of Western Europe and Eurasia in the XIV 
century. It was also called the Migration Period.

As we have already said, in the XVII-XVIII 
centuries, apparently, the work “to improve its 
history” was carried out in the countries of West-
ern Europe, externely unobtrusive for the com-
mon population, but with far-reaching conse-
quences. Psychologically and politically unpleas-
ant moments were carefully pruned from the 
history of the XIV-XVI centuries. Probably, this 
activity was conducted secretly, in any case, was 
not widely advertised. This was not difficult, be-
cause the writing of the” correct “ history of an-
tiquity was concentrated in the hands of a rela-
tively small group of people: Scaliger, Petavius, 
partly astronomer Kepler, etc. This circumstance, 
the small number of the “creators of new histo-
ry” is an important and well-known fact, but usu-
ally, it is not considered particularly important.

The produce of this activity was then, with vis-
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ible efforts, canonized and adopted “for compul-
sory study” in the school and university educa-
tion, as well as in scientific practice in general. 
Nevertheless, the true historical evidence fortu-
nately survived; in the European Chronicles of 
the XVII-XVIII centuries, and even more on the 
frontiers of the then Western European world, for 
example, in Scandinavia. Although the Scandina-
vian tractates that have survived to us are already 
covered with a thick layer of Scaligerianship, the 
traits of true history manifest themselves clearly. 
Probably, the organizers of the “improvement of 
Western history” did not think “to clear” the ar-
chives of remote countries.

It is quite difficult to completely eradicate all 
traces of the truth, although they tried very hard. 
In the XVII-XVIII centuries many voluminous 
treatises on world chronology were written. “Un-
desirable” chronicles were pushed into the shad-
ows, the authors, who for some reason did not fit 
into the Scaliger’s history, were declared ignorant. 
The distorted version of history was obligatory for 
studying at schools and universities, and then it 
was introduced into broad public consciousness.

But with the development of science, more and 
more new contradictions began to be revealed. 
In our opinion, its volume has already exceeded 
the limits when the scientific question should be 
raised: Is the Scaliger chronology accurate?

Therefore, we propose for scientific discussion 
a new trimmed chronology, built on the basis of 
propriotary mathematical, astronomical and sta-
tistical methods.

While developing a new concept, we drew at-
tention to the medieval pieces of evidence that 
had escaped the possible “cleansing.” The Scandi-
navian geographic tractates considered here are 
also among them. Under the pressure of these tes-
timonies, we must admit that the role of Ancient 
Russia in the medieval world of the XIV-XVI cen-
turies was not quite the same as the Scaliger ver-
sion shows us. Moreover, it is entirely different.

We emphasize once again that it is wrong to 
think that historical documents, including West-
ern European ones, are silent about everything 
that we have told. They say a lot, one just has to 
listen to them anew. As we tried to show above, 

our analysis is based on medieval documents. All 
such information is generally well preserved. In 
fact, we did not invent anything, but only quoted 
medieval pieces of evidence. We only suggest is 
to look at all this data with a new, open-minded 
look, based on a new concise chronology elabo-
rated on the basis of mathematical methods.

5.  
COMPARISON OF THE WEST AND THE 

EAST IN THE WORKS OF A.S. KHOMYAKOV

5.1. About Alexey Stepanovich Khomyakov 

We are aware that the perception of this paragraph 
can cause the reader a certain psychological dis-
comfort. Because all that we have said is very con-
trary to the picture of the relationship between 
East and West, instilled in us since childhood. 
Broadly, but quite accurately, the traditional view 
can be described with the words: “enlightened free 
West” vs “ backward slave East.” In this opposition, 
Russia is usually referred to as the East.

All described above breaks up the usual pat-
tern. Now we are surprised to realize that a dif-
ferent view of the West and the East, which today 
is presented to us as full of curiosities and para-
doxes, is actually more accurate than the one to 
which we are accustomed.

We mean the Slavophiles, at least some of 
them. As an example, we remind the reader of 
the works of the well-known A. S. Khomyakov.

We briefly tell about him: “Aleksey Stepano-
vich Khomyakov was born in Moscow, on Ordyn-
ka street on May 1, 1804. He came from an old 
Russian noble family, which preserved sacred-
ly the grandfather’s letters, and patrimonial sto-
ries “for two hundred years in the depths of old 
times.” Of ancestors, which … since the XV cen-
tury … since the days of Basil III, served faithfully 
to the rulers of Moscow as hunters and solicitors.

He had a brilliant education. His teachers were 
famous professors of that time ([932], p. 6). “First 
his own literary work: the translation of Tacitus 
“Germany” refers to 1819. (Later it was published 
in the Proceedings of the Society of Lovers of Russian 
Literature at Moscow University.)” ([932], p. 6).



230  |  history: fiction or science? chron 5  |  part 3

He was a versatile scientist and organizer. 
“He … was addicted to engineering, invented a 
steam engine “with double pressure” (and even 
got a patent in England for this), he invented a 
long-range rifle and special artillery shells during 
the Crimean war. He practiced medicine and did 
a lot in the field of practical homeopathy. He in-
vented new recipes for distilling and sugar refin-
ing, and searched for minerals in the Tula prov-
ince” ([932], p. 4).

“Both excited admirers, and numerous ene-
mies undoubtedly agreed that: Khomyakov was 
a “type of encyclopaedist” (A. N. Pleshcheev), 
endowed with “an amazing gift of logical fasci-
nation” (A. I. Herzen).” What an extraordinary 
mind, what vividness, abundance in thoughts … 
how much information, the most diverse… Is 
there anything he does not know?” (M. P. Pogo-
din). The detractors considered his brilliant eru-
dition to be “superficial and shallow” ([932], p. 3).

How do you think disliked Khomyakov thor-
oughly? The foremost Russian historian of that 
time, S. M. Soloviev, we already talked about in 
the book The New Chronology of Russia, did. Ac-
cording to our analysis, the work of S. M. Solo-
viev on Russian history is one of the thickest lay-
ers of the plaster, or rather the concrete, covering 
the real picture of the history of Russia.

Here is how he refuted “Historian S. M. Solo-
viev  … considers Khomyakov ‘self-taught’ and 
‘dilettante’” ([932], p. 3). Well, when there are no 
arguments, the conversation is transferred to an-
other plane.

“Before the revolution of 1917 in Russia the 
Collected Works of Khomiakov were published 
three times (the latest edition, in eight weighty 
volumes, published in 1900-1910, was repeated-
ly reprinted and supplemented), monographs on 
him were published too… After the revolution, 
only a collection of poetic heritage (1969) and 
selected literary critical articles of Khomyakov 
(1988) came out (V. A. Koshelev notes in the pref-
ace to the publication [932]); at least two dozen 
books were issued abroad in the last forty years, 
dedicated to Khomyakov” ([932], p. 5).

As far as we understand, Solovyov’s discon-
tent was caused by the fact that A.S. Khomyakov 

dared to write about history, and absolutely not 
what Soloviev would like to see. 

It turns out that Khomyakov’s interest in histo-
ry was due to “the famous polemics of the 1820’s 
about The History of the Russian State by Kara-
mzin. This polemic embraced almost all circles 
of the creative intelligentsia of Russia, one of the 
main topics of which was the question … of the 
admissibility of the “artistic” approach to histo-
ry ([932], p. 8).

But most likely, the problem was not in the 
‘’artistism’’ per se. The publication of books by 
N. M. Karamzin made a falsified version of Rus-
sian history well-known, the one manufactured 
shortly before by Schlözer, Bayer, Müller and sev-
eral others.

For many, this version was a total surprise, in 
the psychological sense primarily. In Russia, they 
still remember their true history of their ances-
tors. Khomyakov belonged to them. It is clear that 
the old family history did not correspond to the 
version of Schlözer-Müller-Karamzin.

Hence originated the dispute between the 
Westernizers, that is, the followers of Schlözer 
and Müller, and the Slavophiles. Of course, on the 
side of the Westernizers, there was covert, unof-
ficial support of the ruling Romanov dynasty. It 
was expressed in the fact that the Slavophiles were 
not admitted into the official academic historical 
science, which was financed from the state treas-
ury and was dependent on it. The Slavophiles, on 
the contrary, were free to express their protest but 
were subject to the harsh accusations of amateur-
ism. Besides, they had restricted access to aca-
demic, that is, state archives.

The weakness of the Slavophils was in a “pure-
ly negative” position. They could not offer in ex-
change their own completed picture of the cor-
rect history. They only noted numerous contra-
dictions. But their distrust of the Schlözer-Müller 
version, apparently, was fueled continuously by 
their family stories.

A. S. Khomyakov was among the Slavophiles. 
“World history became for him the material for 
research… He understood the complexity of the 
task… He kept hundreds of historical, philosoph-
ical and theological writings in his memory  … 
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Khomyakov declares: the dominating historical 
science isn’t able to determine … the real causes 
of history” ([932], pp. 8-9).

5.2. A. S. Khomiakov about the distortion of 
the Russian history by the West European 

authors

A.S. Khomyakov wrote: “There is no faraway 
tribe; there is no unimportant fact that would be-
come the subject of study for many German sci-
entists… Only one human group did not attract 
their attention – the Slavs. As soon as it comes to 
the Slavs, the mistakes of German critics are so 
glaring, The blunders are so ridiculous, and the 
blindness is so great that you  do not know what 
to attribute this strange phenomenon…

The peoples, like the individuals, have pas-
sions, and these passions are not entirely noble. 
Perhaps, in the German instincts enmity lurks, 
which is based on the fear of the future or the 
memories of the past, hostility based on insults 
inflicted or received in the old, immemorial years.

Whatever it was [continues Khomyakov], it is 
almost impossible to explain the stubborn silence 
of the West about everything that has the stamp of 
the Slavs” ([932], p. 57).

Further, A. S. Khomyakov notes that scientists 
from “arbitrarily assigned to the German root na-
tions, wrote and wrote countless volumes; and 
Vends (Slavs! – Auth.) did not. Vends already at 
Herodotus time lived on the beautiful shores of 
the Adriatic … after that Vends meet the Greeks 
on the cold shores of the Baltic… Vends (Veneti) 
occupy the picturesque slopes of the Liguri-
an Alps; Vends fight with Caesar on the stormy 
waves of the Atlantic, but such a strange fact does 
not attract any consideration… And these were 
not some scattered tribes, without communica-
tion and links, but a chain of inseparable, em-
bracing half of Europe.

Between the Pomorie (seashores) of the Baltics 
Vends and the Illyrian Vends – Great Vends … 
and Russian Vends, and then Austrian Vends 
(Vindobona)” ([932], p. 57).

Furthermore, A. S. Khomyakov lists tens of 
examples of traces of the Slavic tribe Vends, still 

scattered throughout Western Europe. We limit 
ourselves here only to specific examples: the city 
of Vienna, the lake Venets lake, the old name of 
the Konstanz lake, the French Vendée, etc. 

A. S. Khomyakov writes: “In the land of Vends 
rivers and cities bear the names of Zebras, Sevra, 
Sava … there are still fifteen cities, and the trees 
have a name Bellegarde (that is simply a White 
City, Belgorod  – Auth.) which is not found in 
the rest of France, and which is translated by the 
word Albi (i.e., White – Auth.)” ([932], p. 58). “In 
Geth and Dacs they fancy recognizing the Ger-
mans, despite the bas-reliefs, which show com-
pletely Slavic type” ([932], p. 59).

We are not capable of citing here even a small 
fraction of the vast amount of historical and geo-
graphical evidence of this kind collected by A. S. 
Khomyakov. Who is interested in the details, we 
refer to his works.

Summing up, A. Khomyakov writes that if we 
follow Western interpretation of historical evi-
dence, then “we should come to a simple conclu-
sion: It was not in the old days of the Slavs no-
where, and how they came and multiplied – this 
is a great historical mystery” ([932], p. 59).

“Critics that are more gracious [Khomyakov 
continues] leave for the Slavs some ancestors too, 
but these ancestors should be homeless and land-
less; no name in the areas populated by the pres-
ent Slavs, should have Slavic meaning; therefore 
all the lexicons of Europe and Asia must pres-
ent the most incredible roots, or replace the simple 
sense of the simple word. If the elimination of the 
peoples fails: then pull the earth from under there 
feet” ([932], p. 59).

5.3. Don and Rona – old Slavic names  
of the river

A. Khomyakov long before us noted the impor-
tance of understanding the historical chroni-
cles of the fact that the word Don in old-Russian 
meant merely a “river.” He wrote: “Our quiet, in-
digenous, Slavic Don – the root of almost all river 
names in Russia, Dnieper, Dniester, Dvina, Dyna 
(TsNI), the Danube, ten or more Dunayts, many 
Dontez” ([932], p. 60).
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We have already used this fact several times. 
A. Khomyakov also noted that the famous Rhone 
river in Western Europe used to be called Eridan, 
that is, as he remarks – Yarn Don ([932], p. 60). 
Thus, the name Rhone, according to Khomyakov, 
is Slavic too. His remark complements our obser-
vation well, according to which Rhone is a Slav-
ic word meaning water flow, river. Hence – “drop 
tears,” etc. See above and in [866].

It seems, the river flowing from new Gene-
va Lake was formerly called the Yond Don. That 
means the “stormy river” or “fast river.” Later it 
began to be called – again in Slavonic – Rhone, 
that is, “flow.”

Nowadays, the Geneva lake itself is still called 
on the modern maps, – and in Geneva itself, – by 
the name of Leman = Leman. This reminds the 
word liman, meaning bay in Russia and Ukraine.

A. S. Khomyakov concludes: “This fact, evi-
dent for all eyes, not spoiled by the book read-
ing, contains hard proof that the residents of the 
estuaries of the Danube, Timok, Po, and Rhone 
came from the same tribe if such a truth still re-
quires new proofs” ([932], p. 61).

5.4. Who are Bulgarians

A. S. Khomyakov says: “In defense of the theo-
ry of the transmutation of peoples usually men-
tion Bulgarians stating: Bulgarians speak Slav-
ic, look Slavic, in a word, they are perfect Slavs. 
In ancient times the Bulgarians belonged to the 
Turkish or Tibetan yellow tribe. they transmuted. 
Let us try to understand the basis of such a con-
clusion. Certain Bulgarians appear in Europe on 
the border of the Byzantine Empire, shocked by 
their tumultuous throng. They somehow seem 
akin to Almars and Huns, with whom they are 
confused. But they are neither Avars nor the real 
Huns. They also have some affinity with the Slavs, 
but they were not the old-timers Pre-Dunai Sla-
venia… It is clear that Bulgarians come from the 
Volga.” ([932], p. 61-62).

This is how A.S. Khomyakov describes the 
point of view of historians. He’s trying to explain 
all the contradictions, but then Scaliger chronol-
ogy gets in the way: “On the Volga, Nestor knows 

the strong Bulgarian Kingdom… So, the Bulgari-
ans of the Danube, natives from the banks of the 
Volga, also were akin to Turks. But Nestor did not 
write that before the XI century, but Bulgarians 
came to the Danube with all the indubitable signs 
of Slavship in the IV century AD” ([932], p. 62).

The time has come, finally, to clarify all this. 
According to our reconstruction, all is pretty 
clear. Bulgarians are, most likely, the Volgarians. 
That is, Russians from the Volga. They moved to 
the conquest of Europe in the XIV century, to-
gether with the Turks, including the ones from 
the Volga. They are the Avars. They are the Huns.

The Hungarians, natives of the “Great Hunga-
ry” beyond the Volga, were among them, see the 
book The New Chronology of Russia. That is, ap-
proximately from present Udmurtia.

After the conquest, Bulgarians appeared on 
the Danube, Turks – in the Turkey, Hungary – in 
Hungary. Therefore, today historians cannot un-
derstand – who are those Bulgarians – either the 
Turks, or Avars, or Huns, or Slavs.

5.5. A.S. Khomyakov on the traces of the 
Slavic conquest in Western Europe

A.S. Khomyakov in his book brings his curious 
observations of the peoples of Western Europe. 
Of course, they are subjective and do not prove 
anything. But they are valuable as personal views 
of the scientist-encyclopaedist, the Russian aris-
tocrat, who knew all European languages, was 
interested in the history of peoples, and there-
fore capable of perceiving something that eluded 
the sight of many. For us, his opinion is a kind of 
historical evidence, reflecting the view of a spe-
cific part of the aristocratic Russian estate, today 
is already gone.

A. S. Khomyakov, speaking of Russia, writes: 
“Slavery (quite recently introduced by the state 
power ) did not inspire owner’s contempt for 
his slave-farmers… The meritable peasant earns 
equality not the law only, but by Custom, sacri-
ficed by the most popular opinion, with the in-
heritors of the founder of the State. In the same 
land (in Russia – Auth.) The slaves are not peas-
ants, but the servants who inspire a different feel-
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ing. These differences are absent in law  … but 
they exist for the right observer. The peasant (in 
Russia – Auth.) was the landowner’s relative, the 
blood brother, but the ancestor of the servants was 
a war prisoner. From that, the farmer is called a 
peasant, and the servant – the cholop. In this state 
(that is, Russia – Auth.) there are no traces of con-
quest” ([932], p. 52).

Opposing Russia to Western Europe, A. S. Kh-
omyakov continues: “In another country, which 
is only fifty years old, the proud Frank still calls 
the enslaved villains (1. A villain, serf peasant, 
2. shoddy, low, ugly, vile, nasty, vile, despicable, 
nasty – Auth.), roturier (1. commoner, 2. rude – 
Auth.), etc. There was no case, and there was no 
virtue, there were no merits that would equal a 
distinguished commoner with Aristocrat. There 
was no slavery, and there was no even oppression 
of the law. But in the customs, opinions, feelings 
deep hate and insecurity. The traces of the con-
quest were obvious and warm… This is a subtlety, 
since there is no such thing either in grammars or 
lexicons or statistics” ([932], p. 52-53).

Thus, A.S. Khomyakov directly states that ac-
cording to his personal observations, in Russia of 
the XIX century was not yet forgotten about the 
bond by blood of Russian aristocracy and Russian 
peasants. And slaves in Russia, that is, servants, 
according to the testimony of A. S. Khomyakov, 
was a separate estate that had nothing to do with 
the peasants. And the attitude towards them in 
Russia was entirely other – as to the descendants 
of prisoners of war, as slaves.

Moreover, in Western Europe, asserts A. Kho-
myakov, on the example of France, there was an 
irresistible abyss between Aristocracy and all other 
local population. Per his observations, the French 
aristocrats treated all other French as to the popu-
lation of the formerly occupied country.

In the representation of the French aristocracy 
of that time, the gulf between the nobility and the 
“natives” did not disappear, even if an ordinary 
Frenchman, that is, not an aristocrat, turned out, 
be the will of destiny, to be equal with an aristo-
crat on the public staircase. A. S. Khomyakov ex-
plains this by the fact that the West European ar-
istocracy are the descendants of the conquerors 

who came to Europe from the outside, i.e., appar-
ently, (according to our hypothesis) Slavic con-
querors of the XIV century.

While in Russia the Russian aristocracy origi-
nated from the Russian community itself that is, 
from the Russian peasantry. In this, according to 
the observation of A.S. Khomyakov, – the funda-
mental difference between the Russian populace 
of that time from Western Europe. Of course, all 
such considerations, as rightly notes A.S. Kho-
myakov himself, are somewhat subtle since they 
relate to the non-written laws of society. Howev-
er, sometimes harder than written ones.

Moreover, we can not but note the excellent 
matching of observation of A. S. Khomyakov with 
our reconstruction. In the distant foggy past of 
the fourteens century, Russian Horde conquers 
and colonizes many underdeveloped regions of 
Eurasia and Africa, including the sparsely pop-
ulated Western Europe. Having broken off, the 
wave of conquest left here descendants of Slavic 
and Turkic conquerors. They, then, probably be-
came the ancestors of the western European ar-
istocracy of the XIII-XVI centuries.

The abyss between the conquerors and the 
conquered remained for a long time. The con-
querors mingled with the local population, but 
the void continued until the XIX century.

Furthermore, in Russia, there was no such prec-
ipice, because nobody conquered Russia. The es-
tate of the Russian serfs,  – testifies A. S. Kho-
myakov, was a separate class of descendants of 
soldiers taken to a metropolis from the con-
quered countries.

Today, the opinion of A. S. Khomyakov, highly 
probably, will seem very extreme. We do not un-
dertake to judge the correctness of the observa-
tions of the Russian aristocrat of the nineteenth 
century. We only note that A. S. Khomyakov was 
not alone in this, and his opinion was not even 
the most extreme. So Khomyakov mentions a 
“sensational work of Yu. I. Venelin, Ancient and 
present-day Bulgarians in the political, popular, 
historical and religious attitude towards Russians 
(Moscow, 1829-1841, Volumes 1, 2)” ([932], p. 63 
and 546). It turns out that “Venelin even declared 
Franks as Slavs” ([932], p. 63).



1.  
THE SEEMINGLY STRANGE, YET PERFECTLY 

UNDERSTANDABLE ATTITUDE OF THE 
ROMANOVS TO THE RUSSIAN SOURCES 

MENTIONING THE WESTERN EUROPE

We have already acquainted ourselves with what 
the West Europeans wrote about the ancient Rus-
sia, and witnessed that they contain a great deal of 
important information concerning Russia, or the 
Horde, despite the tendentious editing of these 
sources in the XVII-XVIII century. It is also re-
ported that “researchers have long ago pointed out 
that in the XV-XVI century … the Western coun-
tries expressed a very vivid interest in Russia. Ac-
cording to V. O. Klyuchevskiy, ‘no other Europe-
an country was described by the Western travel-
lers as many times and in so much detail as the 
faraway Moscovia and its forests’”([344], page 5). 

The reasons for such great attention are be-
coming particularly clear to us today. The con-
quered countries and the recently colonised ter-
ritories that became part of the “Mongolian” Em-
pire recognized its authority, which made Russia, 
or the Horde, a natural object of great attention 
and respectful apprehension. 

Quite naturally, the whole range of emo-
tion invoked in the Westerners by Russia, or the 
Horde, was very wide indeed, and included fear, 

as we learn from a number of ancient documents, 
qv above. 

It would therefore be interesting to find out 
about the stance of the other party on this issue – 
namely, to learn what they wrote about the West-
ern Europe in Russia. However, we instantly find 
ourselves confronted with a most bizarre circum-
stance. 

“The works written about Russia by foreign-
ers have been the subject of many an in-depth 
research; however, the reverse issue, namely, the 
information on the Western Europe available to 
Russians before Peter the Great remains almost 
a total mystery” ([344], page 5). 

Why have the Russian historians of the Ro-
manovian epoch been so “uninterested” in Rus-
sian reports concerning the Western Europe? 
Could they have lacked interest completely? We 
shall answer in the negative. Lack of interest has 
got nothing to do with it – the matter is that the 
Romanovs made their court historians corrupt 
the data available on the history of the Ancient 
Russia predating the XVII century in order to 
demonise the Horde. Historians diligently com-
plied; the reader can find more information on 
the matter in Chron4. 

Let us see how the Romanovian historians 
covered the relations between Russia and the 
Western Europe. 

Western Europe  
of the XIV-XVI century as part  

of the Great = “Mongolian” Empire

chapter 12
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2.  
WERE THE INHABITANTS OF THE PRE-

ROMANOVIAN RUSSIA REALLY “AFRAID 
OF THE FOREIGNERS,” AS THE 

ROMANOVIAN HISTORIANS CLAIM?

Ever since the first Romanovs, historians have been 
assuring everyone that the Russians were “afraid 
of the Western Europe” in the XV- XVIII centu-
ry. Let us quote: “Academician A. I. Sobolevskiy 
gives a very precise formulation of the viewpoint 
traditional for the pre-revolutionary historiogra-
phy on the cultural interaction between the Mus-
covite State and the Western Europe: ‘The pre-
vailing belief is that the Muscovite Kingdom of 
the XV-XVII century was afraid of foreigners, re-
maining cloistered from the Western Europe un-
til the very opening of the gateway to Europe by 
Peter the Great” ([344], page 5). 

One must admit that the image of the “gate-
way” (or “window,” as the original Russian prov-
erb has it) unhesitatingly hacked in the wall sur-
rounding Russia, worm-ridden and fleeced with 
moss, by Peter the Great with the noble purpose 
of finally dragging Russia out of the swamp of 
ignorance and making it follow the enlightened 
path of the Western civilization is a very vivid one 
indeed, and a masterpiece of agitprop created by 
the Romanovian historians, who were conscien-
tious workers, after all. 

A. I. Sobolevskiy continues: “It is difficult to 
trace the origin of this belief – one must merely 
state that it is still rooted very firmly” (quoting ac-
cording to [344], page 5). We can merely state that 
the belief originated in the depths of the Romano-
vian court. The court historians of that epoch sim-
ply carried out the imperial order in good faith. 

N. A. Kazakova adds the following: “The opin-
ion that A. I. Sobolevskiy wrote about in 1903 is 
still shared by certain Western historiographers” 
([344], page 5). Indeed – it would be very odd to 
expect Western European historians to argue with 
this opinion, conveniently voiced by Romanovian 
historiographers, and to deny that the ancient Rus-
sia of the XIV-XVII century feared the Westerners. 

We see that Scaligerian and Millerian history 
completely reversed the real posture of things in 

the XIV-XVII century. The assertion about Rus-
sians and their alleged fear of the Western Europe 
was planted into the minds of both Russian and 
West European readers instead of the correct de-
scription of the situation, which is exactly the op-
posite. Authentic references to the Tartars, or Gog 
and Magog (the Great “Mongolian” Empire of the 
XIV-XVI century, that is), made by many medi-
aeval Western authors, have deliberately been ig-
nored and misdated to deep antiquity. It would 
therefore make sense to quote one of such passag-
es, obviously written in panic and terror.

Quoth Matthew of Paris: “And so it came to 
pass that the joys of the mortals were not to be 
permanent, and their state of peace and comfort 
would not last, for that year an accursed satanic 
tribe suddenly appeared … like demons break-
ing free from Tartarus (which is why they were 
called Tartars), they swarmed across the whole of 
the land like locusts. The borderlands of the East 
were laid waste and desolate by fire and sword… 
They are an inhumane folk, more like wild beasts 
of prey, and should be called monsters rather 
than people, for they thirstily drink blood; they 
tear apart canine and human flesh to devour it” 
([722], page 240). 

We feel obliged to make the following dis-
claimer. The last thing that we want to achieve 
is to make our learned colleagues in the Western 
Europe treat our research as an attempt to exalt 
the East and disparage the West. We honestly pur-
sue no such objective. Our only wish is to get to 
the heart of what was really written in mediaeval 
sources, and to find out why the evidence they 
contain is often interpreted in a biased manner 
(consumption of human and canine flesh et al).

3.  
EUROPE INVADED BY THE OTTOMAN = 

ATAMAN TURKS. THE REASON WHY THEY 
WERE REFERRED TO AS “TARTARS”

3.1. The beginning of the invasion

How did the invasion of the Russians and the Ot-
tomans (Atamans) begin in the late XIII – early 
XIV century (the moment when Russia, or the 
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Horde, was becoming established as an empire, 
the Ottomans, or Atamans being an integral part 
thereof)?

Let us turn to the book of N. A. Kazakova en-
titles “Western Europe in Russian Literature of 
the XV-XVI century” ([344]). N. A. Kazakova re-
ports the following: “The state of the Ottoman 
Turks [Atamans – Auth.], which was formed in 
Asia Minor at the end of the XIII century AD, 
soon became the strongest force in the Middle 
East, whose influence spread to the very Balkan 
Peninsula. 

Orhan, the son of Osman I, founder of the Ot-
toman [Ataman – Auth.] State, already conquered 
the European coast of the Dardanelles in 1354. 

Orhan’s successor, Sultan Murad I, conquered 
Thracia and transferred his capital to Adrianop-
olis in 1356. 

The Turks approached the immediate vicin-
ity of Constantinople, the capital of the Byzan-
tine Empire. 

At the end of the XIV century, Serbia, Bul-
garia and Walachia were brought under tribute 
by the Turks. The Turkish onslaught towards the 
Balkans was temporarily stopped in the early XV 
century as a result of the blow dealt to the Turks 
by Timur [apparently, a reference to the civil wars 
inside the Great = “Mongolian” Empire – Auth.], 
but the invasion resumed with new vigour under 
Sultan Murad II (1421-1451). 

In 1422 Murad II lay Constantinople under 
siege, albeit unsuccessfully. However, it was well 
understood at the court of John VIII Palaiologos, 
Emperor of Byzantium, that the cessation of the 
siege was temporary, and that the days of Byzan-
tium were numbered without external support” 
({344], page 7). 

The Ottomans (Cossack Atamans) carry on 
with their expansion persistently. A copy of Fran-
cisco de Colla’s diplomatic missive “indicates a 
list of countries and regions that the Turks had 
conquered in Asia and Africa [sic!  – Auth.]  … 
This list correctly includes the entire Asia Minor, 
a part of Caucasus [sic! – Auth.], Mesopotamia 
and Judea in Asia, as well as Egypt [sic! – Auth.], 
Arabia [sic! – Auth.] and Berberia [sic! – Auth.] in 
Africa” ([344], page 83). Thus, we are told that the 

Ottomans (Cossack Atamans) conquered Egypt in 
Africa, apart from other lands. 

As a matter of fact, Africa was the name used 
for certain parts of Europe and Asia, qv in Part 6 
of the present book. In this case, the report about 
the conquest of Berberia (or Scythia, qv in Part 6) 
simply means that Turkey and Scythia were parts 
of a united Empire – namely, the Great = “Mon-
golian” Empire, which is in perfect correspond-
ence with our reconstruction. 

The wave of the Ottoman = Ataman conquest 
sweeps over new territories unabated. “After the 
conquest of Constantinople in 1453, Mehmet 
II conquered Serbia, the Greek principalities of 
Morea, the Duchy of Athens, Albania and the is-
lands of the Aegean Sea. 

Bayazid II (1481-1512), the son of Mehmet II, 
waged long wars against Venice, as well as Hun-
gary and the Austrian Habsburg, and forced Mol-
davia to recognise the sovereignty of Turkey. 

Europe got a short break under Selim I (1512-
1520), since the main strikes of the Turks were di-
rected Eastwards (Selim I conquered Syria, Pal-
estine and Egypt), but under Suleiman I Kanuni 
(1520-1566), the heir of Selim I, the Turks re-
sume their conquest of Europe with new vigour” 
([344], page 146). 

3.2. Why the Russian “Legend” refers to the 
Turks as to Tartars. The date of its creation

The anonymous work entitled “Legend of the 
Battle between Venetians and the Turkish Czar,” 
which historians date to the 1520’s, is of tremen-
dous interest to us ([344], page 147). However, it 
turns out that “the only known Russian copy of 
the ‘Legend’ dates from the late XVI – early XVII 
century. However, I. A. Bychkov … identifies the 
text of the copy as mid-XVII century shorthand” 
([344], page 154). One must therefore be aware 
that the text we have in front of us is likely to have 
been caringly edited by Romanovian historians in 
the XVII-XVIII century. Nevertheless, the manu-
script remains exceptionally interesting. 

For instance, the Turks are referred to as Tar-
tars. Modern commentators naturally hurry to 
correct the mediaeval author, telling us “the Tar-
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tars referred to herein are actually Turks” ([344], 
page 148). The author of the text paints a picture 
of “the expansion of the Turkish [or Tartar, as the 
chronicler himself is telling us, qv above – Auth.] 
rule from Asia Minor to the Caucasus, the Black 
Sea coast, the Mediterranean and the Balkan Pen-
insula. It is also emphasised that all attempts of 
providing military resistance made by European 
countries proved futile. 

The latter is obvious from the description of 
the two greatest victories of the Turks [or the Tar-
tar Atamans – Auth.] over the united Crusader 
troops: the defeat of Nicopolis in 1396, when the 
troops of Hungarian, Czech, German, Polish and 
French knights were put to complete rout, and 
their leader, King Sigismund of Hungary, barely 
managed to flee for his life, as well as the defeat 
of Varna in 1444, when the Crusader army was 
also crushed mercilessly, with Ladislas III Jagiel-
lon and the Papal Legate Giuliano Cesarini slain 
on the battlefield” ([344], page 149). 

N. A. Kazakova sums up as follows: “The ac-
tions and the intentions of the Turks [Tartar Ata-
mans – Auth.] … are represented by its [the Leg-
end’s  – Auth.] author as a sequence of the fol-
lowing: 

•  a cessation of further military advances in 
the direction of the Venetian kingdom,

•  a preparation to an all-out European offence 
(plans to conquer Italy, France, Spain and 
Germany; the reports of their armies hav-
ing free access to the latter),

•  a wish to take over the Russians with the as-
sistance of the Tartars to bring these plans to 
fruition” ([344], page 154). 

The last postulation of N. A. Kazakova is based 
on an incorrect translation of the original pas-
sage, which clearly states that although the Turks 
intended to conquer the Western Europe, they 
envisaged Russia as a potential ally, and they 
wanted to arrange a union with the Tartars. 

The translation of the mediaeval text is as fol-
lows: “The Turks, having given a break to the Ital-
ians and the Venetians, will join forces with the 
Turks to conquer this kingdom and have freedom 
to conquer Germany and Italy, since the Sultan ex-
pects, as per the advice of the Russians, that upon 

coming to power in Russia he shall find it easi-
er to conquer Italy, France, Spain and Germany” 
(the original can be found on page 154 of [344]). 

Therefore, it is clearly obvious from the text 
that Turkey and Russia need to get over some dis-
cordance between them in order to conquer the 
Western Europe. The Sultan hopes to win the dy-
nastic struggle against the Russian Czar with the 
assistance of some Russians from his retinue. The 
Turks believe such a union with the Russians to 
be vital for the conquest of Europe.

A complete union never came to pass, since a 
religious schism was already nascent in that ep-
och. Nevertheless, friendly relations and a mil-
itary union between Russia and Turkey were 
maintained until the very epoch of the Roman-
ovs. As we have witnessed from above, there was 
a strong Russian party at the Turkish court; also, 
the Cossack Atamans from Zaporozhye often 
fought on the Turkish side – possibly, the most 
frequent alliance of theirs. After the victory of 
Peter the Great over Mazepa, some part of the 
Zaporozhye Cossacks with their getman even fled 
to Turkey for a while ([183], Volume 1, page 167). 

We also see that the names of the Russians, 
the Turks and the Tartars are woven so closely 
together in the legend that it is very hard to dis-
tinguish between them. The reason is obvious – 
they all stood for the same thing. 

Of course, judging by what we know today 
about the unity of, and the union between Rus-
sia, or the Horde, and Tartary/Turkey/Ottoma-
nia (the Cossack Ataman state, qv in Chron4), 
we cannot help doubting the text in question to 
be the XVI century original and not a later Ro-
manovian edition. 

The matter is that despite the exceptional-
ly friendly relations between Russia and Turkey 
back in the day (see Chron4), “the Turkish side 
of the story is presented from a distinctly an-
ti-Turkish stance: the author [of the “Legend” – 
Auth.] keeps emphasising the cruelty and the re-
lentlessness of the Turks, conquering lands ‘by 
fire and sword,’ ‘the cruellest weapons’ and ‘with-
out any mercy’…” ([344], page 149). However, 
this position is characteristic for the Romanovi-
an epoch. The “Legend” ends its account of the 
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Turkish conquests “with a prophecy of retribu-
tion for the Turks” ([344], page 149). 

This must already be an edited text of the Ro-
manovian epoch, which is when the amiable re-
lations with Turkey deteriorated. The “Legend” is 
most likely to be based on authentic XVI centu-
ry evidence that was edited to a large extent un-
der the Romanovs, the resulting narration being 
coloured in explicitly anti-Turkish hues, which 
hadn’t existed previously and could not have ex-
isted as per our reconstruction, seeing as how it 
pertains to the epoch when the Great = “Mongo-
lian” Empire, also known as the Horde, or Russia, 
had still constituted a whole entity with the king-
dom of the Ottomans, or the Cossack Atamans. 
The “prophecies of retribution” are Romanovian 
slogans and nothing but, and it is for a good rea-
son that certain historians date this manuscript to 
the middle of the XVII century, qv above. 

Moreover, the middle part of the “Legend” is re-
portedly “derived from a Latin source, construct-
ed in the same manner as the Western chronicles 
writing about the Turks” ([344], page 157). Histo-
rians themselves are telling us that the author of 
the Russian version “was apparently a native of the 
Western Russia, which is made obvious by certain 
dialectal traits of the text … the Western origins 
of the chronicle might also explain the fact that it 
contains the ethnicon ‘Pole,’ uncommon for the 
Russian language of the XVI century, but widely 
used in Polish for a long time” ([344], page 157). 

As is the case with the “first Russian chroni-
cles,” we see the available manuscripts to be of a 
West Russian, most likely Polish, origin, and date 
from the Romanovian epoch – the XVII, or maybe 
even the XVIII century. Nevertheless, we must re-
peat that the text of the “Legend” must be based on 
an authentic Russian text of the XV-XVI century. 

3.3. The Venetian Republic paying tribute to 
the Ottomans = Atamans

The war of 1499-1502 between the Turks and the 
Venetians culminated in the “sea battle of Nava-
rino fought on 12 August 1499, which was lost 
by the Venetians” ([344], page 153). In 1503 Ven-
ice signed a truce with the Ottoman = Ataman 

Empire. One must assure, the Venetian repub-
lic was doing its best to pay tribute on time af-
ter the defeat. 

However, we can say nothing about the trib-
ute paid by the Venetians in 1503 – we have no 
such data. However, it turns out that some eighty 
years later, at the end of the XVI century, around 
1582, the Venetian Republic does in fact “pay the 
Turkish Sultan the annual tribute of 300.000 sil-
ver Thalers” ([344], page 186).

The obvious thing to suggest is as follows: 
could it be that Venice was paying tribute to the 
Ottoman = Ataman Turks for the duration of 80 
years at least – with certain breaks, perhaps, but 
nonetheless?

Let us conclude with a curious detail. In 1582 
the Ottoman = Ataman Sultan “demands that the 
Venetians give him the cities of ‘Carcyra’ and ‘Ko-
rfun,’ or ‘the Cretan Kandia’ (city of Candia on 
the Isle of Crete) as a present for the feast of his 
newborn son’s circumcision; the Venetian ‘Prince’ 
(Doge) intends to offer money instead…” ([344], 
page 184). 

However, at certain times Venetians cata-
strophically lacked the money necessary to pay 
tribute to the Atamans, and were forced to pay 
in kind. According to historians, “Venetians give 
great gifts to the Sultan each year instead of the 
Tribute” ([344], page 193). 

One needn’t think that the Ottoman Turks, or 
the Atamans, were always victorious. Far from 
it  – for instance, the great Battle of Lepanto in 
1571 resulted in the defeat of the Turkish fleet by 
the united naval forces of Spain and Venice. How-
ever, it appears to have affected the general pic-
ture to a very small extent. 

Let us however return to the beginning of the 
XVI century. 

3.4. A strike at the centre of Europe.  
Why Europeans were eager to pay their 

tribute to the Atamans in advance and not 
merely on time

Already in 1520 the Ottoman  = Ataman inva-
sion resumed with new power, apparently in or-
der to relieve the tension accumulated between the 
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Imperial centre of the Great = “Mongolian” Em-
pire and the Western Europe governed by “Mon-
golian” vicegerents. The latter apparently became 
burdened by the power of the centre, and started 
to act independently, without the leave of the Czar 
(Khan) and the Sultan. The frail truce with Venice 
was broken in 1536 ([344], p. 156). “If Selim I di-
rected the spearhead of his conquests to the Orient 
(Syria, Palestine and Egypt), Suleiman Kanuni, his 
heir who ascended to the Sultan’s throne in 1520 
[or simply ‘Suleiman the Khan’ – Auth.] made Eu-
rope the target for his expansion campaign. 

In 1521, Belgrade fell under the onslaught of 
the Turks [Atamans – Auth.], in 1522 the Turks 
seized Rhodes, and in the second half of the dec-
ade they made a few strikes aimed at Central Eu-
rope: in 1526 they took Buda, the Hungarian 
capital, and in 1529 they approached Vienna, the 
Imperial capital, and laid it under siege” ([344], 
p. 156). Actually, Vienna wasn’t the capital of the 
whole Empire, but merely one of its provinces in 
the Western Europe. 

After the Battle of Mohacs in 1526, the Turks 
(Tartars/Atamans) seized most of Hungary, “draw-
ing the border of the Ottoman Empire in close pro-
pinquity to Vienna, the capital city of Austria. 

In the Mediterranean, the Turks were a menace 
to the lands belonging to Venice and Spain. There 
were numerous ‘Holy Leagues’ formed with the 
objective of holding back the Turks, with the in-
evitable participation of the Austrian and Spanish 
Habsburgs, the Pope and Venice” ([344], p. 166). 

The predominant part of the Western Europe, 
ruled by “Mongolian” vicegerents, was in vassal 
dependency on the Great = “Mongolian” Empire, 
an ally of the Ottoman = Ataman Turkey back in 
the day, and remained under constant threat of 
desolation until the end of the XVI century. 

3.5. “Mongolian” vicegerent, or the rulers  
of the Western Europe, still paid tribute  
to the Ottomans = Atamans at the end  

of the XVI century

“Even more details concerning the West Euro-
pean foreign relations can be found in the offi-
cial copy of the diplomatic missive carried by Y. 

Molvyaninov and T. Vassilyev to the Emperor 
[Habsburg – Auth.] and the Pope in 1582. 

The envoys paid a great deal of attention to the 
Turkish issue, justifiably emphasising the threat 
presented to the Empire [or, rather, its provinces 
in the Western Europe – Auth.] by the proximity 
to the Turkish territories: the envoys wrote that 
two thirds of Hungary were under the Sultan’s 
rule, whereas the remaining third and the Czech 
Kingdom were brought under tribute; the Emper-
or [in reality, the “Mongolian” vicegerent in Eu-
rope – Auth.] paid the Sultan the annual tribute 
of 300 thousand silver Tahlers, trying to send it 
in advance so as to give the Sultan no reason to 
get angered… 

The only power to match the Turkish Sultan is 
the Spanish King: the Pope pays Philip, King of 
Spain, the annual tribute of 200.000 golden piec-
es so that the Spaniard would defend him from 
the Turks” ([344], page 184). 

Would it be too bold to assume that, collect-
ing money from the rest of the European coun-
tries, the Spanish “Mongolian” vicegerent Phil-
ip also paid tribute to the Ottomans = Atamans 
at the end of the XVI century, doing his best to 
avoid delays in payment, just like the others? At 
the end of the day, paying the Turks tribute in ad-
vance could also be called “protection from the 
Turks” in the sly language of diplomacy.

We raise the issue because of the fact that the 
second wave of the Ottoman = Ataman conquest 
reached as far as the Western shores of Europe. 
“The Portuguese king was ‘killed by the Turks 
and the Arabs in the land of Indi,’ the deceased 
king was ‘kin of Philip,’ the Spanish King” ([344], 
page 185). 

3.6. France, Britain and the Atamans

What about France and Britain? What were they 
up to around that time? It turns out they were “in-
terested in expanding their trade with the Turk-
ish Empire” ([344], page 166). All of this after 
the defeat of the Crusader armies by the Otto-
mans (Atamans), which were partially comprised 
of French knights, qv above. 

At any rate, it is interesting to learn that at the 
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end of the XVI century Britain did in fact main-
tain a close amicable relation with Turkey, al-
though reputedly without advertising them too 
much. For instance, Elisabeth, Queen of England, 
“denies the rumour about her providing support 
to the Turkish Sultan, who is at war with Christian 
monarchs … the trade with Turkey has been go-
ing on for many years on end” ([344], page 203). 

This fact confirms the intrinsic relation be-
tween Britain and the Great = “Mongolian” Em-
pire, which was still manifest at the end of the XVI 
century, dating all the way back to the XIV centu-
ry, as we realise today, the epoch when the Brit-
ish Isles were colonised by the Horde, or Russia. 

A special kind of amicable relations between 
France and England from one part, and Turkey 
and the Horde from the other, can even be seen in 
the history of the XIV century. Even the Scaligeri-
an version of history admits that the Franks of the 
XV-XVI century, or the ancestors of the French, 
were very persistent in believing themselves to be 
the descendants of the Trojans, or, as we under-
stand now, the Goths, the Turks and the “Mon-
gols,” or “Great Ones,” who came to the scarcely 
populated territory, which later became known as 
France, in the XIV century ([335], pages 85-86). 

According to our reconstruction, the British 
Isles were also populated by the natives of Byz-
antium and Russia, or the Horde, in the XIV cen-
tury – the very name “England” is a possible de-
rivative from the name of the Byzantine imperi-
al dynasty, the Angeli. 

All of this clearly indicates that the “Mongo-
lian”  = Great Empire, and Ottoman  = Ataman 
Turkey, its ally, had firmly integrated themselves 
into the history of the Western Europe a long 
while ago, playing a crucial part in the XIII-XVI 
century formation of the Western Europe. This 
part was much greater than Scaligerian history 
grudgingly admits. 

Today it is assumed that the dissension be-
tween Russia and Turkey was already beginning 
in the second half of the XVI century – one must 
think that the constant work of the Western Eu-
ropean diplomacy in this field finally came to fru-
ition. All such attempts were still abortive in the 
XIV-XV century. See for yourselves. 

4.  
THE GILDED DOMES OF RUSSIA. WHAT 

WAS RUSSIA’S SOURCE OF SILVER, GIVEN 
THAT IT OWNED NO SILVER MINES IN 

THAT EPOCH?

4.1. Were the Ottomans (Atamans) the only 
recipients of the tribute paid in silver by the 

mediaeval Western Europe?

And so, the Western Europe was paying tribute to 
the Turks, or the Atamans, qv above. One of the 
most regular means for such transactions was the 
silver Tahler – a special heavyweight silver coin 
(closer to bullion than to actual coinage, in fact, 
weighing between 28.5 and 32 g – see [807], p. 6). 

I. G. Spasskiy, a prominent scientist and a spe-
cialist in the history of numismatics describes the 
silver Tahlers (known as yefimki in Russian) as 
follows: “A collective name used for all Western 
silver coins of high purity weighing around 28.5-
29 g, occasionally up to 32 g. They were known 
as Tahlers in the West” ([807], p. 6). 

According to our conception, one might well 
expect that similar amounts of Tahlers were also 
received by Russia around that time – possibly, 
by proxy of the Ataman Turks, but most likely di-
rectly. Let us see whether there is any factual in-
formation to confirm this theoretical presump-
tion of ours. 

There is indeed, and the examples we have are 
very vivid. Apparently, up until the XVII centu-
ry there was a great abundance of Western silver 
coinage in Russia, which is a widely known his-
torical fact. Russia was virtually drenched in sil-
ver and gold, despite the total lack of silver mines 
of its own in that epoch ([807], p. 5). This must be 
the very tribute paid to the Great = “Mongolian” 
Russian Empire by the Western Europe. 

Incidentally, it must be for this reason that 
Russians had no need to mine for silver until the 
XVIII century – there was plenty to be had while 
the tribute was being paid. 

When the payments stopped, Russians start-
ed to look for their own sources of this precious 
metal. Indeed, at the turn of the XVIII century 
the first silver mine opened in Nerchinsk, which 
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was the only one in Russia back then ([807], p. 5). 
However, even this mine “hardly yielded two puds 
[1 pud = 16 kg] a year” ([807], page 5). The rem-
nants of the Western silver must have held for 
quite a while. 

In the XIV-XVI century the tribute to Rus-
sia, or the Horde, was paid directly. However, the 
form of payment eventually altered to become 
“more civilised” and intricate  – perfectly mod-
ern, in fact. This occurred in the XVI-XVII cen-
tury as follows. According to I. G. Spasskiy, the 
monetary exchange between Russia and the West 
was based on the following two factors. 

First factor. All the transactions inside Russia 
were conducted in kopeks exclusively ([807], pag-
es 7-10). What did it mean in that epoch? Simply 
that all trade between the East and the West was 
in kopeks. Why would that be?

The reason is simple – all the trade routes be-
tween the West and the East went through Russia. 
Westerners knew of no others before the discov-
ery of the route to the modern India. It was only 
since the beginning of the XVI century – name-
ly, 1510 ([1447], page 404) that European traders 
have discovered the maritime route to the mod-
ern India. However, this route required a com-
plete circumnavigation of Africa, which made it 
costly and uncomfortable. It was much easier to 
trade through Russia. 

The trade was conducted at the Yaroslavl Mar-
ket – the very famous Market of Novgorod known 
to us from ancient Russian chronicles. It was lo-
cated near Yaroslavl on the Volga – in the estu-
ary of River Mologa, as we discussed at length in 
Chron4. What were the goods bought and sold 
there? Many – the Oriental wares included spic-
es and silt in particular. 

Going back to the beginning, let us emphasise 
that all transactions were in Russian kopeks. Fur-
thermore, it was against the law to transport the 
Western Tahlers to the Orient via Russia ([807], 
page 11). This put it right out of the question for 
the Western traders to make direct payments 
foregoing the Russian tax. 

The second factor. Western traders could not 
use their silver Tahlers for any transactions – they 
were under obligation to sell them and to buy 

Russian kopeks at a rigidly fixed rate devised by 
the Russian government ([807], pages 8 and 9). 

Thus, the Western traders were forced to leave 
about fifteen per cent of the silver they used for 
transactions in Russia, qv below. It was the de 
facto taxation withheld from the total trade vol-
ume between the West and the East – and near-
ly all such trade was conducted by proxy of Rus-
sia in those times. 

This order of trade, which had obviously cut 
down the profits of the West European traders 
considerably, could apparently be based on noth-
ing else but the military power of the Russian 
(“Mongolian”) Empire. This was one of the most 
recent forms of tribute collected from the West. 

Russian government was controlling all pur-
chases of Tahlers, or yefimki, very strictly. “State-ap-
pointed inspectors elected from the ranks of the 
trader estates were supervising the purchase of sil-
ver in Arkhangelsk as well as the buying and sell-
ing thereof in the specialised sections of Muscovite 
markets” ([807], p. 12). Only high-quality Tahlers 
were allowed for import in Russia – according to 
I. G. Spasskiy, “lower grade Tahlers remained un-
heard of at the Muscovite marketplaces” up until 
the middle of the XVII century (ibid.). As we can 
see, nobody risked to submit any substandard cur-
rency into the treasury of the Horde.

State control was extremely exacting  – the 
Tahlers submitted by the Westerners were metic-
ulously compared to the reference specimens, the 
so-called “eagled Tahlers,” which bore “small en-
graved two-headed eagle symbols” ([807], p. 12). 

The few timid attempts to submit lower-grade 
silver into the Imperial treasury were nipped in 
the bud very strictly by the Russian officials. For 
instance, “in 1678 Stathalter Wilhelm IV was try-
ing to protest against the ‘slander in re the quality 
of his Tahlers from the Spanish Netherlands,’ but 
to no avail” ([807], pp. 12 and 6). Muscovite ad-
ministration remained unperturbed. Apparent-
ly, thirty years before, in 1649, the Spanish Neth-
erlands were exposed as exporters of low-quality 
Tahlers with added copper ([807], p. 12). Indeed, 
Russian “bank officials” of the XVII century had 
elephant memory. 

It would be interesting to calculate the per-
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centage of a European trader’s silver that was left 
in Russia as the indirect tax described above?

Let us use the data of I. G. Spasskiy, which al-
low for making an estimate for the beginning of 
the XVII century. The percentage could natural-
ly alter over the passage of time. The weight of a 
Tahler was between 28.5 and 29 g ([807], p. 6). 
A kopek weighed around 0.66 – 0.68 g. Tahlers 
could not be sold for more than 36 kopeks by the 
Westerners in the beginning of the XVII centu-
ry; objectively, a Tahler equalled 42 to 44 kopeks. 
Therefore, Western traders paid a tax of 6-8 ko-
peks per Tahler to the Russian treasury – some 
15-18 per cent, that is. 

4.2. Mediaeval trade between the West and 
the East. The West grew poorer and the East 

got richer

Documents demonstrate that the trade with the 
East was a matter of paramount importance for 
the Western Europe. It is also known that the 
trade with the Orient was conducted throughout 
the entire “ancient” epoch, including the ancient 
Rome. Up to the XIX century this trade remained 
one of the sorest spots in the foreign policy of the 
Western Europe. This is why: “The Roman author 
Pliny the Elder [presumably “ancient” – Auth.] … 
writes that every year around 100 million sesterc-
es left Rome in this direction [the Orient – Auth.], 
fifty million of which went to India, and the sec-
ond half accounted for the trade with China and 
Arabia” ([653], page 60). 

As we understand today, the epoch in ques-
tion is highly unlikely to be as “ancient” as it is 
commonly believed, and most probably identifi-
able as the XIV-XVII century of the new era. “In-
dia” and “China” of the epoch are but aliases of 
Russia, or the Horde, whereas “Arabia” must be 
Turkey, or the Ataman Empire. This is where the 
“ancient Roman” sesterces really went in such tre-
mendous amounts. 

Historians report: “The displeasure of the Ro-
man statesmen at the high cost and the constant 
leakage of precious metals is an almost constant 
leitmotif of the reports that concern the Chinese, 
Indian and Arabic wares” ([653], page 62). 

Virtually the same complaints are voiced out 
loud in the XVII century, presumably “resurrect-
ed” many centuries later: 

“For example, François Bernier, a French trav-
eller of the XVII century, was comparing Hindu-
stan to a vortex that swallowed a large part of the 
world’s supplies of silver and gold, which, as he 
wrote, ‘found a great many ways of getting there 
from all across the world, and hardly any at all for 
leaving’” ([653], p. 60). 

Edward Misselden, the English economist, 
wrote the following in the beginning of the XVII 
century: “The amount of money is reduced as a 
result of trade with the godless lands, Turkey, Per-
sia and East India… The funds exported to said 
countries for trade with their heathen denizens 
are always spent and never returned” (quoting 
according to [653], p. 64). This is easy to under-
stand  – the imperial centre never returned the 
tribute it received. 

“There is a tremendous amount of such writ-
ten evidence and statistics” – writes A. M. Petrov. 
“It was just in the XIX century that the Europe-
an industrial revolutions changed the entire pic-
ture of goods manufacture, raising the quality and 
reducing the costs dramatically, thus effective-
ly stopping this flow [of Western European gold 
to the Orient – Auth.], which made the Western 
goods more than competitive on the Eastern mar-
kets – for the first time in history” ([653], p. 64). 

Ever since the Middle Ages, “whole ships car-
ried coins towards the Eastern shores of the Med-
iterranean … from the European countries of the 
Middle Ages, whence they were taken further 
along the trade routes by the traders … all across 
Asia. Tommaso Mocenigo, the Venetian Doge 
whose reign is dated to 1414-1423 AD wrote in 
his testament that Venice minted 1.2 million of 
golden and 800 thousand of silver ducats, some 
300 thousand of which went to Syria [or, appar-
ently, Russia, which was also called Syria when 
the name of the country was read in reverse  – 
Auth.] and Egypt [under the rule of the Otto-
mans = Atamans – Auth].

Sometimes the figure got even higher. For in-
stance, in 1433 a total of 460 thousand ducats 
was delivered to Alexandria and Beirut … Appar-
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ently, the coinage in question was golden for the 
most part… The French, the English, and virtual-
ly every other European nation paid good money 
for the Oriental wares” ([653], p. 64). 

And so, the money was paid by the Western 
European nations, and received by Turkey and 
Russia, as we have already witnessed.

“The flow [of gold and silver from the Western 
Europe to the Orient – Auth.] hasn’t ceased after 
the epoch of the Great Discoveries, either. Mar-
tin Luther … wrote about it with much vitriol in 
1524” ([653], p. 64). 

We feel obliged to add that after the epoch 
of the Great Discoveries some part of the sil-
ver flow took a new direction, foregoing Russia, 
which is when the Russians started to search for 
silver mines of their own. Such mines were in-
deed found – the first Russian silver mine in Ner-
chinsk, brought into service at the turn of the 
XVIII century – the only one of its kind in Rus-
sia (see [807], p. 5). Still it hardly managed to pro-
duce more that 60 pounds of silver within a year, 
as we wrote earlier. 

Bear in mind that before this first and rath-
er meagre silver mine opened, Russia was all 
but buried under heaps of silver and gold, not-
withstanding the total absence of domestic silver 
mines ([807], p. 5). 

Little wonder – according to A. M. Petrov, ever 
since the “antiquity,” all trade “between the two ex-
tremes – the Roman Empire and China [Scythia – 
Auth.] was conducted by proxy of Persian mid-
dlemen and some others, with red hair and blue 
eyes … often mistaken for the Chinese by the Ro-
mans. They were the monopolists” ([653], p. 40). 

“According to Pliny, the cost of Indian wares 
on the Roman market exceeded the original by a 
factor of 100” ([653], page 62).

However, we remember that under China me-
diaeval Europeans understood Scythia, or the Rus-
sian Horde (see more about it in Part 6 of the pres-
ent book). This is why the red-haired and blue-
eyed middlemen were often “mistaken” for the 
Chinese, especially seeing as how they were most 
likely encountered at the markets of the Volga and 
the Don; later also in Kitay-Gorod, Moscow. 

A. M. Petrov makes the perfectly justified re-

mark: “The fact that the Westerners used pre-
cious metals in order to pay the Oriental traders 
testifies to the poverty of the former, and can by 
no means be regarded as a sign of wealth” ([653], 
p.  65). Westerners were doing everything they 
could in order to stop the constant flow of their 
gold and silver to the Orient. They still had to 
part with whole ships of gold, qv above. Howev-
er, the loading of such ships implied economy of 
every penny: “There were bans and restrictions 
concerning the export of coinage and bullion, a 
taboo for silk clothing etc. 

However, the effects were minimal. One need-
ed goods in order to alter the passive nature of 
such trade, yet Europe was hardly capable of of-
fering anything – the items made by its craftsmen 
were coarse, and their quality, very low; there was 
no demand for them in the Orient, which could 
satisfy its own needs all by itself ” ([653], p. 62). 

Such unilateral trade might be one of the rea-
sons why the mediaeval West had ended up in a 
dire economical situation, which prevailed for a 
long time. 

“Lucan [an “ancient” author  – apparently, a 
writer of the XV-XVI century AD – Auth.] de-
scribes a typical Roman consul of the epoch as 
follows: ‘He is covered in mud, and barely man-
aged to leave his Etruscan plough’” ([653],  pages 
65-66). 

According to A. M. Petrov, “Western Europe 
in the early Middle Ages, needed to curb its trade 
with Asia dramatically due to the pitiful state of 
its resources, which can only be described as beg-
garly, if we’re to call a spade a spade … V. Zom-
bart emphasises the following circumstance as 
he describes the underdevelopment of the Euro-
pean society in that epoch: “The enormous em-
pire of the Frankish king [in the XIV-XVI cen-
tury, as we realise today – Auth.] didn’t have so 
much as a single city – there was no urban life at 
all.” I. M. Kulisher, also an authority on the his-
tory of the Western Europe in the Middle Ages, 
gives us the following characteristic: a Europe-
an’s needs were limited to “simple and rough food 
and a primitive place of residence, complement-
ed with a few basic garments and utensils resem-
bling … those used by the savage nations in their 
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simplicity. Landowners, up to the dukes and the 
kings, weren’t much better off ” ([653], page 66). 

A. M. Petrov continues: “The West shall even-
tually make a tremendous effort in order to elim-
inate this supremacy via the scientific and in-
dustrial revolution, an enormous interconnect-
ed system of inventions and the introduction of 
principally novel industries – but for the mean-
time, the mediaeval Western European society 
was hardly capable of finding any products that 
would be of interest to the Orient at all – rough 
materials for the most part: some copper, some 
tin, a few other metals; some Asian goods were 
procured from the Middle Eastern rulers in ex-
change for ship timber… The discovery of Amer-
ica and the influx of gold and silver therefrom 
made it somewhat easier for the Europeans to 
pay for their Oriental imports” ([653], page 68). 

4.3. The Silk Road

One of the primary wares that the West was buy-
ing from the East for centuries was silk, which 
was very expensive indeed.

A. M. Petrov reports: “One can talk endless-
ly about the goods that passed along the trade 
routes of the Silk Road; providing an exhaustive 
list of such goods is altogether impossible. They 
included china, furs, slaves (especially women), 
ironmongery, spices, incense, drugs, ivory, pure-
bred horses and gemstones. But there was one 
item valued above all others, and it was this item 
that the trade route in question received its name 
from” ([653], page 47). 

Further on, A. M. Petrov writes the following 
about silk: “One must answer the following ques-
tion: why … was there so much song and dance 
about silk in general – in the antiquity and in the 
Middle Ages; why was it so expensive?

Of course, it’s a seemly, firm, light and com-
fortable fabric. . . But it has another trait … which 
is much more important – its disinfesting prop-
erties. Silkworm thread has a unique  … prop-
erty – it repels lice, fleas and other arthropods, 
precluding them from nesting in the folds of the 
clothing. Considering the ubiquitous and some-
times horrendous lack of hygiene in the past, this 

quality was truly a salvation for the owner of a 
silk garment. 

The above is by no means an exaggeration. 
Consider the following quotations from the 
works of two most eminent researchers of the 
history of economics in mediaeval Europe – Iosif 
Mikhailovich Kulisher and Fernand Brodel. Kul-
isher writes: ‘People were dirty, houses were dirty, 
streets were covered in dirt. All sorts of insects 
nested in rooms, favouring the valances, which 
were hard to clean. Valances were installed over 
beds with the specific purpose of providing pro-
tection against the insects that fell from ceilings – 
but insects were also infesting garments and hu-
man bodies.’ Fernand Brodel adds: ‘Fleas, lice and 
ticks swarmed London as well as Paris, rich and 
poor households alike’” ([653], page 58). 

This is why silk was so vital. Its high cost made 
it affordable to no one but the rich. 

“‘May thread never be worth its weight in 
gold!’ – was the reply of Aurelian, the Roman Em-
peror [who must have lived in the XIV or the XV 
century, as we realise – Auth.], to his wife’s request 
of buying her a crimson silk cape. The matter is, 
according to Flavius Vopiscus of Syracuse, who 
has preserved this conversation for us [which must 
have already occurred in the XVI or the XVII cen-
tury – Auth.] that a pound of silk was sold for a 
pound of gold in that epoch” ([653], p. 47). And so, 
the great emperor refused to make this purchase. 

What about the Orient, then? “Travellers in 
the days of yore constantly mentioned the most 
incredible contrasts in the everyday life of the no-
mads: horrifying dirt and lack of hygiene versus 
the fact that even the poorest of their ilk wore silk 
garments” ([653], page 59). 

However, we already know the identity of the 
mediaeval “nomads,” portrayed by the Western-
ers as barbarians – they were the Russian army, or 
the Horde, on the march. Obviously enough, the 
Horde Cossacks were afflicted by lice during long 
marches, especially before the invention of soap – 
however, the problem remained; let us recollect 
the large-scale wars of the XX century, when soap 
had long been invented, but the trenches were still 
infested with lice. 

But a military campaign is a military cam-
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paign. What about domestic conditions? It is 
widely known that the Russians did not have any 
lice under normal circumstances due to the use 
of steam baths, which did not exist in the West. 
It is easy enough to wash oneself clean in a steam 
bath, even without soap. However, when the 
Horde was on the march, every Cossack warrior, 
even the poorest, had a silk shirt handy, qv above. 

It is known that lice started to disappear from 
the Western Europe only after the invention of 
soap, which is a relatively recent event. 

Furthermore – some may have grown accus-
tomed to the artificial concept that the luxurious 
“ancient” and mediaeval West spent fortunes on 
expensive Oriental spices in order to please the 
refined tastes of the picky Western European aris-
tocrats. Indeed, apart from silk, the traders also 
imported spices from the Orient. However, their 
primary scope of use wasn’t culinary, but rather 
medicinal. “The ancient medics were already per-
fectly aware of the pharmacological properties of 
spices and fragrant resins” ([653], page 78). Cin-
namon, pepper, cardamom, ginger, spikenard and 
tropical aloe are mentioned in the works of the fa-
mous “ancient” scientist Hippocrates and another 
prominent authority of the “ancient” medicine – 
Claudius Galen ([653], page 78). 

“The furious debate in the early XVII century 
England between the proponents and the oppo-
nents of the trade with Asia (which was claiming 
enormous amounts of precious metals in return 
for the Oriental wares, including spices) was large-
ly concluded in favour of continuing the trade af-
ter the argumentation presented by Thomas Mun, 
the great English economist. He wrote that spic-
es were … necessary for maintaining one’s health 
and for the treatment of diseases” ([653], p. 78). 

Thus, the West was most likely buying spices 
out of sheer necessity, and not as a luxury item – 
once again, paying with silver and gold. 

4.4. When was the custom of washing hands 
before meals introduced in the  

Western Europe?

The likely reply to the question formulated in 
the header is “ages ago,” ever since the “antiqui-

ty.” Indeed, according to Scaligerian history, “the 
ancient writer and historian Pliny reports that 
soap was already familiar to his contemporar-
ies in the I century AD quite well, and manufac-
tured in industrial amounts out of cinders and 
animal fat… The mediaeval feudal rulers would 
immerse themselves into a tub of hot water, heat-
ed and filled in advance, first thing upon awak-
ening… The castle-dwellers also washed their 
hands and faces before sitting down to breakfast. 
The slogan “One must wash one’s hands to be 
clean before the meal”… It was a perfectly justi-
fied one, since forks had not been too common. 
Hands were wiped with napkins during meals, 
and then washed once again at the fountain. The 
castle-dwellers also washed their feet before go-
ing to bed” ([457:1], page 215). 

A propos, let us point out the following oddi-
ty. We are being told that the mathematical meth-
ods used in astronomy were invented in this very 
“deep antiquity”  – the scientists calculated the 
diameter of the Earth, the distance between the 
Earth and the Sun and so on. Gigantic buildings 
and pyramids have been erected and still stand 
proud. However, as simple an object as a fork took 
ages to invent, and so people ate with their bare 
hands for centuries and even millennia on end. 
Only by the end of the Middle Ages technological 
advances brought forks to the tables of the rich. 
Obviously enough, the estimation of the distance 
between the Earth and the Sun is a great deal eas-
ier than the invention of a fork. 

However, let us return to the custom of wash-
ing hands. G. Kutsenko and Y. Novikov tell us 
further: “Such were the habits of the rich. What 
about peasants? We know less about their lifestyle 
than we do about that of their masters – however, 
among the few surviving household utensils we 
find water jugs, basins and tubs. 

The townsfolk were also hygiene-conscious. In 
1292 Paris had 26 public baths, which only closed 
on Sundays. The wealthier bourgeoisie preferred 
to wash at home. There was no water supply in 
Paris, and a modestly priced service of street wa-
ter-carriers was used” ([457:1], page 216). 

Thus, everything seems to be all right with the 
washing of hands in the XIII century Paris. The 
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use it often” ([457:1], page 216). One must as-
sume that whenever the residents of such affluent 
households entertained guests, they would point 
in the direction of the cast iron tub and proud-
ly proclaim the place where it stood their bath-
room. Many of the visitors must have felt envi-
ous deep inside. 

What about the French kings of the XIV-XVI 
century? Apparently, they were affected by the 
shortages of water as well. We find out that Louis 
XVI “only took a bath when he was ill; his usu-
al morning toilet amounted to having a servant 
drop a few drops of alcohol on the king’s hands. 
Some doctors even claimed water to be ‘harmful 
for the skin,’ and that it was much better to ‘use 
diluted alcohol or vinegar’” ([457:1], page 216). 

Nothing surprising about this  – while water 
was scarce in the cities, their inhabitants would 
be told authoritatively that it was bad for one’s 
health. 

Our reconstruction explains the picture we de-
scribe above perfectly well – it only looks absurd 
from the Scaligerian viewpoint, whereas accord-
ing to the New Chronology, the Western Europe 
entered the XIV century as a loosely populated 
territory swept across by a wave of the Great = 
“Mongolian” conquest. Steam baths, basins and 
soap remain a mystery for the local populace – 
they will only appear after the colonization of the 
Western Europe, when the Great Empire creates 
a system of cities here, organising the local in-
frastructure, among other things. The industrial 
manufacture of soap shall be introduced as well, 
but not any earlier than the XVII-XVIII centu-
ry – according to our reconstruction, this is the 
very epoch that the “ancient” writer Pliny relates 
to when he mentions soap, qv above. 

G. Kutsenko and Y. Novikov sum up as follows: 
“in the urban Western Europe the revival of per-
sonal hygiene only took place in the XVIII centu-
ry” ([457:1], page 217). Thus, the Western Europe-
ans have only been washing their hands en masse 
since the XVIII century, and not any earlier. 

One might enquire about the famous painting 
of Albrecht Dürer, which is presumed to date from 
1496. He portrays women washing in a classical 
Russian steam bath, birch whisks and all. In par-

ticular, on the background we see a typical Russian 
furnace. The expert estimate of this famous work’s 
price is 10 million dollars, according to the BBC. 
The answer is known to us perfectly well – either 
Dürer, as the imperial artist, painted the Russian 
women washing in a Russian steam bath locat-
ed somewhere in the centre of the Empire, or the 
Russian steam baths were introduced all across the 
Western Europe in the epoch of the Great = “Mon-
golian” Empire. The steam baths must have be-
come a thing of the past after the dissolution of the 
Empire and a mandatory change of customs. Also, 
as we demonstrate above, water became a much 
scarcer commodity in the cities when the Imperi-
al water supply system became defunct. 

4.5. What the Russians used the Western 
silver and gold for

What was the further destiny of the flow of West-
ern European gold and silver as described above – 
in particular, the silver Thalers, or yefimki? Appar-
ently, “a tremendous amount of them [Thalers – 
Auth.] have left European circulation for Russia 
over the last 100 years [the author is referring to 
the middle of the XVII century – Auth.] in order to 
be recast into wire that later served for the manu-
facture of the Russian kopeks,” no less ([807], p. 6).

The Western European currency was therefore 
used in Russia as a raw source of silver. According 
to I. G. Spasskiy, “inside Russia, the Thaler played 
an altogether different role, becoming a silver re-
source  … the government decided that Thalers 
were the optimal kind of coin silver” ([807], p. 7). 
Before the Thalers, silver came to Russia in bul-
lion – whole shiploads, qv above. 

“The Thaler, so popular to the South and the 
West of the European border of Russia, was com-
pletely unknown to the wider circles of the Rus-
sians, since whole batches of Thalers were sent to 
the mint almost instantly” ([807], page 11). Rus-
sians used their own native kopeks, which were 
minted by the Imperial Mint from Western silver. 

We believe this to imply that Russia was de fac-
to collecting tribute from the Western Europe – 
in silver and gold bullion. 

“Some of the silver brought to Russia every 
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astical union were decisively rejected by the Rus-
sian government, which had also evaded joining 
the anti-Turkish league, founded as a joint initi-
ative of the Empire [reputedly, the Habsburgs – 
Auth.] and Rome” ([344], page 70). 

In the alleged XV (and, most probably, in the 
XVI) century the Western Europe is desperate to 
find a way to “the heart of Russia” so as to drive 
away the Eastern menace. One of such attempts 
was as follows: “In 1489 imperial envoys appeared 
in Moscow [presumably sent by the Habsburgs – 
the Occidental vicegerents of the “Mongolian” 
Empire in reality – Auth.] … with expressions of 
“love and affection” addressed at the Great Prince 
of Moscow, accompanied by the offer of the Ger-
man crown and a project of marriages between 
German princes and the daughters of Ivan III. Al-
though Ivan rejected the crown, he had sent en-
voys to the Emperor in return” ([344], page 74). 

Let us add the following: the Great = “Mon-
golian” Prince, or Khan, is unlikely to have been 
tempted by the West European “royal crown” of 
his own vicegerent. 

The Western Europe was compliant and punc-
tual with tribute payments to the Cossack Ata-
mans at any rate – very punctual indeed, as we 
have seen above, in order to avoid the fury of the 
Oriental rulers. 

Let us also point out the understandable “de-
sire of the Roman King Maximilian to enter a 
union with the Great Prince of Moscow” ([344], 
page 75). 

In the alleged first half of the XVI century (in 
reality, this must have taken place in the XVII 
century) the “Turkish issue” became “the focal 
point of the talks between the West European rul-
ers and Russia. In order to influence Russia and 
urge it towards military action against Turkey, the 
Habsburg diplomats were emphasising the great 
scale of the Turkish menace” ([344], page 82). All 
the urges were futile. The Great  = “Mongolian” 
Khan and his Cossack Atamans were constitut-
ing a single Imperial body back in the day, which 
is obvious even through the distorting prism of 
Romanovian history. 

“For a long time, Russia wasn’t menaced by 
the Turks in any which way. Therefore, the dip-

lomatic relations between Russia and Turkey es-
tablished near the end of the XV century [much 
earlier than that according to the New Chronol-
ogy – Auth.] remained amicable up until 1569” 
([344], page 146). The second half of the XVI cen-
tury, that is. Everything is perfectly correct – this 
is precisely what our reconstruction claims, qv 
in Chron4. 

6.  
HOW THE WESTERN EUROPE FINALLY 
SUCCEEDED IN MAKING RUSSIA AND 

TURKEY HOSTILE TOWARDS EACH OTHER

We have formulated our hypothesis many a time 
already; let us merely sum up in brief. 

1) The lengthy attempts of the Western diplo-
mats finally proved successful in the late XVI – 
early XVII century. The Great Strife provided the 
ability to support the pro-Western Romanovs in 
their endeavours to seize the Russian throne. The 
operation was a success (see Chron6 for more 
details). 

2) The Horde loses. The Romanovs devise new 
and radically different governing policies. 

3) The commencement of the senseless wars 
between Russia and Turkey. The Western Europe 
gets a chance to draw a breath. 

4) Peter the Great opens his “gateway to Eu-
rope,” striving to introduce the Western speci-
mens all across Russia, which becomes occupied 
by foreigners to a great extent. 

5) The tendentious recreation of Russian his-
tory begins, with a purpose of making it corre-
spond to the needs of the Romanovs.

6) The Western European historians are very 
happy about these activities, especially consider-
ing the recent release of their version of the “ex-
tremely long ancient European history.” The sur-
viving mediaeval documents were covered by a 
thick layer of Scaligerian history. Contradictory 
data were either hushed up or transplanted into 
distant past and ascribed to other lands and na-
tions (alternatively, mercilessly destroyed). Old 
books burn well, after all. The index of forbidden 
books is introduced, with their possession pun-
ishable by live incineration. 
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slavery… They willingly steal everything they can 
lay their hand on… They are exceptionally un-
couth, wild and ignorant, treacherous, aggressive 
and cruel” ([119], page 314). 

Perry in 1696 happily agrees: “In order to find 
out whether a Russian is honest, one must see 
whether he has any hair on his palms. If he has 
none, he is definitely a swindler” ([119], p. 315). 

“Kryzanic attended a banquet there, and ob-
served that his ware had not been washed for a 
year at least [one wonders how he managed to give 
this precise an estimate – Auth.]” ([119], p. 318). 

K. Waliszewski authoritatively concludes: “The 
picture we get when we consider all the evidence 
presented above, which is unanimous and pre-
cludes us from errata, is one of utter repulsive-
ness” ([119], page 318). 

We see the very nascence of the myth about 
Russia’s inferiority – a myth that is still alive, de-
spite its unveracious and artificial nature. Yet this 
myth characterises the atmosphere when the final 
version of Russian history was created by Miller, 
Bayer, Schlezer and their ilk. 

8.  
MEDIAEVAL RUSSIAN ACCOUNTS OF THE 

WESTERN EUROPE

8.1. In re the XV century Rome in Italy

According to our reconstruction, Rome in Italy 
was only founded at the end of the XIV century. 
Even if there was some minor settlement on this 
site previously, it hadn’t been the capital of any-
thing at all. 

And so, “a small but curious note appears in 
handwritten compilations of the XVI-XIX cen-
tury… It contains the very first description of 
Rome known in Russian literature… One notes 
the author’s observation that Rome was deserted” 
([344], pages 52-53). 

Everything is perfectly correct from the view-
point of the New Chronology. However, Scal-
igerites would find this unbecoming, given 
Rome’s status of “the world’s capital.” 

This is why N. A. Kazakova feels obliged to ex-
plain this oddity to the reader. This is what she 

tells us: “Rome was indeed undergoing a phase of 
decline in the XIV – early XV century: the econ-
omy was stagnant, the population diminished at 
a catastrophic rate, the buildings were becom-
ing dilapidated and fell apart. Rome was a piti-
ful sight in comparison with Florence and Fer-
rara, and the Russian traveller pointed this out 
correctly” ([344], page 53). 

However, we shouldn’t get the idea that the 
ancient evidence in question did actually reach 
us the way it was recorded in the XIV-XV centu-
ry. Apparently, “the note on Rome was first pub-
lished by … A. Vostokov after a XIX century copy. 
The second edition was based on the original of 
the early XVI century … and made by V. Malinin” 
([344], page 53). We are likely to be dealing with a 
late edition, which did nonetheless preserve some 
of the original’s features, and makes it obvious 
that Rome in that epoch looked nothing like the 
“capital of the world” due to desolation etc. 

The corollary is as follows. The Russian travel-
ler of the XIV-XV century who wrote the “Roman 
note” describes Rome exactly the way it should 
have been back in the day  – void of any luxu-
rious “ancient” buildings and temples believed 
to be “integral parts of the ancient Rome in Ita-
ly” nowadays. All of them were built somewhat 
later – in the XVI or the XVII century (possibly, 
even the XVIII). 

8.2. On the life of the Western countries  
in general

The Russian author of “A Voyage to Florence” 
writes a substantial deal about the European 
countries that he had seen. 

How does he characterise those countries? 
“The author of the ‘Voyage’ is very respectful in 
reference to the culture and the life of the West-
ern countries, although occasionally also naïve in 
his admiration of the Western culture and tech-
nology. He doesn’t demonstrate any hostility to-
wards the West, although the countries he visits 
are Catholic” ([344], page 42). 

We are by no means trying to imply that the 
Easterners were respectful when they wrote about 
the West, and that the Westerners only wrote 
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about the East irreverently and derisively. There 
were more than enough statements of every kind 
from either part. In the present case we would like 
to voice the following hypothesis. It could be that 
Catholicism was still close enough to Orthodox 
Christianity, which would give no reasons for a 
religious opposition. The schism begins with the 
failure of the Ferraran and Florentine Union in 
the XV century and not in the XI, as Scaligerian 
chronology is trying to convince us. Apparent-
ly, differences between various Christian confes-
sions came to existence in the XVI-XVII century 
and not any earlier. 

8.3. The attitude to the Bible in the Western 
Europe

Today we believe that the Bible in the mediaeval 
Western Europe was treated in pretty much the 
same manner as today – as a collection of holy 
texts treated with great reverence, whose public 
reading and discussion is only acceptable in the 
solemn atmosphere of a church, in solemn, ascet-
ic and academic tones of a sermon. 

Apparently, the original ancient tradition of 
church service was precisely in this vein  – the 
one introduced in Byzantium in the XII centu-
ry. This moderate service tradition was inherited 
by the Orthodox church and preserved until the 
present day (the word “Orthodox” might be de-
rived from “Orda-Dukh,” roughly translating as 
“The Horde’s Faith”). 

The moderate Islamic service must be a close 
relation of the Orthodox tradition. 

This ascetic form of ritual is also adhered to in 
the modern Catholic West. 

However, Christianity hasn’t always been as-
cetic and restrained in the Western Europe. As 
we mention in Chron1, Chapter 7:3, the Bac-
chic cult of the Graeco-Roman Olympian pan-
theon known to us from the “ancient” Greek and 
Roman texts was the Western European medi-
aeval version of Christianity, initially an ascet-
ic cult. Chron1, Chapter 7 contains an exten-
sive collection of materials that also mention the 
erotic sculptures in many Christian temples of 
the Western Europe – a vivid demonstration of 

how distant the mediaeval Christian tradition of 
these countries had been from the initial Chris-
tian cult of the XII century. 

The reform of the Western Church that intro-
duced the Inquisition must have been aimed at a 
return to the former ascetic tradition. Possibly, 
this was stipulated by such negative social after-
math of the orgiastic Bacchic tradition as the wide 
propagation of venereal diseases in some coun-
tries of the Western Europe. 

N. A. Morozov also voiced a hypothesis that 
the Western European theatre has its roots in the 
ecclesiastic Christian performances with decora-
tions and the like, very widespread in Europe dur-
ing the epoch when this specific kind of Christi-
anity was prevalent. 

Let us consider what Russian travellers of the 
XV century wrote about this issue. It turns out 
that in the churches of Italian monasteries Bibli-
cal themes were often presented theatrically and 
called passion plays ([344], page 69). 

“The Russian traveller gives a detailed account 
of the passion plays based upon two Evangelical 
stories, namely, Virgin Mary learning that she was 
soon to give birth to the Son of God, and the as-
cension of Christ to heaven. 

Although the passion plays, which were the 
primary theatrical events of the mediaeval West, 
were based on Evangelical stories, the playwrights 
transformed them to some extent, fancying them 
into religious dramas” ([344], page 60). 

It has to be emphasised that the plays were 
presented in churches, which confirms Morozov’s 
idea about European Christian service of the ep-
och being completely different from the mod-
ern. This is the very epoch when the Occiden-
tal Church gave birth to theatre  – the XV-XVI 
century. 

The Orthodox bishop “Avraamiy of Suzdal de-
scribes the ecclesiastic passion plays [which he 
saw in Florence in 1439 – Auth.] in sufficient de-
tail – apart from a rendition of the scenario, he re-
lates technical information concerning the length 
and the width of the stage, light and sound ef-
fects, as well as technical contraptions used for 
movements, quite sophisticated for that epoch” 
([344], page 61). From the modern point of view, 
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it is quite astonishing that all of this should hap-
pen in a church. 

“The theatrical plays, which were seen by the 
Russians for the first time, impressed them deep-
ly. Avraamiy of Suzdal writes about them with-
out any prejudice at all, quite exhilarated, calling 
them a ‘beauteous and wondrous sight’” ([344], 
page 61). 

Nevertheless, this direction of evolution was 
not chosen by the Orthodox Russia, likewise Is-
lam, although in the XVI century it already start-
ed to gain a certain degree of independence from 
Christianity. 

Distinct marks of the former Bacchic mediae-
val European Christianity were left in the Catho-
lic architecture and art, demonstrating freedom 
from many moral restrictions inherent in mod-
ern Christianity. 

Among them  – the use of musical instru-
ments, such as organs, during religious service, 
which is absent from Orthodox Christianity, like-
wise the naked or partially naked sculptures in 
churches, also forbidden in Orthodox Christian-
ity and Islam. One should also mention the emo-
tional visual art, a great deal more temporal, used 
in lieu of the strict icons. Mediaeval Western Eu-
ropean artists rendered religious themes with a 
much greater degree of liberty than their Ortho-
dox counterparts who painted the much more re-
strained icons. 

Let us once again remind the reader of the ex-
plicit sculptures in the “ancient” tradition found 
in some mediaeval cathedrals of Europe ([544], 
also Chron1, Chapter 7). The Passions of Christ 
(1152-1185) and the saints were painted in a very 
naturalistic manner, with unsettling physiologi-
cal details such as bleeding open wounds, bodies 
pierced by torturers etc. 

This ideology was particularly manifest in the 
sombre works of Bosch and many other Western 
artists of that epoch – the passionate paintings of 
heaven and hell, demons and so on. These paint-
ings of Bosch and his colleagues were ecclesias-
tical art – not secular. 

When we point out such differences, we are by 
no means trying to say that one brand of Chris-
tianity is better than another. Our mission is to 

point out the serious discrepancies between the 
nascent movements in Christianity, which even-
tually led to opposition in the XVII century. We 
believe that the understanding of such discrepan-
cies is useful for the reconstruction of a more au-
thentic version of the XIV-XVIII century history. 
Any such attempt shall inevitably concern the psy-
chology of the Middle Ages apart from chronol-
ogy – art, behaviour inside and outside church-
es, popular likes and dislikes and so forth. This is 
the only way of understanding the nature of er-
rors and distortions introduced by chronologists. 

8.4. The global chronicle genre.  
The predecessors (or, rather, 

contemporaries) of Scaliger and Petavius

We have already mentioned the fact that Scal-
iger and Petavius have created the skeleton of 
the erroneous global chronology in the XVI-
XVII century, making it look more or less com-
plete. Later historians of the XVIII-XX century 
merely complemented it with flesh and made it 
look more academic. However, neither the foun-
dation of this edifice, nor its architecture drew 
any criticisms from their part – for obvious rea-
sons. The sheer bulk of materials accumulated 
since the XVIII century was so great, and the re-
spect for the authority of the first chronologists 
so strong, that nobody wanted to lay down their 
life for the search of possible errata with the im-
perfect means offered by historical science of the 
epoch. Natural scientific methods, including the 
ones based on mathematical statistics, were still 
absent from historical chronology. 

One must admit that the very source of the 
erroneous chronology must predate the epoch of 
Scaliger and Petavius to a small extent. We claim 
that the historical materials of the XI-XVI centu-
ry, correct and authentic for the most part, were 
erroneously organised and placed on the chrono-
logical time axis in the XVI-XVII century. 

It would be interesting to find out who was the 
first to choose the wrong direction. It is natural-
ly very difficult to estimate today. Let us howev-
er try. We shall mark the Scaligerian dates cor-
responding to the publications of the so-called 
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Around the end of the XV century, global 
chronicles came to Germany. We are referring to 
the chronicle of Hartmann Schedel, and the ensu-
ing Chronicle of Naucler, the Swabian historian, 
which covers the period until 1501 ([344], page 
230). Incidentally, historians themselves recog-
nise that Naucler “wasn’t critical in his use of his 
predecessors’ works” ([344], page 230). 

Another global chronicle known to us was 
written by Carion, an apprentice of Melanchton; 
it ends with 1532 ([344], page 230). 

In 1551 the “Global Chronicle” of Marcin Bel-
ski, a Polish writer and historian of circa 1495-
1575 came out. 

It is believed that “Russian literature of the sec-
ond half of the XVI century knows of just a single 
translated source with materials concerning the 
Western Europe – the ‘Global Chronicle’ of Mar-
cin Belski” ([344], page 227). 

It also turns out that “the primary source used 
by Marcin Belski was the global chronicle of Nau-
cler” ([344], page 233). It is curious that the work 
of Marcin Belski “was introduced in the list of 
works banned by the Catholic church when the 
counter-reformation came to power in Poland” 
([344], page 234). 

Finally, in the XVI-XVII century Scaliger and 
Petavius write their works, concluding the con-
struction of the erroneous ancient chronology. 
However, let us reiterate that all the abovemen-
tioned chronologists also lived in the epoch of 
the XVII-XVIII century. This will make them 
contemporaries or even followers of Scaliger and 
Petavius and not predecessors. 

9.  
MOSCOW AS THIRD ROME

9.1. The moniker “Third Rome” as used for 
referring to Moscow finally explained

As we have pointed out above, this book of ours 
isn’t so much concerned with the search of new 
proof for our conception as with providing a new 
explanation of various “blank spots” inherent in 
Scaligerian history based on our theory. One of 
such blank spots is the famous mediaeval formu-

la: “Moscow is the Third Rome,” which is hard-
ly fathomable if we’re to follow the Romanovian 
version of Russian history. 

The popular opinion is that it had simply em-
bodied the hopes of the Muscovite Great Princes 
for the ascension of Moscow. However, the word 
Rome was understood quite explicitly in the Mid-
dle Ages, referring to the capital of the Global 
Empire. From the point of view suggested by the 
Romanovian version of Russian history, the very 
concept of Moscow as the Third Rome is blatant 
and even ridiculous bragging. 

However, our conception of Russian history 
provides a simple explanation. Moscow really be-
came the new capital of the Great = “Mongolian” 
Empire, or the Third Rome, when this formula 
was introduced. 

Let us remind the reader that, according to the 
New Chronology, before the epoch of Ivan III the 
capital of the Great Russian Empire was still in 
Vladimir, or the city that “ruled the world,” judg-
ing by the translation of the name (alternatively – 
in Yaroslavl, or Novgorod the Great). 

It is known that the formula in question was 
introduced at the end of the XV century. For in-
stance, it is used in the rendition of the Paschalia 
compiled by Metropolitan Zosima in 1492 ([637], 
page 132). It is presumed to have been formulated 
with the greatest precision in the epistle of Elder 
Filofey. “In the missive to Vassily III Ivanovich, 
written around 1514-1521, we see the first for-
mulation … of the formula ‘Moscow is the Third 
Rome,’ without any literary or philosophical de-
velopments” ([637], page 732). 

Modern historians associate the introduction 
of this claim with the events of 1453 and 1480. The 
Ottomans took Constantinople in 1453. As we re-
alise today, this must have been the conquest of 
New Rome, or the Byzantine capital, by the joined 
forces of Russia and the Ottomans, or Atamans. 

It is believed that in 1480 the Muscovite Great 
Prince became the autocrat. Today it is believed to 
have marked the end of the “Tartar yoke.” How-
ever, it was really the end of a relatively short pe-
riod in Russian history of some 30 years, more 
or less, when Russia was symbolically acknowl-
edging the superiority of the Ottoman Ataman 
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Mohammed II the Conqueror, an ally of Russia. 
As soon as the great Mohammed died in 1481, 
his Muscovite allies refused to so much as ac-
knowledge the “superiority rights” of his heirs. 
We shall cover this in more detail in the section 
on Egypt. We must simply mark that initially the 
name Moscow, or the Biblical Meshech, was used 
for referring to the entire Horde, or Russia. The 
city of Moscow only became the capital of the 
Empire in the XVI century, a hundred years lat-
er. Namely, this happened in the reign of Ivan 
IV “The Terrible,” whose phantom reflection was 
cast a century backward in time, becoming Ivan 
III (see CHRON6 for more details). 

Ever since that time, Moscow was proclaimed 
capital, having become the residence of Ivan III, 
the autocrat (also known as Ivan IV). This is how 
Moscow became the Third Rome – quite literal-
ly and with no need for any “philosophical de-
velopments.” 

R. G. Skrynnikov reports: “People in the Mid-
dle Ages were regarding the political system of the 
world as a strict hierarchy… The centre of the uni-
verse was in Byzantium, the heir of the Roman 
Empire… The theory of Russia as the Third Rome, 
according to which the Muscovite princes acted as 
the direct heirs of the rulers of the ‘Second Rome’ – 
the Byzantine Empire” ([776], pages 22-23). 

The famous “Hat of Monomakh” is believed 
to have appeared in Russia in the epoch of Ivan 
III. According to R. G. Skrynnikov, “there was 
a legend about the progeny of Monomakh’s Hat 
[bear in mind that all the “embarrassing” mediae-
val reports are usually called legends nowadays – 
Auth.]. When Monomakh accomplished his vic-
torious Czar-Grad Campaign, his grandfather, 
Emperor Constantine, long dead in reality, gave 
his grandson the royal diadem from his head … 
Muscovite rulers inherited the imperial regalia 
from Monomakh” ([776], page 24). 

Let us remind the reader that Monomakh 
was the name of Constantine, the Byzantine Em-
peror, as well as that of his grandson Vladimir. 
Therefore, according to the official Russian point 
of view of the XVI century, the royal diadem of 
Byzantine emperors was brought to Russia in the 
epoch of Vladimir Monomakh, who was the al-

leged ancestor of the Muscovite Czars according 
to the very same official viewpoint. And so, the 
famous Byzantine Monomakh’s Hat ended up in 
Russia, or the Third Rome. 

It is most noteworthy that, according to the ev-
idence of the contemporaries, this hat of the Byz-
antine emperor was “crafted in the Tartar fashion” 
([776], page 24). This is perfectly in order from 
the point of view suggested by our reconstruc-
tion. The so-called “Tartar style” was the “ancient” 
Byzantine style in reality. This was eventually for-
gotten, and the “ancient” Byzantine style is im-
agined differently today, without the participa-
tion of any Tartars. 

It would be interesting to turn to the original 
source and see how the “philosophically undevel-
oped” idea of Moscow as the Third Rome was ac-
tually formulated. 

It turns out that philosophy has nothing to do 
with the subject. The missive of Filofei was con-
cerned with nothing but practical issues. As he dis-
cusses them, he makes the following matter-of-fact 
statement, pointing it out as a matter of common 
knowledge: “Pious Czar, it is known that your do-
main is one to include every Christian kingdom; 
you are thus the suzerain of all the Christians upon 
the face of the Earth” ([637], p. 436). 

Also: “O pious Czar, see how all the Christian 
kingdoms converged under your power, since 
the two Romes have fallen and the Third stands 
proud; there shall be no fourth” ([637], page 440). 

Filofey makes a perfectly clear reference to the 
unification of all Christian kingdoms under the 
rule of Great Prince Vassily, or simply “Czar,” con-
sidering the translation of the name (which has 
transformed into a regular name somewhat later). 

It must be noted that Filofey mentions the uni-
fication of all Christian kingdoms under the rule 
of Moscow as a fait accompli, something complete-
ly obvious and self-implied. It is perfectly obvious 
from our reconstruction’s viewpoint – we are con-
sidering the real global supremacy of Russia, or the 
Horde, with its newly established capital in Mos-
cow (already after the divide of lands with the Ot-
toman = Ataman Empire in the XV century). 

Countries controlled by the Ottoman Empire 
eventually became Muslim, whereas the ones that 
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comprised the Russian Empire, or the Horde, 
chose Christianity. 

Modern commentators are obviously irritat-
ed by this tone of Filofey’s letter. Upon consid-
eration, they have found a “fitting” pretext for 
the statement made by Filofey. They remark that 
indeed, “the city of Pskov was made part of the 
Muscovite Principality about twelve years earli-
er” ([637], page 732). This is how “all the Chris-
tian lands converged under the power of Great 
Prince Vassily.” 

This would all be fine and well – however, it 
turns out that there are many sources featuring 
“Moscow as the Third Rome”; not as a “popular 
theory” of any sort, as we see from the epistle of 
Filofey, but a real fact, despite the allegations of 
the modern commentators (see [637], page 732). 

Could everyone have really been impressed 
so much by the successful annexation of Pskov 
to start considering Moscow the Third Rome, 
and not merely the Third Rome, but the Eternal 
Rome, a permanent successor to the two Great 
Romes of the ancient days. According to the re-
port made by Reverend Makariy Veretennikov, 
there was a certain “Chronograph” compiled in 
the Iosifo-Volokolamskiy Monastery, based on 
the concept that the whole world history could 
be rendered to the history of the Muscovite Rus-
sia ([856]). 

Later on, the concept of Moscow as the 
Third Rome was suppressed by the Romanovs 
in the XVII century  – in particular, during the 
schism of the Russian Church under Czar Alexei 
Mikhailovich and Patriarch Nikon. It is believed 
that “the old-believers were the only ones to have 
preserved and developed the teaching about a 
special historical role of the Russian nation, ‘Rus-
sia the Holy’ and the ‘Orthodox Third Rome’; it is 
due to their efforts primarily that these ideas were 
revived, in this century and in the previous one” 
([298], page 14). It is known that the first and 
largest stronghold of opposition to the reforms 
of Nikon and the Romanovs was located in the 
Volga region, the former territory of the Golden 
Horde. This is easy to understand – the old cen-
tre of “Mongolia,” or the mediaeval Russian Em-
pire, was right here on the Volga. 

9.2. Moscow as the “New Jerusalem” 

We have mentioned it many times that the Evan-
gelical city of Jerusalem is most likely to be iden-
tified as Czar-Grad = New Rome = Constantino-
ple. It is most likely that Jesus Christ was cruci-
fied here in the XII century (1185). Therefore, the 
names of Rome and Jerusalem are strongly liked 
to each other, and occasionally would even refer 
to the same city, according to our reconstruction. 
This was remembered well in the Middle Ages. 
Indeed, according to G. V. Popov, “the concept of 
Constantinople being the ‘Second Rome,’ or ‘New 
Jerusalem’ became popular … in the XV centu-
ry” ([305], page 86). 

Czar-Grad, or Jerusalem, was firmly associat-
ed with such Christian halidoms as the Hagia So-
phia, which stands in Istanbul until this day, and 
the Holy Sepulchre. 

The Russian “Talk of Jerusalem” considered 
apocryphal and therefore presumably “errone-
ous” today, reports the following: “The city of Je-
rusalem is the mother of all cities; the Church of 
Sophia, the Lord’s Wisdom, is the Church of All 
Churches. It houses the Holy Sepulchre” ([305], 
page 12). Since the Church of Hagia Sophia still 
exists in Istanbul, we can clearly see that the au-
thor of the texts unequivocally identifies Jerusa-
lem as Czar-Grad. 

Therefore, Moscow, which really became Third 
Rome in the XV-XVI century, must have natural-
ly inherited the image of Jerusalem. This idea is 
formulated in the same “Talk of Jerusalem” as fol-
lows: “There shall be the City of Jerusalem in Rus-
sia, its holy capital, and in that city there shall be 
the Ecumenical Apostolic Church of Sophia, the 
Lord’s Wisdom, of seventy domes, also known as 
the Holiest of the Holy” ([305], page 12). 

We must also point out that certain Eng-
lish texts transcribe the name of Yaroslavl as 
Jeroslowd ([186], pp. 235 and 244). The fact that 
“Jeroslowd” stands for “Yaroslavl” was discovered 
by academic historians ([235], p. 244). It is likely 
that Jeroslowd is merely a corruption of the name 
Jerusalem, which is in perfect correspondence 
with our reconstruction, seeing as how Yaroslavl 
remained the capital of the Great = “Mongolian” 
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it to the Great Czar to instigate a series of eccle-
siastical reforms in his kingdom, which compris-
es all the Christian kingdoms, as the Elder points 
out as an obvious and self-implied fact. 

Let us quote the actual name of the Epistle. 
“An Epistle to Great Prince Vassily on the Recti-
fication of the Sign of the Cross and a Report of 
Sodomite Fornication” ([637], page 437). Filofey 
gives three recommendations to the Czar. 

The first one is as follows: “Fear the Lord, who 
has given you all that you have.” 

The second concerns the necessity to fill the 
Church with bishops. There must have been a 
sudden shortage  – understandable within our 
reconstruction due to the great expansion of 
the Great Russian Empire, lots of new converts, 
a change of ecclesiastical hierarchy in the con-
quered lands and so on. All of the above must 
have taken a great number of bishops, who actu-
ally implement the power of the church. 

The third one is of the greatest interest. Filofey 
demands to eradicate the sin of sodomy: “Not 
merely among the secular populace, but others as 
well, whom I shall not mention directly, but the 
reader shall know them” ([637], page 439). It is 
an obvious enough reference to the sin of sodomy 
in the rants of the church officials or in monas-
teries. The Great Prince must have heeded to the 
strict demands of the Russian Orthodox Church 
as represented by Filofey. 

However, one might well enquire about the 
exact places where they started to persecute “the 
sin of sodomy” after this missive. Did they do it 
in the recently joined Pskov, perchance? We ha-
ven’t heard of any such thing, for some reason. 

There is something we do know of in relation 
to this epoch, however. This is the very epoch 
when the famous New Inquisition is founded in 
the Western Europe, or the countries conquered 
as a result of the Great = “Mongolian” Conquest. 
These were the countries where the “ancient” orgi-
astic Bacchic cult had flourished, as we mentioned 
above and in Chron1, which was a distorted ver-
sion of the original XII century Christianity. 

“The New Inquisition was institutionalised in 
Spain in 1478-1483” ([204], page 231). Appar-
ently, immediately upon reception of orders from 

Moscow. Let us recollect the reference given by 
Orbini about the Spanish Royal House being the 
closest to Moscow ([617], page 4). 

A new wave of the inquisition swept over other 
countries of the Western Europe as well. This re-
sulted in the formation of the “universal, or ecu-
menical, inquisition, also known as the Roman In-
quisition, as a congregation of the Holy Chancel-
lery that has existed ever since 1542” ([204], p. 29). 

Therefore, the institution of the inquisition 
was founded in 1542, and it eventually swept 
over the entire Western Europe. There are two 
main waves of the inquisition in the history of the 
Western Europe, the first one likely to be a reflec-
tion of the XV-XVI century inquisition. A propos, 
there has never been any such institution founded 
inside the Orthodox Church – it wasn’t required. 

Apparently, apart from the struggle against 
heresy, the Western European inquisition was 
concerned with the eradication of sodomy – one 
must recollect that the “witches” usually had “sex-
ual perversions” incriminated to them [204]. 

It is interesting that the first wave of the seri-
ous organised inquisition in Western Europe is 
dated to the very same epoch as the beginning 
of the “Mongolian” conquest in the XIII century, 
namely, 1229-1230 ([204], page 30). 

The second wave of the inquisition at the end 
of the XV century coincides with the time of Ivan 
III, who was known as the “new Constantine” 
([305], page 52), and “had the power of the Holy 
Divine Seat of the Ecumenical Church” ([305], 
page 52). In other words, he commanded the Ec-
umenical Church in the secular fashion. He must 
have been the one to decide upon the areas where 
the new inquisition was to be introduced. 

Thus, upon comparing all the facts, let us en-
quire: is it pure coincidence that the Muscovite 
calls for the eradication of sodomy from the Ec-
umenical Church and the parallel foundation of 
the inquisition in the Western Europe date to the 
same point in time? After all, the institution in 
question was the ideal candidate for such a task. 

Readers who find it difficult to believe the idea 
that Moscow might have affected Western Euro-
pean affairs so seriously might recollect a much 
more recent epoch, when a short-term rapid ex-
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11.7. The Franks, the Turks and the Tartars. 
Paris, the Persians and the Russians

After the Trojan War of the XIII century AD, the 
name “Turks” (TRK) is likely to have received two 
vocalisations – “Turks” and “Franks.” The former 
stayed in Turkey, and the latter migrated to Eu-
rope, transforming into the name of France, or 
Francia – possibly, as a result of the XIV centu-
ry “Mongolian” conquest. In later documents the 
name Franks was occasionally used for referring 
to crusaders. Such fluctuations of the term TRK 
between the East and the West can be explained 
by the fact that one and the same name of the 
Tartars would be attached to different warring 
factions during the civil wars within the Great = 
“Mongolian” Empire of the XIV-XVI century. 

The name of the P-Russians, who came from 
Russia, must have left a trace in Asia as the name 
of the Persians. Then, after the Trojan War and 
the ensuing “Mongolian” conquest it came to the 
West. Traces of this name can still be encountered 
there (Paris, for instance). 

The situation with the “ancient” Greek myth 
is similar  – on the one hand, the protagonist, 
Perseus or Paris, kills the Gorgon; on the oth-
er, he defeats his enemies with the Gorgon’s head 
that he put on his shield. There is always some 
confusion about the identity of the victorious and 
the defeated party in the descriptions of wars, de-
pending on who wrote the chronicles. 

11.8. Orders of St. George in Russia and in 
the Western Europe

The famous Order of St. George is a military or-
der ([936], page 408; see fig. 12.22). Let us remind 
the reader that the word “order” is likely to be a 
derivative of the word Horde. 

“When the faith in St. George as an ally in bat-
tle against the infidels spread all across the West-
ern Europe [already conquered by the Horde – 
Auth.] in the epoch of the crusades, this was fol-
lowed by the foundation of a great many orders 
and societies in memory of the Holy Martyr. They 
were founded in almost every European coun-
try – Italy, Germany, Burgundy, Holland etc. … 

Towards the middle of the XVIII century there 
was hardly a single country in Europe that would 
not have an Order of St. George of its own” ([936], 
page 408). 

Let us note that Georgiy himself, or Geng-
his-Khan, was canonised by the Church as Great 
Prince Georgiy Vsevolodovich. This is how 
Georgiy (Genghis-Khan, and not just his angel) 
became known as St. George. 

We must also remind the reader that St. 
George is present on a number of Western Eu-
ropean countries, which is also likely to be a ves-
tige of the conquest of Europe by Russia, or the 
Horde. It turns out that the persons decorated 
by the Cross of St. George and the Order of St. 
George were wearing the memory of the Russian 
Empire, or the Horde, on their chests – the mem-
ory of Georgiy Danilovich (Vsevolodovich)  = 
Ryurik = Genghis-Khan = Mstislav the Valiant = 
the “ancient” Perseus. 

11.9. Georgiy the Victorious seizes 
Jerusalem = Constantinople. The Bosporus 

as the Sound of St. George

According to mediaeval sources, the strait of Bos-
porus, whereupon one finds Constantinople, and 
the strait of Dardanelles were known under the 
same name in the Middle Ages – the Sound of St. 
George ([729], page 141). 

This is what M. A. Zaborov reports: “The 
Sound of St. George is the name used in the West 
for referring to the entire Bosporus strait ever 
since the First Crusade. Robert de Clary uses it 
for referring to the entire Hellespont (Dardanelles 
Strait) until the end of the Bosporus. The name – 
M. A. Zaborov is clearly reduced to guesswork 
here – must be derived from the Monastery of St. 
George in Mangana, or, alternatively, the arsenal 
of the Constantinople citadel, which had stood 
proud over the Bosporus” ([729], page 141). 

In Chron4 we voice the hypothesis that the 
Russians took part in the conquest of Constan-
tinople, or Czar-Grad, fighting alongside the Ot-
tomans = Atamans. This hypothesis is indirect-
ly confirmed by the following Western European 
legend of St. George, which is rather noteworthy. 
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Apparently, “the Crusaders who visited the 
legendary birthplace of St. George spread his glo-
ry all across the West, telling how he took part 
in the storm of Jerusalem [or Czar-Grad, as we 
realise today – Auth.] … He rode into battle as 
a knight with a red cross on a white cape [the 
so-called Cross of St. George, known in England 
since the XIV century; St. George is considered 
the Patron Saint of England” ([533], Volume 1, 
page 274). 

The XIV century is mentioned for a good rea-
son – this is precisely how it should be, accord-
ing to our reconstruction. It is the epoch of the 
“Mongolian” conquest. 

The conquest of Jerusalem = Constantinople 
as described above is dated to 1099 today ([533], 
Volume 2, page 275). However, if we recollect the 
shift of 300 or 400 years inherent in the consen-
sual chronology, we shall see that the events in 
question are more likely to date from the XIV or 
the XV century. 

It is possible that Georgiy, or Genghis-Khan, 
really supervised the conquest of Czar-Grad per-
sonally. But even if he didn’t, the army of George, 
or the Horde, still went into battle with the victo-
rious name of Georgiy, the founder of the “Mon-
golian” Empire, on their lips. This must be why 
the name of St. George became immortalised in 
the vicinity of the conquered Constantinople  = 
Jerusalem as the Sound of St. George. 

The legend about Syria being the birthplace of 
St. George is easy enough to explain – it is per-
fectly correct; according to our reconstruction, 
Syria (likewise Assyria and Ashur) is merely the 
reverse reading of the name Russia. 

In that epoch, Russia, or the Horde, and the 
Ottoman = Ataman Turks have already become 
masters of Czar-Grad  = Jerusalem and Byzan-
tium in general. Hence the appearance of the 
name Syria = Russia in the Middle East, which 
was eventually inherited by the modern Syria. 
The name was brought here from Russia during 
the conquest of Byzantium, and stayed as one of 
its permanent vestiges. 

A reflection of St. George, the founder of the 
Empire, was also cast over the ascension of Mos-
cow in the XVI century as the capital of Russia, 

or the Biblical Meshech. As we shall demonstrate 
in Chron6, this happened under Ivan IV “The 
Terrible” also known under the moniker “Dol-
goroukiy” (literally, “long-armed”), hence the leg-
end about the foundation of Moscow by Youri 
Dolgoroukiy. Khan Georgiy the Victorious, the 
founder of the entire “Mongolian” Empire, could 
obviously be included in the symbolism of Mos-
cow as the new imperial capital. 

Our theory is confirmed by the data cited by 
N. A. Soboleva: “Georgiy the serpent-slayer was a 
close image for the Muscovite princes, especially 
seeing as how tradition firmly associated George 
the soldier with Prince Youri Dolgoroukiy, the 
founder of Moscow … which was manifest in the 
construction of churches and the foundation of 
cities named after him” ([794], page 207).

Next we find out that, according to the ancient 
Russian tradition, Georgiy the warrior was also 
the patron of the Princes of Vladimir and Kiev 
([794], page 207). N. A. Soboleva attempts to in-
terpret the mediaeval data concerning the out-
standing role of St. George the Victorious in the 
life of the ancient Russia as a mere “theory.” 

She writes: “This theory, supporting the poli-
cies of the Muscovite Great Princes and reflecting 
their ancient origins, appeared at the end of the 
XIV century [which is in perfect correspondence 
with our reconstruction – Auth.], and remained 
one of the primary political theories of the Rus-
sian state throughout the entire XV century… We 
believe this to explain the particular fondness of 
George the warrior exhibited by the Muscovite 
princes… The Muscovite princes didn’t merely 
claim a relation to the deeds of George the war-
rior, but also associated his physical appearance 
with themselves. This is why the Muscovite coins 
often portray the Great Princes as dragon-slay-
ers (sans halo); for greater illustrative value, such 
portraits were accompanied by the legend “к” or 
“кн,” which stood for “Prince” (“князь”). The 
same rider figured on the metal seals of Ivan III. 

Therefore, the emblem depicting a mounted 
warrior slaying a dragon with his spear becomes 
firmly associated with the Muscovite princes in 
the XV century” ([794], page 207). 

Our reconstruction makes everything perfect-
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of America or the West Indies” – a copy from the 
original that was kept in the study of Peter the 
Great, qv in [73] and in fig. 12.42. 

The sound that separates Great Britain from 
Ireland is called the Sound of St. George. The 
name is used until the present day, and can be 
found on any modern map.

It is however possible that the name of St. 
George the Victorious, or Genghis-Khan, came 
here directly and not by proxy of Czar-Grad, dur-
ing the Great = “Mongolian” conquest of the XIV 
century. The troops of the Horde marched all 
across Europe under the banners of St. George = 
Genghis-Khan, and subsequently reached the 
British Isles. Having founded a large settlement 
here, they named the local strait after George, like-
wise the strait where the recently conquered Czar-
Grad had stood. This was the very “Roman” con-
quest of Britain, so famous in Scaligerian history. 

12.  
THE KNIGHTLY NAME OF ROSH = RUSS IN 

CRUSADE HISTORY

Let us turn the reader’s attention to the famous 
mediaeval clan of De La Roche, which took part 
in the conquest of Greece and Byzantium in the 
alleged XIII century AD. Otto, or Odo de la Ro-
che, a crusader knight, was the ruler of Athens in 
the alleged years 1205-1225 ([195], p. 378). 

Also, “Otto de la Roche sur Lunion, Senior de 
Ray, belonged to one of the most distinguished 
families in Burgundy… He revealed his valour at 
the storm of Constantinople” ([195], p. 141). He is 
believed to be the owner of rich Theban lands and 
“the founder of the surname Ray” ([195], p. 141). 

Many passages of the fundamental oeuvre of 
F. Gregorovius ([195]), a prominent German his-
torian, tell us about the participation of numer-
ous representatives of the de la Roche family in 
the wars of the XIII century, which were later de-
scribed as a Trojan War, according to our recon-
struction. It is likely that the French family of la 
Roche could trace its genealogy to the Russian 
conquerors of Europe, or the Horde. 

Let us also pay attention to the French family 
of Rochefort ([729], page 171). Considering the 

flexion of F and T, the name is synonymous with 
ROSH-TR (ROSH-Tartars or ROSH-Franks). 
This family is also likely to be the offspring of 
the Russian Turks, or Tartars, of the XIV century. 

We read much about the crusader knights of 
ROSH-TR (Rochefort) in the mediaeval chroni-
cles that describe the wars of the alleged XIII cen-
tury fought on the territory of Byzantium and 
Greece. 

Amidst the Crusader knights we also see the 
natives of the French Roussillon ([195], page 378). 
It is possible that the name Roussillon (RUSS + 
ILION) was also brought to the territory of the 
modern France as a result of the Russian (or the 
Horde’s) conquest of the Western Europe in the 
XIV century. 

It is therefore possible that a large part of the 
French aristocracy can trace its ancestry to the 
Slavs, who had once settled in these parts of the 
Western Europe. This is why the family names of 
the aristocracy preserved the roots RUS, ROSH 
etc. The initial meaning of these names was large-
ly forgotten – this forgetfulness was compulsory. 

Let us also recollect the French crusaders from 
the Brachet family, for instance, “Pierre de Brass-
ier (de Brachet, de Brachel, de Brechal etc)  … 
brother of Hugues [Gog  – Auth.] de Brassier” 
([729], page 172). We are likely to see a reference 
to P-Russia (Prussia or White Russia).

The White Horde must also have left a few 
traces in France after the Western Europe was 
swept over by the wave of the Russian conquest. 

The French cleric Pierre de Rossi comes to 
mind as well ([729], page 172). It is also possi-
ble that the name Rogé, which was also borne by 
some of the Crusader knights ([136], page 295), 
happens to be of a similar origin. 

13.  
GOG, THE MONGOLS AND THE TARTARS 

AS FRANKISH CRUSADER KNIGHTS

Considering the above, it would be interesting 
to take a closer look at the rosters of crusader 
knights who fought in Byzantium and in Greece 
in the alleged XIII century. Apart from such 
names as Roche and Rochefort, we also discover 
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the names that are likely to be derived from Gog, 
the name of the Goths, or the Cossacks, according 
to our reconstruction, qv in Chron4. 

Let us consider the conquest of Czar-Grad in 
the alleged years 1203-1204 as described by Rob-
ert de Clary, author of the chronicle entitled “The 
Conquest of Constantinople” ([729], page 81). 

He begins his book with a list of the most fa-
mous crusaders who took part in the conquest of 
Constantinople ([729], page 5). Among them we 
see the following names likely to derive from Gog 
and Russ: Hugues, Count de Saint-Paul, Guye, his 
brother, Hugues – a knight, Hugues de Beauvais, 
Gaultier, a knight whose name is clearly a deriva-
tive from “Goth,” Hugues, the brother of Pierre de 
Brassier, Rochefort – Olivier de Rochefort, Guye 
de Manchicourt etc ([729], pages 5 and 168). 

Further on Robert de Clary names three 
knights named Gaultier and twelve knights 
named Guye ([729], page 168). 

Let us also mention the crusader Hugues, 
Count de la Forêt, a participant of the Fourth 
Crusade ([136], page 292). His name sounds like 
GOG-TR (Gog the Turk).

In this case, one must also recollect the distin-
guished Frankish family of Montfort, or MON-
TR  – possibly, Mongol-Turk or Mongol-Tartar 
(Great Turk/Tartar). 

Knight Geoffroi de Villehardouin, the author 
of the chronicle “Conquest of Constantinople,” 
the Marshal of Champagne and one of the leaders 
of the Fourth Crusade ([136], page 293) lists elev-
en knights named Gaultier and eighteen named 
Guye among the most distinguished heroes of the 
campaign ([136], page 292). In particular, we see 
Hugues de Brassier (Brachet), once again, a pos-
sible derivative of Gog B-Russian or Goth P-Rus-
sian (Byelorussian Goth). 

We should also name the knights bearing 
the surname of Montferrat ([729], page 168), or 
MON-TRRT (possibly, “Mongol Tartar”). 

Furthermore, Boniface I of Montferrat (pos-
sibly, “Mongol Tartar”) was the leader of the 
Fourth Crusade, allegedly in the early XIII cen-
tury, a Marquis and King of Thessalonica (1204-
1207) – see [729], page 167; also [136], page 291. 
Therefore, we are likely to be confronted with lin-

guistic relics testifying to the Mongol and Tar-
tar leadership of the XIII century Constantino-
ple campaign. 

Another crusader knight bore the name of 
“Godfroi de Toron – a feudal ruler in the King-
dom of Jerusalem” ([729], page 168). His name, 
GOT-TR de TRN may also be derived from the 
word “Goth” (“Trojan,” “Frank” or “Turk”). 

These facts are in good correspondence with 
our reconstruction, according to which the Rus-
sians took part in the conquest of Czar-Grad to-
gether with the Ottomans, or Atamans. Actu-
ally, historians do not dispute the fact that the 
Russians assaulted Constantinople, but they date 
these assaults to earlier epochs. 

One must be aware of the fact that the sur-
viving chronicles of Robert de Clary and Geof-
froi de Villehardouin must be edited versions of a 
later origin dating from the XVII-XVIII century.

14.  
DIRECT PARTICIPATION OF THE RUSSIAN 

TROOPS IN THE CONQUEST OF 
CONSTANTINOPLE

As we have mentioned earlier, the Ottomans, or 
Atamans must have conquered Czar-Grad to-
gether with the Russians. Romanovian historians 
took special care to erase this fact from the histo-
ry of the XIV-XV century. However, some reports 
of this event were fortunate enough to survive as 
duplicates, which were moved backward in time 
(to the IX-X century). The “editors of Russian his-
tory” did not recognize them for what they were; 
duplicates are doubtlessly useful that way. 

Georgiy the Victorious, or Genghis-Khan, be-
came reflected in Russian history as Ryurik, qv in 
Chron4. Shifted backwards in time, he ended up 
in the phantom IX century AD (approximately, 
the years 862-879 according to [500], Volume 1, 
page 376) under the name of Ryurik. 

We must therefore expect to find some infor-
mation about the conquest of Czar-Grad by the 
Russians in the IX or the X century AD of the 
Scaligerian and Romanovian timeline. Indeed, 
Scaligerian history reports that several years be-
fore the ascension of Ryurik to the throne in the 
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alleged year 860 AD, Russian troops attack Con-
stantinople under the leadership of Askold and 
Dir, the “Varangians.” 

“In the reign of Michael III, Emperor of 
Greece … the new enemy of the empire came to 
the walls of Constantinople – the Scythian nation 
of the Russians, on two hundred vessels. They 
wreaked devastation upon all the land around the 
city with great cruelty, robbing the neighbouring 
islands and monasteries, killing everyone and in-
citing horror in the hearts of the capital dwellers” 
([500], Volume 1, page 196). 

According to this duplicate version, the Rus-
sians eventually withdrew. 

The traditional legend of the Russian march to 
Czar-Grad led by the Great Prince Igor is also a 
phantom reflection of the events of the XIII-XV 
century. Here the campaign of the XIII-XIV cen-
tury was chronologically shifted to the X century 
AD ([500], page 199). The Byzantine campaign of 
Prince Oleg, which is said to have taken place in 
907 AD, must be yet another phantom of this kind. 

15.  
HISTORY OF FIREARMS: IS OUR 

PERCEPTION CORRECT?

According to A. M. Petrov, “we are thoroughly 
confused about the history of firearms in Asia. For 
some reason, the prevailing absurd notion is that 
the Europeans introduced firearms to the Orient 
when their ships reached the Indian Ocean – af-
ter the epoch of the Great Discoveries, that is. The 
actual history was completely different. 

In 1498 Vasco da Gama circumnavigated the 
Cape of Good Hope and sailed into the Indian 
Ocean. In 1511 the Portuguese started the siege of 
Malacca, one of the largest centres of sea trade in 
Asia. Much to their surprise, their cannon fire was 
answered by Malaccan artillery… After the cap-
ture of the city, the Portuguese found more than 
three thousand small cannons there” ([653], p. 86). 

“Timur managed to make some use of fire-
arms in a number of battles (he died in 1405). 
Another known fact is the use of an enormous 
19-tonne cannon by the Turks during the 1453 
siege of Constantinople” ([653], p. 87). 

The founder of the Great Mogul Empire, 
Babur, “is meticulous to record every single de-
tail that concerns firearms in his ‘Notes.’ The first 
record was made in Central Asia, in 1495-1496… 
It reports a successful shelling of a tower from 
cannons, which had made a hole in it … The re-
cords of 1526-1527 describe the whole process 
of casting a large weapon and its tests as carried 
out by the Turkic weapon armourers… Babur has 
made a multitude of such records about mortars, 
rifles, cannons and their manufacture by Turkic 
and other Oriental armourers without any assis-
tance from Europe” ([653], page 87). 

Therefore, the traditional opinion that fire-
arms were manufactured in the West exclusive-
ly and then brought to the Orient by the Europe-
ans is wrong. It appears to have been planted in 
the XVII-XVIII century as part of the disinfor-
mation campaign aimed at presenting the East as 
savage and the West as civilised. 

16.  
DID THE HORDE CONQUER 

TRANSCAUCASIA OR THE WESTERN 
EUROPE?

The data concerning the real directions of the 
campaigns launched by the Great Princes of Rus-
sia, or the Horde, are most contradictory as ren-
dered in Romanovian history. For example, N. 
M. Karamzin reports that “our princes conquered 
the Yass city of Dedyakov (in South Dagestan), 
burnt it to the ground and returned with great 
spoils and many captives, making the Khan re-
joice greatly and grace them with great praise and 
lavish gifts” ([362], Vol. 4, Ch. 5, col. 80). 

However, N. M. Karamzin’s opinion that the 
campaign was directed at South Dagestan contra-
dicts the indication of Prince M. Shcherbatov, who 
wrote that Russian chroniclers used the term Yass 
for referring to the inhabitants of the South-East 
Lithuania. He believed that the Russian troops re-
ally captured some Polish city in Upper Prut re-
gion. M. Shcherbatov was following Degin, a for-
eign historian. V. N. Tatishchev opined that the tar-
get of this campaign lay beyond the Dniester (see 
[362], notes to Vol. 4, Ch. 5, col. 58). 
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The “Arkhangelogorodskiy Letopisets” insists 
that the abovementioned city of Dedyakov (or 
Tetyakov) is located in Karelia ([362], notes to 
Vol. 4, Ch. 5, col. 59). 

This example clearly demonstrates to us an 
enormous range of opinions in re the location of 
the city of Dedyakov as captured by the Russian 
knights during a “Mongolian” = Great campaign. 
The suggested versions include South Dagestan, 
Karelia, Poland, Lithuania and the lands beyond 
the Dniester. It is easy to explain such variety of 
opinions  – Romanovian historians were doing 
all they could to conceal or destroy the descrip-
tions of the Horde’s Western campaigns, which 
had resulted in the colonization of the Western 
Europe. Romanovian historians tried their hard-
est to make the Western campaigns look like lo-
cal Russian events. 

17.  
THE TOPONYMY OF STOCKHOLM, THE 

CAPITAL OF SWEDEN

Pre-XVII century Russian sources transcribe the 
name of the Swedish capital as Stekolna ([578], 
Book 2, page 451). It is an obvious derivative from 
the Russian word for “glass,” steklo. This goes to 
say that the city in question was renowned for 
glass production – serving the needs of the Impe-
rial court of Moscow and the Empire in general. 
The name Stekolna must have been transformed 
into Stockholm by the local authorities after the 
break-up of the Great = “Mongolian” Empire in 
order to make everyone forget that it was once 
part of the Russian Empire, or the Horde. 

18.  
THE REASON WHY THE FAMOUS ICON OF 
OUR LADY OF KYKKOS FROM CYPRUS IS 
STILL CONCEALED FROM PUBLIC SIGHT

The present section is based on the materials and 
observations of our readers who visited the Cy-
prus Kykkos Monastery in 1998 and discovered 
a number of interesting facts that they report-
ed to us. These facts can be explained by our re-
construction. 

The Kykkos Monastery in Cyprus is quite fa-
mous. Its full name is as follows: “The Holy, Royal 
and Stauropegial Monastery of Our Lady of Kyk-
kos” ([410], page 8). The monastery is believed 
to have been founded in the late XI – early XII 
century at the direct order of Alexis Comnene, 
Emperor of Byzantium (or the epoch of Jesus 
Christ, 1152-1185, according to our reconstruc-
tion). “The centrepiece of the Kykkos Monastery 
is the epoch of Our Lady, which, as tradition has 
it, was painted by Apostle Luke directly from the 
Holy Mother of God… In 1576 the icon was set 
in a silver and golden encasement; the new en-
casement was made in 1795. Her face is covered, 
and remains concealed always” ([410], page 9). 

Let us enquire about the reason why the face 
of Our Lady on the icon is never revealed. The 
explanation provided in [410] does not answer 
this question: “It was either done at the request 
of Emperor Alexis, or in order to make the icon 
incite greater reverence” ([410], page 9). Howev-
er, it is obvious that the icon was revealed – for 
the manufacture of the encasements in 1576 and 
1795, at least. No encasement can be made with-
out seeing the icon. Let us also remind the readers 
that such encasements usually have slots for faces. 
Apart from that, it is known that “in 1669 Ger-
asimos, Patriarch of Alexandria, dared to lift the 
cover in order to see the face of Our Lady, but was 
punished for his sacrilege and had to beg God for 
forgiveness with tears in his eyes” ([410], page 9). 

We know the following of the church where the 
Icon is kept today: “The church was built for the 
specific purpose of housing the Holy Icon. It was 
built of wood initially, likewise the entire com-
plex of the monastery… After the fire of 1541 the 
church was completely renovated, and the new 
constructions were made of stone… According to 
the inscription on the iconostasis, the latter was 
made in 1755, immediately after the fire of 1751” 
([410], pages 12-13). It is believed that the archives 
of the monastery perished in the fires of 1751 and 
1813. As we are being told today, these fires “de-
stroyed the fruits of holy labours and works of 
art collected for centuries, rendering important 
manuscripts and historical documents to ashes” 
([410], page 13). We are of the opinion that the 
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in figs. 12.44 and 12.45, whereas the new one cov-
ers the icon up completely, inasmuch as the cov-
er reveals (fig. 12.43)? Could there be other in-
teresting details present, apart from the Russian 
kokoshnik headdress, such as lettering, symbols 
on the clothing and so on? It would be very in-
teresting indeed to take a look at the old icon – if 
it has at all survived, that is. Could it be that the 
visitors are shown the new encasement and the 
modern cover upon it, and nothing but?

19.  
“MONGOLIAN” = THE GREAT EMPIRE WAS 

SPLIT IN THE XVII CENTURY

19.1. Why "Mongolian" Empire, the first and 
single really world empire, through the 

three hundred years was splitted

The causes of the collapse of the Great Empire – 
so VAST and centralized form of state – are ap-
parently understandable. There could have been 
several, of course. The first one was the enormous 
size of the Empire that made information links 
of the khanate metropolis with distant provinces 
difficult. Following the stormy emergence of the 
Empire in the XIV-XV centuries resulting from 
the “Mongolian” invasion and rapid conquest of 
the “promised land” in Eurasia, Africa and Amer-
ica, it has entered a phase of more peaceful devel-
opment of Khan-Horde state.

Note that such an enormous Empire englob-
ing most of the whole world, did not exist neither 
before, nor after that time. In general, numerous 
management tasks were addressed successfully. 
In the final count, the Great = “Mongolian” Em-
pire existed for approximately about three hun-
dred years. This is surprisingly a long time if we 
take into account the undeveloped in means of 
communication of that epoch. It took most like-
ly, a few weeks or even months to deliver, for ex-
ample, the Khan’s order from the Great Novgo-
rod to American Mexico. The fact of such a long 
life of the Empire clearly points to its healthy and 
viable principles, talentedly discovered and put in 
its basis by its rulers. However, the relatively slow 
transfer of information on the ways of the Em-

pire forced the Khans to allow a certain autonomy 
for provinces. Presumably,  a significant part of 
the functions of the imperial apparatus was willy- 
nilly entrusted to the “Mongolian” governors.

A certain autonomy of the Horde troops 
lodged in the provinces was also allowed. Proba-
bly, over time the limited autonomy “on the turf ” 
began to change into a desire get out from under 
the tight control of Rus-Horde completely. Inter-
nal tensions grew. Disruptions with the payment 
of tribute to the imperial treasury began. Final-
ly, the rebellion of the Reformation broke out in 
Western Europe. The coup d’état, organized in the 
capital of the Empire, led to its split. See the book 
Biblical Russia for details.

19.2. Diplomatic success of Western Europe 
in its struggle with Empire in the XVI-XVII 

centuries

Since the second half of the 16th century, Western 
Europe has been trying to leave the “Mongolian” 
Empire. Probably, being unable to achieve this 
with this military means, Western European pol-
iticians have focused on diplomatic operations. 
Apparently, it was conducted in two directions.

a) To organize or use a strife, civil war in Russ-
Horde, in order to bring to power a pro-West-
ern dynasty.

b) Split the alliance of the Russ-Horde and Os-
many = Atamany, inciting them against each oth-
er. Let them fight and leave the West alone.

 This program was successfully implemented. 
Judge for yourself.

a) In the second half of the XVI century in 
Russia, the Strife and Civil war begins. “In the 
capital of the Horde takes place there is a coup 
d’état, thereafter the Horde loses war, see the book 
Biblical Russia. As a result, the pro-Western Ro-
manovs come to power.  

Military pressure on Western Europe from 
Russia is removed. In the West, a rebellion of Ref-
ormation breaks out. Peter I “cuts a window to 
Europe” and largely subordinates life in Russia 
to Western models. 

The idea of the superiority of the West in cul-
ture and science, in military affairs, etc. is gradu-
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ally implanted in the minds of the inhabitants of 
Russia. Russia is occupied to a large extent. For-
eign invaders are given the old imperial lands. 
Serfdom is being introduced.

b) The Romanovs begin to pursue a policy 
that repels Russ from Turkey. The Russian-Turk-
ish wars begin. Now Russ and Turkey have no 
time for Western Europe: “clear up things” among 
themselves. For a while, Western Europe gets a 
breather.

c) The Romanovs rewrote the history of Rus-
sia, essentially distorting it. 

In particular, the Horde = the Russian army 
was declared an evil alien force, that conquered 
not so much Western Europe and almost all of the 
world, – this is now barely mentioned, but sup-
posedly Russia itself.

Furthermore, as a result of the policy of the 
Romanovs, “Mongolian” China splits from Rus-
sia. The Great Empire is divided into several new, 
reformist states  – the countries of Western Eu-
rope, Russia, China, Turkey, Iran, India, Egypt 
and some other states in Europe, Africa, Asia and 
America.

19.3. Who, when and why distorted the 
history of Antiquity, that is the history of the 

XI-XVI centuries

19.3.1. Involontary mistakes and intentional 
falsifications

Here we enter the unsteady soil of the assump-
tions. But this is necessary if we want to un-
derstand the causes of the distortion of history. 
Moreover, the material that we have accumulat-
ed allows making specific hypotheses.

As we have repeatedly pointed out, the rea-
son for the erroneous construction of chronolo-
gy, and therefore the edifice of the world history, 
were the chronological errors. We have already 
pointed to the most likely reasons.

First of all, there were involontary mistakes. 
They merely had to appear because of the imper-
fect way of recording the dates used in the XII-
XVI centuries, see Foundations of History, Chap-
ter 6:13. Delving deep into the problem, we con-
cluded that, apart from the unconscious mistakes 

were, probably, the conscious ones. That is the in-
tentional distortion of ancient chronology and his-
tory. However, it is not necessary to think that to-
day’s historians remember and consciously sup-
port these mistakes. By no means. Once made, 
distortions were quickly assimilated, and the sub-
sequent generations forget their causes. Today, 
the supporters of Scaliger version support it pri-
marily only thanks to the inertia of thinking.

When building an edifice of ancient histo-
ry were committed, roughly speaking, two ma-
jor errors.

First error. Wrongly dated the Nativity of 
Christ. Instead of using the real date (1152) 
from the XII century AD, the date of Nativi-
ty was moved one thousand and hundred to the 
past. Thus, have introduced a “new era,” wrongly 
declared the era of Christmas Christ, see Foun-
dations of History, Chapter 6:13. The mistake was 
made in the XVI-XVII centuries. As we have al-
ready said, the task of constructing the correct 
chronology was complex and met with specif-
ic astronomical and calendar difficulties. Let us 
remind the reader, that the emperor Androni-
cus-Christ (1152-1185) (also called Prince An-
drey Bogolyubsky, idem Apostle Andrew the 
First) was crucified in 1185 in Czar-Grad. See 
our book The Czar of the Slavs.

This fundamental error (wrongly dated the 
Nativity of Christ) has dragged a tremendous 
amount of consequences, and other errors. The 
unrestrained “breeding of history” began. Differ-
ent chronicles, describing in general, the same 
events, have started to creep along the time axis. 
In global history appeared sure chaos. And the 
more chronologists of the XVII-XVIII centuries 
worked, the more it accumulated.

Moreover, at the same time, this chaos hard-
ened like concrete. In particular, multiplied and 
“Mongolian” = the great conquest of the XIV cen-
tury. And its reflections, too, “moved down.”

Second error. It was, apparently, intentional. It 
was a purposeful and quite conscious distortion 
of the Russian-Turkic “Mongolian” conquest of 
Europe, Asia, Africa and America in the XIV-
XV centuries and Ottoman = Ataman conquest 
of the “promised land” in the XV-XVI centuries. 
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The main goal of the falsifiers was to forget the 
history of the Great = “Mongolian” Empire of the 
XIV-XVI centuries. They succeeded. Although 
with effort, see the book Biblical Russia. Distor-
tion was made in reformed Western Europe of the 
XVII-XVIII centuries, after the seizure of power 
in Russia by Romanovs in the XVII century, and 
was actively introduced in Russia. The historians 
of that time executed the decree of the new re-
bellious rulers, who wanted to get rid of the his-
tory of the Great Empire. In other words, to jus-
tify the rebellion of the Reformation.

It should be understood that after the seizure 
of power by the reformers, to distort history in 
the XVII century was already quite simple. For 
this, it is not necessary to write anew multi-vol-
ume annals with fantastic events. 

Falsifiers of XVII century came up with an 
elementary and in a sense an ingenious device. 
They realized that the distortion of the chronology 
would suffice. It is sufficient to make one or more 
date shifts back to the past. It is enough, for exam-
ple, to declare the letter I – the first the character 
of the name Jesus – the designation of a millen-
nium, therefore the mass of authentic documents 
automatically fell into deep phantom antiquity. 
After that, the history of the XII-XVI centuries 
was much impoverished, since many of the doc-
uments were declared to have originated allegedly 
from the epochs of the earlier X century AD. Af-
ter that, there was generally little left to do. It was 
enough to review the surviving chronicles of the 
XI-XVI centuries and edit them in the right di-
rection. Although this work, of course, took time 
but was not so incredibly complicated. 

At first, the new rulers formulated their task 
for the historians. Then a few dozens of years of 
unhurried routine work of just a few groups ed-
itors admitted to secret state archives, the ones 
captured during the Reformation. Worked unno-
ticed, in the quiet of the offices. The results, prob-
ably, were reported upstairs. From there they re-
ceived new ones, mostly oral, instructions. Ty-
pographies in the XVII-XVIII centuries were 
rare. They printed what they needed in a suffi-
cient number of copies.

Moreover, what was not required, burned in 

the fires of the Reformation. The population was 
brought up in schools on new, “correct” pro-
grams. Children listened trustfully and absorbed. 
And they began to believe sincerely. If someone of 
the parents expressed doubts about the correct-
ness of the “new history,” they were politely cor-
rected, the stubborn ones were put on the stake. 
Needless to say, not for history, but for aiding the 
devil and the witches.

19.3.2. Today Scaliger chronological duplicates  
are useful for the reconstruction of the correct 
history

Duplicates are useful because they block the com-
plete destruction of information and ultimately 
allow to restore the Truth. One copy of the doc-
ument can be destroyed or distorted, of course, it 
is possible. But when there are a lot of copies, and 
even more so, when it’s already forgotten that they 
tell actually about the same event, the destruction 
becomes significantly more difficult.

That is precisely what we see. The history 
of the “Mongolian”  = the great conquest in the 
XIV century was completely distorted. The col-
onizing conquerors declared disappeared savag-
es from the borders of distant China. But fortu-
nately, duplicates of the conquest remained almost 
untouched. 

For example, the great Slavic conquest of Eu-
rope in the alleged VI-VII centuries AD, about 
which tells us today, for example, the book of 
Orbini. Editors of History simply did not recog-
nize the Slavic conquest of supposedly VI-VII 
centuries as a duplicate of the Russian-Turkic 
“Mongolian” XIV-XV centuries.

They were led astray by the first chronologi-
cal error. It happily pulled many authentic docu-
ments that speak of the Russian-Turkic conquest 
of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries in the 
early the Middle Ages and even in ancient times. 
For example, in “Ancient” African Egypt, which 
we will discuss below. Thus some documents were 
saved from destruction in the XVII-XVIII cen-
turies. 

Therefore, today the preserved duplicates in 
ancient history are useful. They help to restore 
the real picture.
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19.4. Dispute on which religion is more 
ancient. Why it is better to use a longer 

ancient history

Apparently, in the fifteenth century, began a di-
vision of the initial Christianity of the 12th-14th 
centuries into several competing branches-reli-
gions. Finally, the strict division took place only 
in the 16th century and, as a result, ended with 
a severe religious schism in the XVII-XVIII cen-
turies. In the XVII century began the inevitable 
process of “sharing the religious heritage” of the 
Great = “Mongolian” Empire between Orthodoxy, 
Islam, Catholicism, Buddhism, and Judaism.

Of course, along with the religious, was shared 
the historical heritage. The appearance in the 
world of the XVII century and competition in 
the XVII-XVIII centuries of at least five religions 
inevitably provoked a polemic – “which faith is 
true.” Probably one of the main arguments in the 
dispute was a reference to the age of faith. The 
reasoning was this: the more ancient religion and 
its religious institutions are, the more authorita-
tive it is, and therefore “truer.” Probably, the proof 
of the correctness of that or another idea based 
on its age was always, and today also, perceived 
as something natural. References to the age of the 
concept are respected for the same the reason as 
for recognizing the age of the human race.

Consequently, the religious dispute about the 
priority that arose in the XVI century of one or 
another religious branch of Christianity was au-
tomatically inducted into a dispute XVII- XVIII 
centuries: “which religion is older?” 

The more ancient was the one that rested on 
a longer, that is, more ancient history. Thus, the 
problem of priority and religious leadership was 
reduced to the need for “evidence” with the fol-
lowing statement: “our history is more ancient 
than yours.” We simplify here is the scheme of 
reasoning.

It is clear that the authority of this or anoth-
er religion is without a doubt primarily ensured 
by the authorities and the power of the state in 
which it was professed. The stronger the country 
was, in military terms, – the more authoritative 
was its religion. And, consequently, this religion 

needed less other arguments, such as the artifi-
cial lengthening of their history.

Conversely, a religion professed in a state that 
is in the unfavorable military, and political con-
ditions were forced to compensate for the lack of 
military force with more activities in the creat-
ing for themselves a “very ancient,” that is a long 
history. In short, instead of the authority of mili-
tary power – religion reverted to the authority of 
a long history.

By the way, the authority of history helps, in 
particular, in the BORDER DISPUTES, WHEN 
RAISING ITS RIGHTS TO THIS OR ANOTHER 
TERRITORY. Even current political disputes over 
territories are often reduced to a discussion of the 
type – “we lived here before you.” With manda-
tory references to ancient and medieval history.

However, it should be borne in mind that a 
strong country is merely trying to seize the disput-
ed territory with the help of military force, hav-
ing little interest in ancient history. But the weaker 
country has to turn to chronology and to seek his-
torical arguments in the extreme antiquity, prov-
ing their rightness. So the chronology turns into 
a real political weapon. One must think that they 
were not neglected in ancient times either.

Nowadays, in the era of more or less frozen 
spheres of influence, the “historical arguments” 
do not play the main role, but in the XVII- XVIII 
centuries, when the newly formed reformatory 
states only started to “divide the world,” that is 
the fragments and blocks of the Great Empire – 
“historical evidence,” we can assume, were much 
more popular.

19.5. Military and state support for the four 
religions of the XVII century and Scaligerian 

ranking of religions by their age

Thus, if we rank the four major new branches-re-
ligions of the XVII-XVIII centuries by the de-
creasing military might of the states, which sup-
ported them, we get something like this  :

1) The strongest country of the XVII-XVIII 
centuries was still Romanov’s Russia. The larg-
est fragment of the Great Empire, “Russian bear,” 
was still powerful. Perhaps, Peter I, apparently, 
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cherished the idea of “  restoring the Empire,” see 
New Chronology of Russia, Ch.14:1. Moreover, he 
was not alone, since the XVII century a more or 
less modern form of Orthodoxy arose in Rus-
sia. Probably, it was still the closest to the initial 
Christianity of the XII-XVI centuries. Hence its 
name Orthodoxal Cafolic.

2) Following Russia, a comparable in mili-
tary power State, was the former ally of Ancient 
Russ – Turkish Ottoman = Ataman Empire of the 
XVII century. It was at this time that the Muslim 
Islam took shape there.

3) They both were much superior in military 
power in this time, compared with the fractured 
rebel countries of Western Europe, including the 
“new Habsburgs, who have secretly appropri-
ated an old history, fame and deeds of former 
Habsburgs = Novgorodians of the XIV-XVI cen-
turies. In the XVII century in some Western Lat-
in countries formed the Latin Catholicism and 
Protestantism as the modified forms of the for-
mer Christianity of the XII-XVI centuries. Italian 
Rome appropriated (on paper) the religious histo-
ry “Mongolian” Empire of the XIV-XVI centuries.

4) The least secured with the centralized mil-
itary-state support in the XVII century was a re-
ligious current Judaism. Therefore Judaism de-
clared the Old Testament to be exclusively “its 
book.”

So, in the XVII century, each of the listed reli-
gions began work on writing its history.

1) It should be expected that the chronology of 
Russia will be lengthened the least, in the chron-
ological sense.

2) Islam-Islam was already forced to stretch its 
history into the past.

3) Even more, this concerned the history of 
Western European Catholic Church.

4) And, finally, the greatest elongation would 
undergo the history of Judaism.

We see that our idea is confirmed. The chron-
ological picture, which arose in the XVII-XVI-
II centuries, thoroughly follows the hypotheti-
cal scheme, described above. Judge by yourself. 

1) History of Russian Orthodoxy and Ancient 
Russia in today’s its presentation begins only with 
the IX-X centuries AD. Consensual Baptism of 

Russia takes place approximately at this time. 
That is, Russian = “Mongolian” history was less 
elongated into the past. 

2) The History of Islam in its present descrip-
tion already begins with VII century AD. Conse-
quently, the Islamic chronology was lengthened 
less compared with reality at least for a three-four 
hundred years.

3) The History of Catholicism, and consequent-
ly of many countries of Western Europe, elon-
gated even more down to the first century AD, 
where the life of Jesus Christ was placed artifi-
cially. Thus, the Latin Catholic Church stretched 
its history for about thousand years.

4) The history of Judaism was extended most 
of all. Biblical events were pushed to the deep an-
cient age. Biblical chronology was declared the 
oldest on earth. The chronological biblical shift 
here is at least 1800 years.

By the way, we find that the familiar three ba-
sic chronological shifts pop up again. See the book 
“Foundations of History”: approximately 330 or 
360 years; approximately 1000 years or 1053 
years; approximately 1780 or 1800 years. Our idea 
is that the shifts were invented and used mainly 
by Western ecclesiastical Chronologists. At that 
time, in the era of the XVII-XVIII centuries after 
the collapse “Mongolian” Empire, all the newly 
formed states began to write their history to give 
the most authority to them and their religion.

Moreover, it turned out that believing in its 
military strength, Romanov’s Russia did not take 
care of “sufficient antiquity” of its written history 
and, as a result, soon became one of the “young-
est.” They probably remembered it, but it was too 
late to lengthen Russian history also or restore 
justice artificially, that is, to say that the other 
“long ancient histories “are not so ancient  – it 
was already practically impossible. Since after the 
Romanovs came to power, the  Russian histori-
ography fell under the influence of pro-western 
ideology. The history of Russia was written by 
the Germans, see the book “The New Chronol-
ogy of Russia.”

Moreover, the west European historical sci-
ence, of course, is not interested in revising the 
relatively new imaginary long ancient histories. 
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ry, both guides immediately, without even waiting 
for our puzzling questions, began to explain to 
us, and in detail why and what for it was done so.

Historians of the XIX-XX centuries assure 
(and, of course, it is their words that repeat the 
guides) that in XV-XVI centuries the monks 
themselves “humbly and convincingly asked” to 
bury them on a crowded road, to be used by the 
worshipers. Presumably, that the feet of men can 
tread the mortal remains of monks, thereby em-
phasizing the fleetingness of existence and the fu-
tility of the earthly hopes. Such, they say, was an 
old Russian custom. We cut here long, inspired 
and even slightly poetic reasoning of the guides 
on this topic. In principle, it would be possible, 
albeit with a stretch, agree with the proposed “ex-
planation” and even recollect some Western Eu-
ropean cathedrals, where sometimes really in-
side the temple, (but not on a dusty road) there 
are graves, and the tombstones with inscriptions 
are visitors. However, although it would be easy 
to ponder, as it immediately becomes clear that 
in the case of Kirillo-Belozersky monastery, we 
came across something completely different.

If the monks really asked to bury them on the 
road, under the feet of passing people, this would 
be done immediately after their death. That is, a 
coffin or a sarcophagus would be laid in a pit dug 
in the road and covered with a tombstone slab. 
However, nothing was done! After all, the ancient 
cemetery of the Kirillo-Belozersky monastery was 
located (as, by the way, and it is necessary) not at 
all on the road, but in a quiet place, not far from 
the Cathedral. It turns out, according to histori-
ans, that their fellow contemporaries crudely vi-
olated the deathwish.

Initially, the monks were not buried on the 
road, – for what they are supposed to have begged – 
but in an ordinary cemetery. As it was always done 
in Russia. Somehow we have not heard about the 
“ancient Russian tradition” to bury their relatives 
on the road, under the feet of passers-by. Apart 
from Romanov historians and their current fol-
lowers, nobody seems to know about it.

 If you follow the version of historians further, 
it turns out even more absurd. Allegedly only af-
ter a hundred or even two hundred or three hun-

Fig. 12.50. One of the many defaced gravestones from the 
“paved path” that leads to the Ouspenskiy Cathedral of 
Kirillo-Belozerskiy Monastery. The lettering was obvi-
ously chiselled off deliberately. Photo taken in July 2002.

Fig. 12.51. One of the many defaced gravestones from the 
“paved path” that leads to the Ouspenskiy Cathedral of 
Kirillo-Belozerskiy Monastery. The lettering was obvi-
ously chiselled off deliberately. Photo taken in July 2002.



294  |  history: fiction or science? chron 5  |  part 3

dred years, the monk's monastery suddenly “fi-
nally remembered” about the humble request for 
the dead people of the XV-XVI centuries “to bury 
them on the road.” Let it be so. But then, presum-
ably, having apologized for such a long delay, they 
would have come to the cemetery, neatly dug up 
coffins and sarcophagi, moved them to the road 
and there they would be buried again, again cov-
ered with plates. Having executed, by the same 
token, “the last will of the dead.” Let it be belat-
ed by three hundred years, but all the same, the 
wish would have been executed. But they did 
something completely different! The old ceme-
tery was simply crudely crushed, and the remains 
were thrown away (will anyone dare to say now 
that the monks, “asked about it themselves”). The 
guides do not hide this pogrom, they reported it 
in direct text and unambiguously. Moreover, today 
there was not one of the old burials – coffins with 
remains of the monks of the XV-XVI centuries – 
left here. Nevertheless, the plates were removed 
from tombs and used to pave the road, and many 
of the inscriptions were then chiseled off. Moreo-
ver, they put with the slabs together with the mill 
millstones! See Figure 12.46, Fig. 12.47. 

By the way, whose “wish” was executed in this 
case? What have the millstones to do with the hy-
pothetical desire of monks to lie after death un-
der the feet of passers-by? And, we will repeat, 
absolutely strange (in the framework of the pro-
posed Romanov version) was obvious deliber-
ate knocking down of inscriptions from plates. A 
few typical examples are shown in Fig. 12.48, Fig. 
12.49, Fig.12.50, Fig.12.51. Unable to resist, we 
asked the guide: well, let’s say Romanov’s histori-
ans, and you with them are right. But why had the 
inscriptions to be knocked down? It seems that, 
on the contrary, all passing worshippers would 
have seen that they have trampled upon a slab of 
such or such a monk. For example, Peter, Sime-
on, etc. And in the memory of the descendants, 
the humility of Peter, Paul and others would serve 

as a lesson and edification. Presumably, this ques-
tion was asked by guides, not for the first time. 
Their response was instant and clear, but already 
noticeably irritated. Like, the inscriptions were 
knocked down because that’s the idea “unique 
Russian humility” would be embodied much bet-
ter than with whole the inscriptions. Passing peo-
ple, it would seem, did not even need to know 
names of those whom they trample here. Such 
was, immediately started demagogic assure us the 
guide, “the ancient Russian custom.”

In our opinion, all this is not true. Those were 
not the “memories” of the alleged unfulfilled re-
quest of monks XV-XVI centuries. What happened 
was: in the Kirillo-Belozersky monastery, as, in-
deed, in other old monasteries of Russ-Horde, 
there was a cemetery with neatly inscribed plates. 
In the XVII century, the power was usurped by 
the Romanovs. They began to smash the Rus-
sian-Horde history of the “Mongolian” Empire. 
See, for example, the book New Chronology, 
Ch. 14:5-7. They, in particular, destroyed ancient 
cemeteries, the remains were thrown away, the 
sarcophagi smashed. Reveling impunity, grave-
stones used to pave the road to emphasize his con-
tempt of the Horde. Let them say that people are 
now trampling on the remains of monuments of 
their former idols and respected people. And you 
need to bring down names at all! The new gener-
ation clearly and unequivocally pointed out that 
the old history should be firmly forgotten. More-
over, forever. Look, there was nothing worthy in 
it. By knocking down names from tombstones, the 
Romanov’s mockery reached its apotheosis. They 
sent into oblivion not only the remains but even 
the names of people.

Moreover, today’s historians are obedient-
ly following them guides carefully tells us about 
the weird “Russian humility.” And set as an exam-
ple the enlightened Western Europe, which Rus-
sia needs to study, study and to study again (with 
this refrain our guide finished the tour).



Part IV.

WESTERN EUROPEAN 
 ARCHAEOLOGY, MEDIAEVAL 

 CARTOGRAPHY AND 
GEOGRAPHY CONFIRM 
OUR RECONSTRUCTION 



1.  
OUR ANALYSIS OF THE MAPS COLLECTED 
IN THE FUNDAMENTAL ATLAS ENTITLED 

“THE ART OF CARTOGRAPHY”

We have used the fundamental atlas of mediaeval 
geographical maps entitled “Kartenkunst” ([1160]) 
and published in 1994 as a German translation of 
an English publication. The atlas has a large for-
mat and contains high quality colour reproduc-
tions of maps accompanied by comments. The 
value of the Atlas is all the greater that the major-
ity of ancient maps collected therein are unique, 
stored in various archives, libraries and special 
departments of European and Asian museums. 

The originals of old maps are difficult to access 
for scientific research, and their publication in the 
Atlas is most timely indeed. The edition is of su-
perb quality; however, the publishers were regard-
ing ancient maps as works of art rather than sci-
entific material. This is why they haven’t included 
close-ins of poorly legible fragments of certain 
maps. Some such inscriptions are semi-obliterated 
or faded, and others are set in a tiny script. 

We consider it an absolute necessity to pub-
lish a complete atlas with all the ancient geo-
graphical maps available to date, with obligatory 
magnification of all the poorly legible, faded and 
semi-obliterated fragments. This is a formidable 

publishing task, granted – and yet such a publica-
tion would be of tremendous assistance for the re-
construction of the veracious mediaeval history. 

Let us emphasise once again that all surviv-
ing maps need to be published – not individual 
samples, as it is customary nowadays. It would be 
desirable to evade a critical selection of maps by 
editors before publication. 

All of the above notwithstanding, the atlas 
([1160]) is doubtlessly of great interest to us in 
our research. It contains several dozen mediae-
val maps, and this amount is already sufficient 
for making definite conclusions. We have only 
selected world maps of good legibility from the 
atlas ([1160]), as well as the maps of Europe, the 
Mediterranean and Asia. The maps of Africa and 
America do not interest us presently. 

The table reproduced below was compiled by 
T. N. Fomenko after a study of the maps pub-
lished in [1160]. The table information is organ-
ised as follows. First we cite the name of the map. 

1) In the first column we indicate the number 
of a given map in our table, with its atlas number 
provided in parentheses. 

2) The second column contains the Scaligerian 
dating of the map. 

3) The third column tells us whether the date 
of a given map’s compilation is indicated any-
where on the actual map. If it is, we cite the year 

chapter 13
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in question. If not, we put a dash in the corre-
sponding cell. If the inscriptions on the map are 
difficult to read due to its diminutive size, small 
font or obliterated lettering, we put in a question 
mark. 

4) The fourth column tells us whether the map 
indicates the location of Jerusalem. 

5) The fifth column: the presence of Rome. 
6) The sixth column indicates the presence or 

absence of Czar-Grad, or Constantinople. 

Map number Traditional  
dating

Date on  
the map Jerusalem Rome Constantino-

ple
Great Wall 
of China

The table of mediaeval maps.

1 (4) 1565. Copied 
from a 1546 

original.
? – – – –

World map in oval projection. Universale descrittione di tutta la terra conosciuta fin qui. Paolo Forlani.

2 (9)
1700 – – – – –

World map in four circles. Nicolas Sansons. Les deux poles. Amsterdam. 

14 (2.8)
1475 ? yes, central – – –

Map of Palestine. Made in Lübeck.

3 (12)
1612 – – – – –

Part of England. Warwickshyre.

4 (13)
1836 – – – – –

Part of England. Sussex.

6 (1.6)
? – – – – –
Map from Ptolemy’s “Cartography.” Germany, Gaul and Great Britain. Fragments.

7 (1.9)
? – – – – –

Eratosthenes’ world map (the alleged year 220 b.c.). Reconstructed.

8 (1.11)
XII-XIII c. – – – – –

Ptolemy’s world map from the manuscript entitled “Codex Urbanis Graecus.”

9 (2.1)  
and (2.5) 1399 ? yes, central yes yes –

World map. Ebstorfer, Luneburg.

10 (2.3)
1276 ? yes, central ? ? –

Circular world map. Hereford.

11 (2.4)
XIII century ? yes, central ? ? –

Circular world map. From an English Book of Psalms.

12 (2.6)
1321 ? ? ? ? –

Circular world map. Pietro Vesconte. Mappa mundi. From the Vatican Library.

13 (2.7)
1442 1442 yes,  

central
?  

yes?
?  

yes? –

Circular world map. Giovanni Leardo. Mapa Mondi. Figura Mondi. Parchment.

5 (1.1)  
and (1.2)

1265 – – yes – –

Fragment of the famous map entitled Tabula Peutingeriana, dated to the I century b.c. nowadays. 
However, we proceed to learn that the map in question is not the original, but rather a mediaeval  

copy dating from the alleged year 1265, no less.
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Map number Traditional  
dating

Date on  
the map Jerusalem Rome Constantino-

ple
Great Wall 
of China

16 (2.9)
1480 ? yes, central yes ? –

Circular world map. Hans Rust, city of Augsburg.

17 (2.16)
1450 ? ? ? ? ?

Circular world map. The Catalan Mappa Mundi.

18 (2.16)
1375 ? ? ? ? ?

World map from the Catalan Atlas. Fragment.

19 (2.17)
1563 – ? ? ? –

Portolano map of the Maggiolo family. The Mediterranean and its environs.

20 (3.1)
1519 – – – – –

Nameless map. Depicts the territory from Arabia to Sumatra.

21 (3.13)
1550 1550 ? ? ? –

World map. Pierre Descelier.

22 (3.15)
XV century – ? ? ? –

World map. Anonymous, portolano.

23 (3.16)
1500 – ? ? ? –

World map, portolano. Juan de la Cosa.

24 (3.18)
1506 1506 ? ? ? –

World map. Giovanni Contarinus.

25 (3.19)
1507-1508 ? ? ? ? –

World map. Johannes Ruysch, Universalior cogniti orbis tabula. Rom.

26 (3.22)
1561 – ? ? ? –

World map. Giacomo Maggiolo.

27 (4.7)
1595 – – yes yes –

Map of Europe. Gerhard Mercator.

29 (4.11)
1606 ? – – – –

Map of Asia. Gerhard Mercator, Jodocus Hondius.

30 (4.22)
1617 ? ?  

– yes yes –

Map of Europe, a part of Asia and a part of Africa. Willem Blaeu, Amsterdam.

28 (4.10)
1587 1587 – yes yes –

World map. Rumold Mercators Orbis terrae compendiosa descriptio quam ex magna universali  
Gerardi Mercatoris.

15 (2.8)
1475 – yes, central yes ?  

– –

Circular world map. Lukas Brandis, city of Lübeck.

31 (4.23)
1617 – yes – yes YES

Map of a part of Europe, Africa and the whole of Asia. Willem Blaeu.  
Asia noviter delineata.
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Map number Traditional  
dating

Date on  
the map Jerusalem Rome Constantino-

ple
Great Wall 
of China

32 (4.27)
1630 ? ? ? ? ? –

World map (rectangular). Willem Blaeu.

33 (4.28)
1662 ? ? ? ? ?

World map as two circles. Joan Blaeu.

34 (4.29)
1675 ? ? ? ? YES

World map as four circles. Frederik de Wits Nova orbis tabula in lucem edita.

35 (4.30)
1652 ? ? ? ? ?

Rectangular world map. N. J. Visschers Nova totius terrarum orbis geographica ac hydrographical tabula.

36 (5.3)
1482 ? ? ? ? –

Ptolemy’s world map. Francesco Berlinghieri, Florence.

37 (5.8)
1511 – – – – –

Ptolemy’s world map, heart-shaped.

38 (5.10)
1522 ? – – – –

World map. Martin Waldseemüller, Laurent Fries.

39 (5.13)
1543 – – – – –

World map. Battista Agnese.

40 (5.15)
1570 ? – – – –

Map of the South-East Asia. Claudia Duchetti. De Minorica insula.

41 (5.17)
1565 ? ? ? ? –

World map as an oval projection. Paolo Forlani. Universale descrittione di tutta la terra conosciuta  
fin qui. Venice.

42 (5.18)
1566 ? ? ? ? –

World map, heart-shaped. Giovanni Cimerlino. Cosmographia universalis ab Oronto olim descripta.

43 (5.21)
1788 – – – – –

World map. Giovanni Maria Cassini. Mappamondo del globo terraqueo. Rome.

44 (5.35)
1531 – – – – –

World map. Oronce Fine. Nova et integra universi orbis descriptio.

45 (6.33)
1730 1730 YES

A map of the Great Tartary. Philipp Johann von Strahlenberg. Nova descriptio geographica Tartariae magna.

46 (6.34)
1734 1734 YES

A general map of the Russian Empire by Ivan Kirillov.

47 (9.10)
1666 or later ? ? ? ? YES

World map presented as a half-sphere. Pieter Goos.

48 (2.19)
1155 or later – – – – YES

A Chinese map of Northern China, with hieroglyphs.

49 (2.20)
1311–1320 – – – – YES

A Chinese map of Northern China, with hieroglyphs.
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editions of these chronicles date from the XVII-
XVIII century Basically, the original chronicles 
became covered by its duplicate, occasionally also 
with a chronological shift, which would create an 
elongated layered chronicle. The process could 
be repeated several times. This would result in 
the duplication of events, geographical shifts and 
altered dates. 

A similar process has befallen geographical 
descriptions in the XVII-XVIII century. The re-
search as described above leads us to a number of 
important corollaries, namely: 

1) The first geographic descriptions weren’t 
scientific reports or maps as we understand them 
today, but rather brief lists of nations and lands. 
They were texts divided into several chapters, or 
countries. 

2) The next phase involved circular maps di-
vided into three sectors, namely, Europe, Asia and 
Africa. The three parts in question were Europe, 
Asia and Africa. They were divided from each 
other by the T-shaped Christian cross, qv in the 
previous section. The corresponding lands and 
peoples were listed inside each sector. This is the 
very shape of the ancient Scandinavian maps, for 
instance, attached to the geographical tractates, 
qv in figs. 11.3, 11.4 and 11.5. 

3) Later on, with the development of coastal 
navigation, came the maps with vague outlines 
of countries. The first seafarers drew seas as long 
rivers, unable to estimate the sizes of seas and 
oceans due to the lack of compasses – see the fa-
mous map of Hans Rüst dating from the alleged 
year 1480, for instance, which we reproduced in 
Chron1, Chapter 5:11, fig. 5.45.

4) It is only much later that we find veracious 
shapes of the lands and the seas – namely, on the 
maps dating from the beginning of the epoch of 
Great Discoveries (the XV-XVI century), when 
the compass was already discovered. As we have 
already mentioned, in the epoch of the XIV-
XVI century many geographical names became 
multiplied, brought by the Great = “Mongolian” 
conquerors to every part of the world that they 
colonised.

5) The creation and the implementation of 
Scaligerian chronology and the “new geography” 

dates from the XVII-XVIII century. Apparently, 
the analysis of this stage is particularly important 
in the reconstruction of the veracious picture of 
the past. The following is most likely to have hap-
pened. 

Since the original geographical maps had a 
textual form and were in fact lists of names, they 
would inevitably become subject to the Scalige-
rian duplication effect, as we have demonstrated 
by the example of chronicles. 

In the XVII-XVIII century Scaligerite histo-
rians started their process of wiping the Great = 
“Mongolian” Empire out of chronicle pages. In 
other words, a great many Imperial names have 
disappeared from the maps or moved elsewhere. 
Several geographical shifts, or re-localisations 
were made – for instance, the Evangelical Jeru-
salem is claimed to “have never existed” on Bos-
porus (and was “moved” in modern Palestina). 
Romanovian historians started to claim that the 
history of Novgorod the Great as described in 
chronicles was happening in the swampy and 
unpopulated marshes near the banks of River 
Volkhov and not on the Volga, in and around the 
famous Yaroslavl. 

All the activity concerning the geographical 
relocations was carried out inside studies and 
amounts to paperwork and nothing else. Some fa-
mous “Mongolian” names were affixed to more or 
less “anonymous” parts of the Earth. Finally, the 
Imperial names transferred here were “attached” 
to the real nations populating these territories, 
becoming introduced into their conscience, ge-
ography and science, as well as passages from 
the ancient history of Russia, or the Horde, and 
the Ottoman = Ataman Empire, which were torn 
away from the old history and transplanted else-
where; in other words, the events that occurred in 
Russia, for instance, ended up attached to prov-
inces of the modern China. 

Reformist missionaries armed with Scalige-
rian maps would arrive in Africa or China and 
tell the aboriginal population about the name of 
their land and their people in antiquity, as well as 
the glorious deeds of their ancestors. The locals 
would initially shrug in confusion, but later ac-
knowledge these reports as veracious. 



308  |  history: fiction or science? chron 5  |  part 4

This is how the geographical names of many 
of the Great = “Mongolian” Empire’s provinces 
started to migrate in the XVII-XVIII century – 
first on paper, and later in reality. The process 
must have ended as late as in the XVIII-XIX cen-
tury. 

3.2. How the Imperial geographic names 
were transplanted to new soil in the XVII-

XVIII century, accompanied by their 
historical descriptions

Nations of the XVII-XVIII century that really re-
sided in certain distant regions (the ones that be-
came associated with the name “Mongolia” all of 
a sudden) already forgot the real meaning of this 
proud name. The idea of condensing the gigantic 
territory of the Great = “Mongolian” Empire to 
a puny spot on the border of the modern China 
was born in the faraway studies of the Reformist 
Europe as a result of geographic falsifications, er-
rors and relocations. 

However, the whole matter is that history and 
geography as known to us today were created 
by Scaligerite scientists in their studies. Having 
preserved the name “Mongolia” ascribing it to 
a small territory next to China, they went even 
further. Missionaries, travellers and scientists set 
forth in new directions defined by the maps, tell-
ing the locals that the ancient name of their land 
“has only just been discovered,” as well as the an-
cient history thereof described in such and such 
books. Just look at the multitude of maps – all 
these sources were found in European libraries 
recently. The locals’ ignorance was to blame for 
the lack of local records – however, the West Eu-
ropean scientists would help them to restore their 
past, completely free of charge. 

The locals were told that they really commit-
ted great deeds in antiquity, and so they were not 
to worry and not to object; the best thing that 
could be advised to the locals was to look for 
some remnants of their past, preferably ruins, 
sepulchres and so forth. Fitting ones - remnants 
of a foundation, fragments of statues, a few gut-
ters = Babylon, a city destroyed many centuries 
ago. This means, however, virtually nothing has 

remained of it, but nevertheless – we know how 
great a city it once was from books found in Eu-
rope recently. 

A given place could be identified as the resi-
dence of the legendary King Nimrod, and another 
hill – as the location of the Persian King Cyrus’s 
headquarters during the storm of Babylon – the 
books clearly state that he was “standing on a hill,” 
and the hill surely looks fitting, especially if there 
are ancient stones here to this date. Cyrus must 
have leaned against one of them, and it would be 
of great interest to find out which one. 

Any opponents (old sages etc) telling that nei-
ther they, nor their ancestors knew of any such 
events, were declared pagan shamans and evil sor-
cerers – enemies of civilization and the religious 
mission of the holy fathers, who had fire as the 
ultimate means of converting the non-believers. 

Needless to say, the locals sat around fires and 
listened to the tales of the missionaries with great 
interest. First they must have expressed disbelief, 
then started to express their agreement and fi-
nally passionately sought for proof – and doubt-
lessly found it. Jugs, decorations, ruins of some 
sort, which could be interpreted in any which 
way. Nobody expected the grey stones to be in-
scribed with “here be Homer’s Troy destroyed in 
the XIII century BC.”

Then come other scientists and poll the abo-
rigines. This results in voluminous archaeological 
reports about “the discovery of doubtless confir-
mations of historical sources on site.” The locals 
eventually started to feel great pride at the sight 
of the rich tourists who arrive to their village in 
throngs in order to take a look at the “remnants of 
the ancient capital” Its inhabitants recollect their 
former glory with great solemnity and austerity, 
surrounded by exalted connoisseurs of ancient 
artefacts. Cyrus, King of Persia, leaned against 
the stone on the left. There’s still a print of his 
hand on the stone.

Everyone is satisfied. 
To voice criticisms of this viewpoint today 

means to provoke: 
1) true rage of many historians and archaeol-

ogists, whose predecessors were responsible for 
many forgeries, miscalculations and errors;
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2) authentic outrage among the locals, who 
have become accustomed to the flattering and 
lucrative legend;

3) real fury of tourist companies who make a 
good living from the demonstration of “authentic 
remnants of an ancient civilisation,”

4) a great grudge for the gullible tourists, who 
have touched the “holy relics of the ancient stat-
ues” in a pious and solemn way. 

All of them will cry out: “So many people 
couldn’t have been so wrong for so long!”

We shall refrain from arguing – let us only re-
mind about the fact that people had once honestly 
believed the Earth to be a flat disc carried by four 
elephants, and also that the Sun rotated around 
the Earth. History of science knows many exam-
ples of consensual errors. 

Scaligerian history and geography are but 
arbitrary constructs implanted into human con-
sciousness. 

3.3. Tedious descriptive diaries of actual 
voyages and thrilling tales written in 

comfortable studies

Apart from the process that involved deliberate 
obliteration of records concerning the Great = 
“Mongolian” Empire, there was another, of a lit-
erary character; it concerned the geographical 
descriptions, so popular in the XVIII-XIX cen-
tury. Of course, there were actual voyage records 
among them – most likely, brief and confused, an 
arduous and tedious read. 

However, some of them were bearing distinct 
marks of academic style – for instance, works of 
Roman publishers and commentators written 
in the XVII-XVIII century as extensive literary 
works based on collected brief notes of real travel-
lers. These works were doubtlessly useful and im-
portant, yet of a cabinet nature. Apart from gen-
uine virtues, they also had some important vices. 

For instance, let us consider a real Venetian 
traveller of the XIV-XVI century who visited Rus-
sia, or the Horde, and described it as a faraway 
land in Asia (India in Asia, in other words). A 
while later, the brief original text of his notes ends 
up in the study of a European scientist (operating 

from Rome, for instance) who collects informa-
tion about remote countries and treats the ancient 
documents with the utmost respect. 

Yet the Roman scientist of the XVII-XVIII 
century lived in the epoch when the name India 
became firmly associated with its modern equiv-
alent, whereas the old meaning (“faraway land”) 
became thoroughly forgotten. Seeing a reference 
to India in Asia, such a scientist would assume 
that he was confronted with one of the first an-
cient descriptions referring to voyages to India in 
its modern meaning. 

The Roman writer of the XVII-XVIII century 
would complement the old and brief account of 
his Venetian predecessor of the XIV-XVI cen-
tury with new and authentic data concerning the 
wondrous land of India, where elephants and apes 
roam free and many amazing things happen. 

In order to make the account more interest-
ing for his contemporaries, this author might 
add something about people with one foot, the 
Phoenix Bird etc, as though he really saw them 
and nearly perished in the jaws of a gigantic bear-
headed crocodile. 

We get a Jules Verne story as a result. The au-
thor in question never travelled anywhere, didn’t 
submerge on the “Nautilus” or die in the clutches 
of an enormous kraken – he sat in a quiet study, 
read encyclopaedias and notes of real travellers 
and wrote fascinating novels swept off the shelves 
of bookshops by adoring multitudes of readers. 

One must think that the genre of fascinating 
geographical novels was just as popular in the 
XVII-XVIII century. People have always been in-
terested in mysterious distant lands. And a vicar-
ious experience is always more easily affordable 
than a real journey – it is enough to recollect one’s 
love of Jules Verne from the childhood. 

Thus, the Roman of the XVII-XVIII century 
created something similar to the geographical 
novel of Verne basing it on real notes left by his 
Venetian predecessor of the XIV-XVI century.

Time goes by, and the vicarious “Roman ac-
count” begins a life of its very own. Finally, it ends 
up in the study of a German scientist, a historian 
of the XVIII-XIX century who collects mediae-
val information about faraway countries. He also 
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treats the Roman “Journey to India” with the 
utmost respect and interest. What does he learn 
from the “mediaeval traveller”?

The German scientist rejects the tales of drag-
ons and monster whales that swallow whole fleets 
of ships – one no longer believed in such things in 
the XVIII or the XIX century. However, the rest 
was trusted completely, and served as the basis 
for a “scientific reconstruction” of the journey in 
question.

This scientist would instantly come to the con-
clusion that the traveller visited India in its mod-
ern localisation, given the references to elephants, 
monkeys, parrots, crocodiles, etc. 

However, this conclusion would be errone-
ous, since the actual Venetian traveller had really 
visited the ancient Russia – a “faraway land,” or 
“India,” in other words. All the details of the mod-

ern Indian entourage were added by one of Jules 
Verne’s colleagues in the XVII-XVIII century. 

We have been confronted by the layered 
chronicle effect – the first layer is authentic and 
brief, and concerns a voyage to the ancient Russia, 
or the Horde – a “distant land,” or “India” The 
second layer is more detailed but literary, and 
consists of a late description of India in its mod-
ern meaning. 

Our opponents might counter with the notion 
that the above scheme reflects nothing but our 
theoretical constructs. How about actual exam-
ples of such layered geographic descriptions of 
voyages? 

They do exist, and we shall be considering 
them in the next chapter. It was for a good reason 
that we chose a certain famous Venetian traveller 
as an example. 



1.  
INTRODUCTION.  

THE IDENTITY OF MARCO POLO

What does Marco Polo’s famous book describe in 
reality? The readers might already wearily reply: 
“ancient Russia once again.” Let us correct – not 
merely Russia as actually described by Marco Polo 
under the names of Tartary, India and China, but 
also several other European and Asian countries. 
The ones that weren’t described are the modern 
India and China, which Marco Polo is believed to 
have visited today. 

As we shall demonstrate, the initial text of 
Marco Polo, really created in the XIV-XVI century, 
was describing the Great = “Mongolian” Empire, or 
the mediaeval Russia. 

However, when the Portuguese and the West-
ern Europeans of the XVII-XVIII century in 
general finally circumnavigated the coast of Af-
rica and ended up in the South-East Asia – inde-
pendently from the fleet of the Horde and the Ata-
mans, the country they discovered, or the modern 
India, was mistaken for the India of Marco Polo 
that they were searching. The seafarers had al-
ready forgotten the authentic history of the XIV-
XVI century, and were accustomed to the Scalige-
rian geography of the XVII-XVIII century, where 
the old name “India” as used by the Horde already 

referred to the territory of the modern India, and 
not the rest of the Horde.

When the travellers returned to Western Eu-
rope, they included all the exotic things that fasci-
nated them (the elephants, the apes, the cannibals 
etc) into all of the later editions of Marco Polo’s 
book, so as not to conceal new and intriguing 
data about “the famed distant India” from the 
reader. Apparently, the inclusion of new informa-
tion into an old book, with the name of the author 
remaining intact, was typical for that epoch. 

As a result, the contents of Marco Polo’s book 
as we know it today are a mixture of his own de-
scription of “Mongolia,” or Russia in the XIV-XVI 
century and newer Western European data per-
taining to the “authentic” modern India, brought 
to Europe by European seafarers in the XVII-
XVIII century. 

This is how the Muscovite Russians, or “Tar-
tars and Mongols” wearing the kaftans of marks-
men ended up side by side with the naked tropi-
cal cannibals. Editors of the XVII-XVIII century 
simply failed to see a contradiction here. Now-
adays commentators writing in good faith are 
greatly confused since they do not understand 
how a single page of Marco Polo’s book can con-
tain obvious references to the Russian marksmen 
and descriptions of horrifying crocodiles and 
herds of elephants. 

chapter 14

The real contents of Marco Polo’s 
 famous book
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In the first page of the German edition we see 
a portrait of Marco Polo accompanied by the fol-
lowing legend: “Das ist der edel Ritter. Marcho polo 
von Venedig…” (see fig. 14.1). The literal transla-
tion is as follows: “This is the noble knight Marco, 
the Venetian Pole.” Why do we translate the word 
“polo” as “Pole”? But how are we supposed to 
translate it? It begins with a lowercase “p,” whereas 
all the actual names begin with a capital (“Marco,” 
“Venice” and so on). Hence the obvious considera-
tion that the word “polo” stands for “Pole.” 

Our opponents might counter saying that the 
Italian city of Venice is mentioned here as well. As 
a matter of fact, the exact translation of “Venedig” 
might be different – apart from Venice in Italy, it 
may have stood for the famous Venedia, or Wen-
dia – the famed Western European Slavic region 
([797], page 207). In our age the Western Slavs 
are known as Poles in particular. Therefore, the 
first German edition of Marco Polo’s biography 
appears to consider him a Pole from Venedia – 
hence “Marco the Pole.” 

2.  
WHO WAS THE REAL AUTHOR OF MARCO 

POLO’S BOOK?

It is commonly known that the book of Marco 
Polo wasn’t written by himself – he is believed 
to have dictated it to someone (see above and in 
[797], page 1029). Marco Polo is referred to in 
the third person throughout the book. For exam-
ple, Chapter 35 of Book 2 begins as follows: “It 
must be known that the Emperor had sent the 
abovementioned noble Marco Polo, the author of 
this whole story, on a journey… And now I shall 
tell you what he [Marco Polo – Auth.] saw in his 
travels” ([1264], Volume 2, page 3). 

This fact was obviously pointed out by the 
commentators of [1264]; we aren’t revealing any-
thing new here. 

Furthermore, it turns out that the book of 
Marco Polo has reached us processed by a pro-
fessional novelist known as Rusticiano. According 
to the commentator Henry Cordier, “one cannot 
help wondering about the extent … to which Po-
lo’s text was transformed by Rusticiano, a profes-

sional writer” ([1078], page 112). The intrusions 
of Rusticiano into the original text, if it had at all 
existed, can be traced throughout the entire book 
([1078], page 113).

We have therefore got every reason to suspect 
that the text of Marco Polo as known to us today 
is a novel of the XVII-XVIII century and not a 
collection of travel notes. 

3.  
IN WHAT LANGUAGE DID MARCO POLO 

READ OR DICTATE HIS BOOK?

The question isn’t ours, and we do hope the read-
ers appreciate the formulation. It turns out that 
we don’t even know what language Marco Polo’s 
book was written in. The following is reported: 
“As for the language that Marco Polo’s book was 
written in originally, there are different opin-
ions. Ramusio thought it was Latin, without any 
particular reason; Marsden suggested it was the 
Venetian dialect, and Baldelli Boni was the first to 
demonstrate … that it had been French” ([1078], 
page 81). However, the dispute continues to date. 

This clearly implies that the original of Marko 
Polo’s book isn’t merely nonexistent – we don’t 
even know what language it was in; we have noth-
ing at our disposal but later manuscripts and pub-
lications in a variety of languages. 

4.  
DID MARCO POLO VISIT THE TERRITORY 

OF MODERN CHINA AT ALL?

4.1. The location of the Great Wall of China 

Serious doubts about whether Marco Polo actu-
ally visited the territory of modern China accom-
pany a critically minded reader throughout the 
entire book. Even the traditionalist commentators 
express their doubts. The cup of their otherwise 
endless patience ran over due to the circumstance 
that Marco Polo never got to sample Chinese tea, 
and, on top of everything, didn’t notice the Great 
Wall, which is extremely odd, since he’s believed 
to have lived in China for seventeen years, qv in 
[797], page 1029. How could it be? Did no one 
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ever mention it to him? Didn’t it ever surface in 
conversation as a local “wonder”?

The puzzled commentator tells us simply: “He 
doesn’t utter a single word about the Great Wall 
of China” ([1264], Volume 1, page 292). Certain 
puzzled scientists have even tried to discover “im-
plicit references” to the Great Wall in Marco Po-
lo’s text, the assumption being that he was aware 
of the Wall’s existence, but had certain ulterior 
motives for writing nothing about it. Modern 
scientists are trying to fathom the nature of these 
motives. Yet Marco Polo’s awareness of the wall’s 
existence is never questioned ([1078], page 110). 

4.2. How about the tea?

Let us consider tea. The evasive modern com-
mentary is as follows: “It is strange that Polo 
never mentions the use of tea in China, despite 
the fact that he travelled through the tea region 
of Fu Kien; after all, during that epoch the Chi-
nese drank tea just as frequently as they do today” 
([1078], page 111). Such pity about the tea. Sev-
enteen years spent in China, and not a single cup 
of the famous Chinese tea. What did he drink in 
the mornings, after all?

The notion that Marco Polo “never travelled 
anywhere and invented everything” is very com-
mon, and has proponents in the ranks of the aca-
demia to this very day. This is, for instance, what 
the “Kommersant Daily” newspaper wrote on 28 
October 1995: 

“Marco Polo didn’t like tea. 
Frances Wood, Director of the British Library’s 

Chinese Department defends the opinion that she 
arrived at as a result of her research concerning the 
hypothetical visit of Marco Polo to China on the 
pages of the Times, expressing her doubts about 
whether the famous Venetian had really visited the 
Chinese Empire. The researcher is of the opinion 
that he didn’t get any further than Constantinople, 
subsequently going into hiding somewhere in the 
environs of Genoa to write down the story of his 
fictitious travels: ‘Polo’s book doesn’t say a word 
about either the Great Wall, tea, china or the de-
formed feet of the women – he couldn’t possibly 
have failed to notice all of it.’ Her opponents as-

sume that such indifference to tea can be explained 
by the fact that travellers prefer stronger drinks.” 

Opponents appear to have no other answer, 
and therefore try to render the problem to a joke. 
We feel obliged to repeat our question: what if 
Marco Polo didn’t deceive anyone, but simply vis-
ited a different country?

4.3. Has Marco Polo seen Chinese women?

There is a famous and unique custom that con-
cerns Chinese women, which has been noticed by 
every European to visit the territory of the modern 
China. This custom had existed until very recently. 
Ever since their childhood, Chinese women wore 
special shoes that didn’t let their feet grow in the 
natural manner. This is how their feet were made 
unnaturally small, which was considered seemly, 
but intervened with freedom of motion – for in-
stance, Chinese women couldn’t run. At any rate, 
this trait is very characteristic, and couldn’t have 
been let unnoticed by any traveller. How about 
Marco Polo? Not a word, although he is said to 
have spent seventeen years in China. The aston-
ished commentator of [1264] obviously points out 
this fact, and remains confused ([1078], page 111). 

4.4. Where are the hieroglyphs? 

Marco Polo doesn’t say a word about the famous 
Chinese hieroglyphic writing ([1078], page 111). 
No commentary is needed here. 

4.5. What else did Marco Polo “ignore” 
about China?

According to the clueless remarks of the commen-
tator of [1078], Marco Polo has also “ignored” the 
following: 

a) book-printing in China, 
b) the famous Chinese hatching units for arti-

ficial poultry raising. 
c) the “big cormorant” fishing technique, 
d) “as well as a variety of other remarkable arts 

and customs that it would be natural to remem-
ber” for a traveller in China ([1078], page 111). 

The commentator summarises: “It is hard to 
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explain all these omissions of Marco Polo [in 
reference to China – Auth.], especially if we’re 
to compare them to his more or less detailed de-
scriptions of Tartar and South Indian customs. 
One gets the impression that he had communi-
cated with foreigners for the most part while in 
China [sic! – Auth.]” ([1078], page 111). 

4.6. What “indubitably Chinese phenomena” 
did Marco Polo notice during his visit to 

“China”?

Our answer shall be very brief: nothing at all! It is 
easy enough to notice by his book ([1264]). 

5.  
GEOGRAPHICAL NAMES USED BY MARCO 

POLO WERE CONSIDERED HIS OWN 
INVENTIONS IN EUROPE FOR TWO 

HUNDRED YEARS

The first biographer of Marco Polo, modestly 
named John the Baptist of Rome (John Baptist 
Ramusio), who lived in Venice in the middle of 
the alleged XVI century writes the following in 
his preface to Marco Polo’s book: 

“His book, which contains numerous errors 
and inaccuracies, was considered fantasy for 
many years; the dominant opinion was that the 
names of towns and cities contained therein [all 
names! – Auth.] had been invented by the author, 
with no real basis underneath – pure fiction, in 
other words” ([1264], Volume 2, page 2). 

The publisher has repeated it four times here 
that the geography of Marco Polo was fiction 
through and through. But how close is that to 
the truth? Could Marco Polo have visited other 
places?

6.  
WHAT ARE THE “ISLANDS” MENTIONED 

BY MARCO POLO?

Mediaeval travellers, including Marco Polo, often 
refer to countries as to islands. We have cited 
many such examples in Chron4 – for instance, 
even Russia was occasionally called “island.” In 

Chron4, Chapter 18:5 we have already explained 
that the world “island” was formerly used for re-
ferring to a land or a country in Asia, or in the 
Orient. The English word “island” was derived 
from “Asian land.” 

In the Middle Ages, “all the faraway lands that 
needed to be reached by sea were called islands” 
([473], page 245). 

Sometimes such “explanations” are so dubi-
ous that the modern commentators are forced 
to write such things as “Polo describes Ormus as 
though it were located on an island, which con-
tradicts … reality” ([1078], pages 97-98). 

Therefore, when we discover references to is-
lands in Marco Polo’s book, we shouldn’t think 
that he really refers to islands in the modern 
meaning of the word – most likely, countries. 

7.  
WHY MODERN COMMENTATORS HAVE TO 

“CORRECT” CERTAIN NAMES USED BY 
MARCO POLO, ALLEGEDLY IN ERROR

Having fallaciously “superimposed” the book 
of Marco Polo over the territory of the modern 
China, historians were amazed to discover that 
the names used by Marco Polo didn’t look Chi-
nese at all, for some odd reason. Then they started 
to correct Marco Polo in the following manner. 

Polo often uses several spellings of a single 
name, often at close distance from one another 
([1078], page 84). Commentators try to choose 
the ones that sound “the most Chinese,” writing 
such things as “in two or three cases I suggested 
a spelling that isn’t present in any of the sources” 
([1078], page 143). 

Here are a few examples. “Correct Oriental 
forms of the names Bulughan and Kukachin have 
transformed in a number of manuscripts … into 
Bolgara [or Volgara! – Auth.] and Cogatra… Kai-
khatu Kaan figures as … Chiato and … Acatu” 
([1078], pages 85-86). 

The names don’t really sound Chinese. One 
might suggest a variety of hypotheses in order to 
reconstruct their real meaning, such as:

The name Bolgara refers to the region of River 
Volga. 
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commentators report that some of the mediae-
val travellers believed Tigris to identify as River 
Volga. Polo the Elder, for instant, used the name 
“Tigris” for referring to Volga – see the map en-
titled “Marco Polo’s Itineraries. No. 1” in [1264], 
Volume 1. The map tells us explicitly: “R. Tigris 
(Volga).” See figs. 14.2 and 14.3. 

And so, where did the mediaeval West Euro-
peans localise the famous Mesopotamian River? 
Apparently, in mediaeval Russia (or India), a 
land that lays at a considerable distance from the 
Western Europe (India - from the Russian word 
“inde,” “far away”). There are many large rivers in 
Russia – the areas between them could be called 
“Mesopotamia,” or “interfluve.” 

We believe the explanation to be simple. Up 
until the moment when the Scaligerite editors of 
the XVII century rearranged the maps, ascribing 
the names “India” and “China” exclusively to the 
territories known as such today, West Europeans 
must have used the words “India,” “China” and 
“Mesopotamia” for referring to a single country – 
Slavic and Turkic Russia, or the Horde = Scythia 
of the XIV-XVI century. 

8.  
WHAT DIRECTION SHOULD ONE TAKE  

IN ORDER TO REACH INDIA AND CHINA 
FROM ITALY? 

The question will instantly be answered: South-
east, or East at the very least – not Northeast, and 
certainly not North. It suffices to take a look at 
the map. However, the first biographer of Marco 
Polo cherished the naïve conviction (allegedly in 
the middle of the XVI century) that Polo’s route 
lay to the North and Northeast from Italy ([1078], 
page 2). Moreover, he was of the opinion that 
Marco Polo travelled some lands to the North of 
the Caspian Sea – Russia, in other words. 

His text is as follows: “Ptolemy, as the last of 
the [ancient] geographers, was the most knowl-
edgeable [of them all]. His knowledge of the 
North comprised all the lands until the Caspian 
Sea… His knowledge of the South ended beyond 
the equator. These unknown regions in the South 
were first discovered by the Portuguese captains 

of our time [the XVI century the earliest – Auth.]. 
As for the North and the Northeast, these lands 
were discovered by the brilliant nobleman Marco 
Polo” ([1078], page 2). 

Let us consider this text, which is presumed 
to date from the XVI century, once again and 
more attentively. It clearly indicates that Marco 
Polo travelled to the North or the Northeast of 
the Caspian Sea – along the Volga, or between 
the Volga and the Ural, in other words. The lands 
found to the North of the Caspian have always 
belonged to Russia. 

Therefore, Marco Polo travelled through Russia.

9.  
WHY MARCO POLO MENTIONS SPICES, 

SILKS AND ORIENTAL WARES IN GENERAL 
WHEN HE TELLS US ABOUT INDIA,  

OR RUSSIA

Our opponents might want to enquire about the 
following matter. If Marco Polo’s India was really 
Russia, whence the references to spices, silks, apes 
and so on. There are no wild apes in Russia, and 
no spices grow there. 

This is correct. However, one could encounter 
all of the above sold for a profit – for instance, at 
the famous Yaroslavl (or Novgorod) marketplace 
in the Mologa estuary. Spices and other exotic 
wares were brought here from the Orient – India 
in the modern meaning of the word, Persia and 
so on. No Western European merchants ventured 
further than the Yaroslavl Market. 

Indeed, they couldn’t have travelled any fur-
ther. We have already explained how the trade 
between the East and the West must have been 
organised in the XIV-XVI century – with Russia 
acting as an intermediary. Being in control of vast 
territories, the Great = “Mongolian” Empire chose 
a very clever tactic indeed. The flow of wares 
from the West and the East converged in a single 
point – the Yaroslavl Market, or the Azov region 
of the Don. Customs offices were located here, 
and they collected tax. Therefore, Western trad-
ers weren’t allowed any further than the market, 
likewise the Eastern traders – in order to make all 
of them pay the Russian tax. 
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10.  
THE TOPONYMY OF THE NAME “INDIA” 

And so, the Westerners would find Oriental wares 
in Russia. Deeply impressed by the cute little mon-
keys and the abundance of ginger, they enquired 
about their land of origin. Russian traders replied 
“from indea,” which translates as “from a distant 
land,” weighing the cinnamon and charging their 
clients hefty sums in full knowledge that they 
couldn’t buy exotic goods at any other market. 

This is how the trade was done in the epoch 
of the Great = “Mongolian” Empire, which covers 
some three hundred years. The Westerners were 
obviously doing their utmost in order to find a 
diversion so as to pay less for their purchases. 

The original meaning of the Russian word 
“India” (formerly “Indea,” cf. “inde” – “elsewhere,” 
“somewhere,” “on the other side,” qv in [786], Issue 
6, page 235) may not be understood by everyone – 
it had simply stood for “a distant land,” “a foreign 
country,” etc. 

The adverb “inde” is no longer used in Russian. 
However, it was adopted by the Latin language, 
which was created in the XV-XVI century, with-
out even changing its form. Nowadays it can be 
found in any Latin dictionary, meaning “thence, 
from that place …” ([237], page 523). The traders, 
who were beginning to speak Latin, brought this 
word back from the Yaroslavl (Novgorod) market, 
as well as the name “India” (faraway land), which 
is derived from it. 

Incidentally, the Russian “Voyage” of Afanasiy 
Nikitin uses the word “India” in this very mean-
ing, in general reference to distant lands. 

11.  
WHEN AND HOW WERE CERTAIN 

GEOGRAPHICAL NAMES USED BY MARCO 
POLO “LOCALISED”

Polo’s first biographer wrote the following in the 
middle of the alleged XVI century: “However, 
over the last few centuries the people familiar 
with Persia started to think about the existence 
of China [?! – Auth.]” ([1078], page 3). 

Let us remind the readers that at some point 

in the past, the Westerners were “aware of China’s 
existence” - as Scythia, or the ancient Russia; see 
Part 6 of the present book, which uses materials 
taken from Scandinavian chronicles in order to 
prove that in the XIV-XVI century “China” was 
the name of Scythia. Then, in the XVII century, 
it was “lost,” together with the knowledge that the 
name China referred to Russia, or “Mongolia,” in 
the days of yore. For some period of time, the 
West Europeans were convinced that there was 
no China at all, and that all of Marco Polo’s ac-
counts of his voyage to China were pure figments 
of imagination ([1078], page 2). 

In the XVII-XVIII century, when the West-
erners finally reached the Orient independently 
by sea and discovered the new lands that they 
had not been familiar with previously, they rec-
ollected the “lost China” and decided to look 
for it, eventually locating the country in the Far 
East. However, they weren’t aware of the fact that 
they only managed to discover the easternmost 
and relatively small part of the former China, or 
Scythia, or the Great = “Mongolian” Empire. 

It must have happened as follows. Upon arriv-
ing to South-East Asia with Marco Polo’s book in 
their hands, Europeans of the XVII-XVIII cen-
tury started to search for names familiar from 
Marco Polo’s book. Why would they need to do 
it? The answer is quite simple. Let us step in the 
shoes of the Portuguese captain of the XVII-
XVIII century, whose journey was driven by 
practical considerations, not abstract scientific 
interest, and sponsored by the king. This captain 
had a clear objective of finding a trade route to 
India and also China, which was somewhere near 
India, according to Polo. 

The captain in question couldn’t have returned 
without “finding” China and other countries 
from Polo’s book. In order to prove it to the king 
that the correct route to India and China was in-
deed discovered, the captain was simply obliged 
to find some names familiar from Polo’s book 
on the terrain at least, seeing as how it was the 
only source of knowledge about India and China 
([797], page 488). Obviously enough, the captain 
could not report that his mission was a failure for 
fear of losing his job. 
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And so, when the Europeans finally reached 
the South-East Asia, they started their search for 
the names from Polo’s book. However, everyone 
they met spoke a foreign language, completely 
beyond their comprehension and based on alto-
gether different phonetic principles. The names 
were also local, and therefore incomprehensible. 

It is very hard for any European to make head 
or tail of the local names due to the complex-
ity of the local phonetics. Therefore, European 
travellers wrote the well familiar names from 
Polo’s book on the maps of the South-East Asia 
that they compiled – earnestly and in good faith, 
without any intentions of deceit, under the erro-
neous assumption that they were reconstructing 
the old names of these places from Polo’s book. 
They must have looked for phonetic matches and 
rejoiced if they could find any; however, most 
often this wasn’t the case and they simply used 
the names they found in the book of Marco Polo. 

Europeans “found” Samara, Java, Ceylon, 
Madagascar etc in South-East Asia, following the 
indications of Marco Polo and using his names 
for the newly discovered (in the post-Impe-
rial epoch) islands and countries in the remote 
Southeast. However, the actual descriptions of 
these “islands” as given by Marco Polo give no 
reason for such unambiguous identifications. 

Let us just cite a single edifying example out of 
a great many similar ones. Let us open the Ency-
clopaedic Dictionary ([797]) and read what is said 
about the Indo-Chinese Isle of Java. We quote: 

“An island in the Malayan archipelago, In-
donesian territory. Length: over 1000 km, area: 
126.5 square kilometres. Population: circa 83 
million (1975). Over 100 volcanoes (about 30 of 
them active; the tallest is 3676 metres), situated 
alongside the axis of the island, there are hills 
and valleys in the north. Frequent earthquakes. 
Deciduous and evergreen tropical forests, savan-
nahs in the east. The plains are cultivated (rice, 
manioc, maize and yam). Main cities: Jakarta, 
Bandung and Surabaya” ([797], 1564). This is all 
that we learn about Java. 

Here’s the description of “Isle Java” given by 
Marco Polo: “There are eight kingdoms there, 
and eight kings wearing crowns. The whole pop-

ulace is pagan; each kingdom speaks a language 
of its own. There is an abundance of valuables on 
the island, expensive spices and aromatic oils…” 
([1264], Volume 2, page 284). And so on, and so 
forth. Polo doesn’t report any typical geographi-
cal characteristics of the area – not a single word 
about volcanoes, tall mountains or names of cities. 

One wonders why we are supposed to assume 
that Marco Polo’s Java is the very same Java that 
was baptised thus by the Western European cap-
tains of the XVII-XVIII century, with Marco 
Polo’s books in their hands? Such arbitrariness 
allows identifying any given place in any which 
way provided the locals don’t mind too much. Let 
us also point out a peculiar detail. Where did the 
Europeans manage to find Marco Polo’s names? 
On remote and wild islands inhabited by savage 
tribes in that epoch. The tribesmen were illiterate 
and did not oppose the “white gods from ships,” 
armed with cannons and making decisive state-
ments in an unfamiliar language. 

More civilised regions were more problem-
atic  – Manchurian China, for instance. In the 
XVII-XVIII century, the Chinese treated foreign-
ers with great suspicion; in 1757 the Manchurians 
altogether forbade foreign trade in every harbour 
except for Canton ([151], Volume 5, page 314). 
The results are visible perfectly well. Apart from 
the city of Canton, and, possibly, two or three 
more cases, we cannot find any of Marco Polo’s 
names on the territory of the modern China. 

Actually, the Chinese name of Canton is Guang-
zhou ([797], p. 538). Do the two names have much 
in common? It would be expedient to remind the 
reader that “canton” is a French word that simply 
translates as “district.” Why drag the French word 
to the East of China and inscribe it on a map?

The matter is that Marco Polo knew French. 
Had it been English, we would have a city called 
Town in China – also very similar to Guangzhou, 
isn’t it?

Since the Europeans had failed to “discover” 
any of Marco Polo’s names in China, they invented 
the theory that Polo particularly detested the Chi-
nese language. Modern commentators write the 
following in this respect: “One gets the impression 
that he [Polo – Auth.] was communicating with 
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the miniatures known to us by Russian chroni-
cles. Stone city with towers surrounded by a river 
or a moat, a portcullis, groves, hills, bearded rid-
ers in chain mail and headdress indistinguishable 
from the Russian. In particular, we see the well 
familiar hats of the Russian marksmen. They are 
rather small in this miniature, but in the next one 
you will be able to make them out perfectly well. 

Commentators believe that the picture depicts 
a part of the modern Mongolia, in the steppes 
next to the border of China. But what precludes 
us from seeing a typically Russian theme in this 
miniature? Nothing at all, since we see absolutely 
no details that look Chinese. 

It must be pointed out that Genghis-Khan died 
in the siege of a city interestingly enough named 
Calacuy (Kaluga) in the French edition [1263], 
page 68. On the other hand, many Russian chron-
icles describe the Battle at Kalka, where the South 
Russian and Polovtsy Princes were defeated by the 
army of Genghis-Khan in the alleged year 1223 
([942], page 29). Apparently, Russian chronicles 
and Marco Polo describe the same battle, although 
Russian sources do not mention anything about 
Genghis-Khan dying in this battle. Thus, the text 
might be referring to the battle at Kaluga, or Kalka. 

12.3. Miniature entitled “The Palace at 
Khan-Balyk”

In fig. 14.5 we cite another ancient miniature 
from Marco Polo’s book entitled “The Palace at 
Khan-Balyk.” We see brick stones, military guards 
that distinctly resemble the Russian marksmen 
in kaftans and characteristic hats (see fig. 14.6). 
The style of the illustration is once again nearly 
impossible to distinguish from the customary 
mediaeval Russian miniatures. 

Modern publishers of [1264] decided to show 
the modern readers how the scene should have 
looked in reality – all in good faith. For this end, 
they complement this old miniature from Marco 
Polo’s book by a drawing of the Winter Palace in 
Beijing (fig. 14.7). They must have honestly be-
lieved this palace, or one that had looked simi-
larly, to have served as the prototype for the old 
miniature. However, we see typically Chinese 

roofs with edges protruding upward, broad-
brimmed Chinese hats that provide good pro-
tection against the sun etc – nothing remotely 
resembling the ancient miniature. This is a good 
example of how Scaligerian history copied events 
from one chronicle and pasted them into another, 
ascribing them to a different country.

12.4. Miniature entitled “Borus” (Boris?)

In fig. 14.8 we see an ancient miniature entitled 
“Borus” from the book of Marco Polo. Could this 
“Borus” be a Boris, or a P-Rus (White Russian)? 
We see people with canine heads in typical Russian 
kaftans – mark the latches woven of cords. They 
wear turbans, well familiar to us as the headdress 
of the Cossacks and the Ottomans (Atamans). 

People with canine heads are also an image 
that we often encounter in the “ancient” literature, 
Egyptian artwork and mediaeval Western texts. It 
is believed that these mysterious fantasy creatures 
only existed in the imagination of the Egyptians, 
the Byzantines and the West Europeans, and had 
nothing to do with Russia whatsoever. 

The turban is believed to be a purely Oriental 
and Muslim headdress today, which has allegedly 
never been worn in Russia. The combination of a 
Russian kaftan, a turban and a canine head might 
indeed seem uncanny; let us do some explaining. 

12.5. The identity of the people with canine 
heads

Mediaeval and “ancient” literature often mentions 
people with canine heads. There is an enormous 
amount of ancient artwork depicting such peo-
ple – in Egypt, in particular. People with canine 
heads were also portrayed on the old Orthodox 
icons – St. Christopher, for instance, qv in figs. 
14.9, 14.10 and 14.11. All of it is believed to be 
pure fantasy like flying dragons breathing fire, 
without any root in reality whatsoever. Is it so?

We are of the opinion that all legends and all 
the artwork of this sort is based on reality – what 
we encounter is medieval symbolism, which must 
have had a definite meaning in mediaeval Russia. 
It is likely, although this issue doubtlessly requires 
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royalty in mediaeval Byzantium and Europe. As 
we see, the same symbolism was common for the 
court of the Great Khan. 

5) In fig. 14.17 we see Nicholas and Matthew 
Polo receive the “golden board” from the Khan – 
a travel voucher for their journey through the 
Empire. The Khan is also wearing a golden hel-
met on his head, likewise his courtier. Such hats, 
or helmets, were formerly worn in Russia. 

6) In fig. 14.18 we see the Christian baptism of 
the Great Khan’s brother in the city of Samarqand 
([510], pages 70-71). The city in question is likely 
to identify as Samara in Russia. Samarqand must 
stand for “Samara-Khan.” 

7) In fig. 14.19 we see the worship of a golden 
idol in Tangut. People with European  faces, 
dressed in European clothing, are shown worship-
ping a golden idol. Apparently, what we see is a 
prayer in an Orthodox temple in front of gilded 
icons, depicted as a golden idol statue by the West 
European artists, who didn’t quite grasp the matter. 
Incidentally, the actual name “Tangut” must stand 
for Tan, or Don Goths – Cossacks, in other words. 

8) The inauguration of Genghis-Khan (fig. 
14.20). Depicted as the inauguration of a Roman 
Emperor, which must reflect reality. According 
to our reconstruction, Genghis-Khan must have 
been inaugurated as the emperor of the whole 
Empire – a Roman Emperor, in other words. 

9) The suit of Genghis-Khan to the daughter 
of a Great Khan (fig. 14.21). Presbyter Johannes 
takes letters with red royal seals from Geng-
his-Khan. Presbyter Johannes and the people 
by his side look distinctly European and wield 
crosses. Actually, the envoys of Genghis-Khan 
also look European; the palace of Presbyter Jo-
hannes looks like a European building. 

10) In fig. 14.22 we see the beginning of the bat-
tle between Great Khan Kubilai (Kublah) and his 
uncle Nayan or Nayam (the French edition calls 
him Naiam – see [1263], page 82). Nayam lays next 
to his wife it a tent surrounded by troops. Kubilai 
attacks him. A bloody battle ensues, with many 
casualties ([510], pages 110-117). According to 
our reconstruction, this battle was the very famous 
Battle of Kulikovo dating from 1380. Kubilai iden-
tifies as Dmitriy Donskoi, whereas Nayam-Khan 

is Mamai, the Khan from the Russian chronicles. 
Bear in mind that the letters M and N often got 
confused, especially in Western European texts, 
where they were both represented by virtually the 
same symbol – a tilde over the preceding vowel, 
qv in Chron5, Annex 1. Our in-depth analysis of 
how Marco Polo describes the Battle of Kulikovo 
can be found in Chron4. 

11) In fig. 14.23 we see the four wives of Kubi-
lai-Khan, or Dmitriy Donskoi, as we understand 
it today. We can also see his sons. All four wives 
look distinctly European – moreover, they are 
blondes. The sons also have fair hair. We see no 
Mongolian features (in the modern meaning of 
the word). One cannot help noticing the attire of 
the Great Khan’s wives – their dresses are Euro-
pean through and through. All of them are wear-
ing golden trefoil royal crowns on their heads. 

12) In fig. 14.24 we see a bridge over the River 
Pulisangin next to the Great Khan’s capital. There 
is a windmill in the distance. The bridge itself, as 
Marco Polo tells us, stands on 24 arches and just 
as many watermills ([510], page 166). Windmills 
are a typical element of Russian landscape (as 
indeed the European landscape in general). Wa-
termills were very popular in Russia. As for the 
steppes of the modern Mongolia, we doubt the 
existence of mills there, especially watermills. Ac-
tually, the name Pulisangin might be a derivative 
from the Russian word “plyos” (“river reach”) – 
possibly accompanied by a name of some sort. 

13) In fig. 14.25 we reproduce a miniature from 
Marco Polo’s book that is presumed to depict the 
fantastic serpents from the kingdom of the Great 
Khan. Marco Polo gives us a detailed description 
of how the Great Khan’s subjects hunt these ser-
pents: “Large adders and enormous serpents live 
here… They are truly fat and huge: the largest are 
about ten paces long and ten spans wide. They 
have two limbs in front, right near the head – no 
paw, just claws, like those of a falcon or a lion. 
Their head is tremendous, and their eyes are 
larger than loaves of bread. Their snout is so wide 
that they can swallow a human, and the teeth are 
so big and so strong that there is no man or beast 
alive that wouldn’t fear them. Some are smaller – 
eight paces or five paces long, or just one pace. 
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mean to verify certain evidence given by Marco 
Polo about his arrival in China … with the aid of 
Chinese documents… 

Charchan. No such name can be found in ei-
ther the XIV century map or any other surviving 
document of the Mongolian nation … 

Lop, etc. Neither Chinese history or geography 
mention the existence of a city called Lob near a 
lake named similarly … 

Shachiu. Sha Chow … has always been con-
sidered a very important location … Marco Polo 
does not mention a certain trait of Sha Chow, 
a sandy hill … or a hill of “rumbling sand”: the 
sand slides down the slope of the hill and makes 
a special noise that resembles the sound of distant 
thunder … 

This fact, namely, the existence of a road from 
Ichin to Kharakhorum must have given Marco 
Polo a reason for taking a trip (a vicarious one, I 
believe) into the steppes of the Mongolian Khans’ 
Horde …

Calachan, or the capital of the Yerighai region; 
Marco Polo continues to isolate the Tangut King-
dom and refers to phenomena that already had 
not existed by his time, yet stayed alive in folk 
memory” ([416], pages 5, 6, 8, 13-14 and 22). 

And so on, and so forth. 
It is known that Marco Polo’s book contains 

a description of several journeys. It is tradition-
ally assumed that they all took place in different 
places and spanned territories from Italy to the 
South-East Asia, including India, China and In-
dochina. Traditional attempts of reconstructing 
the true geography of Marco Polo’s travels can 
hardly be called successful. See for yourselves. 

In order to make Polo’s reports correspond to 
the modern map in any way at all, the commen-
tators are forced to make the following geographi-
cal re-identifications ([1071], pages 108-109):

1) Central India was moved to Africa (!)  – 
near the source of the Nile, no less. 

2) The Great Turkey was relocated into the re-
gion of Lake Baikal. 

3) They refer to the entire Siberia as to “Do-
minion Conehi.” 

4) River Volga becomes Tigris ([1078], map 
after page 144). 

Well aware of the problems arising from the 
parallels drawn between Marco Polo’s descrip-
tions and modern, or de facto Scaligerian geog-
raphy, historians often say that “Marco Polo … 
refers to lands that he heard about, but never vis-
ited, as to islands” ([473], page 245). 

Our reconstruction implies an altogether dif-
ferent and a great deal more trustworthy picture 
of Polo’s journey. Apparently, he never travelled 
any further than the Ural, and therefore he never 
visited China or India (or the territories known 
as such today), let alone the modern islands of 
Java and Sumatra. 

His book does indeed contain reports per-
taining to several journeys – maybe made by a 
number of characters, which is what the com-
mentators appear to imply, saying that the very 
first voyages were made by Polo the senior. As a 
result, the same locations, and primarily Russia, 
or the Horde, became described several times. 

The journey would begin from Constantino-
ple. The first volume of [1264] contains a part of 
Polo’s book that describes Tartary primarily. He 
tells us about Genghis-Khan, his struggle against 
Presbyter Johannes and the customs of the Great 
Khan’s court. We have already mentioned all of 
the above, so let us merely make a small number 
of additional remarks. 

14.2. The location of Karakorum, or the Great 
Khan’s capital

Due to their incorrect perception of Polo’s voy-
age, commentators locate Karakorum, or the 
Great Khan’s capital, in the area to the south of 
Baikal in Siberia. We hardly need to remind the 
reader that the archaeologists are still searching 
for this city here, but to no avail, qv in Chron4, 
Introduction:2. Nevertheless, as we have already 
mentioned, one must recollect the city of Semi-
karakorsk in the lower Don, not far away from 
the Crimea. This leads us to the hypothesis that 
“Karakorum” translates as “black Crimea,” since 
“Kara” is the Turkic for “black,” whereas “korum” 
must stand for Crimea (see [831], page 128).

Furthermore, Karakorum, the “Tartar” capital, 
was formerly known as Kara Balgasun ([1264], 
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Volume 1, pages 228-230). This name probably 
means “black Volga” or “Black Bulgaria.” There-
fore, the very name of the “Tartar” capital is a 
reference to Don or the Volga, and not Central 
Siberia. Apparently, Balge-Su(v) translates along 
the lines of “River Volga,” since the Turkic “Su” 
or “Suv” does in fact stand for “river” or “water.” 

This is in good correspondence with our re-
construction, according to which Marco Polo, 
who visited the headquarters of the Great Khan 
in Yaroslavl, or Novgorod, in the epoch of the 
XIV-XVI century must indeed have travelled up 
the Volga, possibly, visiting Crimea prior to that. 

Actually, modern historians when they recon-
struct the itinerary of Marco Polo (qv in [673]) 
believe that he had covered the distance between 
the Black Sea and the Volga Bulgars, and only 
after that they trace it towards Mongolia – Polo 
needed to reach the capital of the Great Khan, 
after all ([673], page 21).

14.3. Cossacks on the pages of Marco Polo’s 
book as the Great Khan’s guard

Polo reports that “in order to maintain order 
in his empire, the Great Khan used his guard of 
twelve thousand horsemen known as Cossacks 
(“Keshican,” qv in [1264], Volume 1, page 379). 
Thus, the Cossacks are named explicitly. Further 
on, Polo describes how the military force of the 
Cossacks is organised. Incidentally, in some man-
uscripts of Polo’s book we find the word “Casitan” 
here ([1264], Volume 1, page 379, comment 1). 
That is, Kaz + Tan, or, possibly, “Don Cossacks,” 
which makes our suspicions even stronger.

14.4. The Black Sea

Polo mentions “the great River Caramoran … it 
is so great that no bridge can be thrown across it, 
since its width and depth are great, and it even 
reaches the Great Ocean which surrounds the 
Universe. There are many settlements and forti-
fied cities of stone there, and it is visited by many 
traders” ([1264], Volume 2, page 22). 

The actual name of the “river,” which is “Ka-
ra-Moran,” is doubtlessly referring to the Black Sea 

(“Kara” = “black,” “moran” = “sea”). We needn’t be 
confused by the fact that Polo called a sea “river.” 
In the Middle Ages, the epoch of coastal trade, 
seas were often called rivers, and reproduced 
upon maps as such – for example, they are drawn 
as narrow rivers in [1160] and [1177]; see also 
Chron5, Chapter 13:3.1. 

Modern commentators also note that Polo 
calls Red Sea river ([1078], page 93). The de-
scription of the “Chinese river” Caramoran that 
we find in Marco Polo’s book corresponds to the 
characteristics of Black Sea. 

14.5. The country of Mongolia

Leaving Caramoran, or the Black Sea behind, 
Polo comes to the city of Mangalai, the Great 
Khan’s son ([1264], Volume 2, page 24). The city 
is surrounded by sturdy walls, five miles long. 
There is a large market inside the city, where there 
are many goldsmiths, as well as other craftsmen. 

Our reconstruction explains everything per-
fectly – Polo comes to Mongolia, or the Great 
Kingdom = Russia, or the Horde. 

14.6. Amazonia

As he moved further, Polo ended up in the coun-
try of Manzi ([1264], Vol. 2, p. 33). This is where 
we find the Azov sea, to the north of Black Sea, 
and the land of the Amazons was just there (see 
Orbini’s book, for instance; also Chron4, Chapter 
4:6). The land of the Amazons was called “Manzi” 
by Polo – the original name is easily recognizable. 

Let us also recollect the ethnic group of Mansi, 
known well in Russian history – they lived on the 
Middle Volga ([952]). Once again, perfect cor-
respondence with Polo’s “Manzi” as well as our 
reconstruction. 

Polo returns to the Amazons once more 
when he describes the land of Scotra, or Scotia 
(Scythia). See more in re Scythia = Scotia and the 
Amazons in Part 6. Polo writes about the exist-
ence of “two islands” in those parts, or two “Asian 
lands,” as we have explained already, “one female 
and one male” ([1264], Volume 2, page 404). The 
husbands inhabit one of the “islands,” and the 
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wives, the other; they only meet for three months 
each year – between March and May.

It is curious that the amazons are described in 
similar terms in the Russian “Povest Vremennyth 
Let” ([716], page 15). They are even named simi-
larly to Polo’s version – “Masonians,” qv in [716], 
page 15. Let us quote this passage according to 
[715]: “And the Masonian [in other manuscripts 
“Mazon” and “Amazon”] women have no hus-
band … but one spring day they leave their land 
and mate with men from neighbouring countries. 
Those who give birth to boys have to destroy their 
offspring, whereas the ones who bear girls raise 
them with great care” (quoted according to [715], 
Volume 2, page 22; see also [716], page 15.

14.7. The great market and the customs 
office in the Russian city of Azov

Next Polo comes to a large city where he sees an 
enormous market and a customs office that col-
lects taxes and fees ([1264], Volume 1, page 36-
37). The city is called Thindafu (in some manu-
scripts – Sindu), qv in [1264], Volume 2, page 37, 
comment 1. If we disregard the standard suffix 
“fu,” which must have been added in a later edi-
tion to make Polo’s book more “Chinese,” we see 
the city of Tind or Tana. 

However, Tana is one of the famous mediaeval 
names of Azov, a city in Russia ([1078], page 140). 
It stands on the Azov Sea, right next to the Don 
(Tan, or Tanais). Moreover, commentators them-
selves tell us that “in the XIV century … the over-
land trade between Italy and China went through 
Tana (or Azov), also through Astrakhan” ([1078], 
page 140). Thus, Marco Polo followed the general 
trade route between Italy and Russia, finally ar-
riving in Azov. 

According to the modern commentators of 
Polo’s book, all of the above took place on the 
territory of the modern China. This is erroneous. 

14.8. Polo’s further itinerary

In the description of Marco Polo’s voyage to India 
we see that he had “visited the place where the 
holy remnants of St. Thomas the apostle were 

kept” ([673], page 188). St. Thomas is known to 
have read his sermons in India: “Indian Chris-
tians have long called themselves ‘Christians of 
St. Thomas,’ and they trace the history of their 
church back to this apostle. Thomas died in the 
city of Malipur” ([936], Volume 3, page 131). 
This might be the famous city of Mariupol on 
the shores of the Azov Sea. One of the oldest and 
largest burial mounds in Europe was found in 
Mariupol ([85], Volume 26, page 288). Then the 
city of Edessa mentioned nearby is most likely 
to identify as Odessa or some ancient settlement 
in its vicinity. “The holy relics of St. Thomas the 
Apostle were taken to the city of Edessa in the 
year of 385 AD” ([936], Volume 3, page 131). 

Doesn’t the above imply that Marco Polo paid 
a visit to Odessa during his journey through 
India, or “a faraway land”?

We shall refrain from making our narrative 
even more cumbersome by further details of 
Marco Polo’s voyage. His text is genuinely old, the 
names were translated from one language to an-
other several times, and have also undergone sev-
eral editions. Polo’s descriptions are very general 
and often built according to the same scheme: a 
great king (or several great kings), an abundance 
of gold, idol-worshippers and the subjects of the 
Great Khan. 

Marco Polo appears to have travelled in the 
area of the Volga for a long time; he may have vis-
ited the source of River Kama. The salt mines that 
impressed him so greatly must have been located 
in those parts – the old Russian city of Solikamsk 
still stands here. 

It is possible that Marco Polo’s Sumatra and 
Java derive from the names of the Russian rivers 
Samara and Yaiva in Middle Volga. The city of 
Samara stands on the river of the same name; we 
have already mentioned it, as well as its connexion 
with Marco Polo’s name. The names reflect that of 
Sarmatia, another alias of Scythia, or Russia. 

The Russian River Yaiva is also located here – 
it is a tributary of Kama, and its name has never 
been changed ([952], pages 15 and 61). Marco 
Polo could indeed have visited these parts, since 
an ancient trade route passed through these 
parts, as well as an ancient Russian road known 
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in far Siberia ([1078, pages 108-109) or Turkistan 
([673]). 

Polo also mentions a nephew of Prince Haidu, 
simply calling him suzerain (Yesudar, which is 
almost identical to “Gosudar” – the Russian for 
“ruler”). See [1264], Volume 2, page 459). He also 
mentions that all of them are Christians. 

It is possible that Marco Polo’s book also in-
cludes the descriptions of Lombardy and France 
as “Lambri” and “Fansur” ([1264], Vol. 2, p. 299).

Finally, let us comment the constant references 
to the alleged idolatry of all these characters as 
made by Marco Polo. Some might actually think 
that such words can only apply to savages and the 
primitive worship of idols somewhere in the in-
sular part of the South-East Asia. 

We must disappoint the reader. The word 
“idolatry” was frequently used in mediaeval reli-
gious disputes. It is often mentioned in the Bible 
as well. This is what the mediaeval traveller, 
Brother Jourdan from the Order of Confessors is 
telling us in the alleged XIV century: 

“I can only tell what I have heard from people 
about Great Tartary … This empire has temples 
with idols, as well as male and female monaster-
ies that resemble ours, and they observe fasts and 
pray there just like we do; the head priests of these 
idols wear crimson attire and hats, just like our 
cardinals. It is amazing just how splendid and 
grandiose their idolatry really is” ([677], page 99). 

Therefore, the West Europeans referred to the 
Orthodox Christians as “idol-worshippers” – it 
would be expedient to compare these data to the 
account of S. Herberstein, who wrote about Rus-
sia in the alleged XVI century AD ([161]). 

“To the East and the South of River Mosha … 
we find the people of Mordva, who have a lan-
guage of their own and obey the Muscovite king. 
Some call them Mohammedans, others, idol-wor-
shippers” ([161], page 134). Carrying on with his 
description of the Muscovite kingdom, Herber-
stein writes the following, presumably referring 
to some Russian guidebook ([161], page 160): 
“Many black people come from the region of this 
lake” ([161], page 157). Herberstein writes about 
some Chinese lake that he believes to be at the 
source of River Ob. It is important that Herber-

stein writes about these things while sitting in 
Moscow, without any attempts of concealing it. 
He honestly tells the reader that these fable-like 
things were translated to him from a guidebook 
of some sort (pages 157 and 160). Had he been 
less sceptical about it, wishing to pass for an eye-
witness, we would get a text resembling the edited 
Marco Polo. In general, could Herberstein’s book 
of the alleged XVI century have served as one of 
the originals of Marco Polo’s book?

15.  
AFTER MARCO POLO

It would be curious to compare the book of 
Marco Polo to the writings of European travel-
lers who visited the modern India in the alleged 
XIV century (as we understand today – in the 
XVI-XVII or even the XVIII century – see [677]). 
There were few of them, but they already describe 
the South-East Asia correctly, with specific details 
that give us no reason to doubt the real identity 
of these lands. In the XVII-VIII century, already 
after Marco Polo, the West Europeans finally 
found a route to the South-East Asia. 

This is how the transfer of Marco Polo’s geogra-
phy (including that of “India”) began in the minds 
of the Westerners – they started their “discovery of 
the lost India” in the South-Eastern Asia. Why did 
they lose it, and when did it happen?

Our reconstruction answers the question per-
fectly well. “India” was lost by the Western Europe 
during the epoch of the religious schism, or the 
XVI century. Having severed relations with the 
Orthodox Christians and the Muslim, the Roman 
Catholic Europeans de facto lost their former 
route to the Orient – Russia, or the Horde, and 
the Ottomans (Atamans) simply denied them the 
right of passage. 

This is when “India,” or the Horde, started 
to transform into a fable-like land for the West 
Europeans, becoming ever more legendary. The 
fantasy version was made more or less uniform in 
later editions of Marco Polo’s book – the ones that 
have reached our day. 

It is obvious that the West Europeans started 
to search for a new way to the East – towards 
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the spices, silks etc, which still reached them 
through the Russian markets, but for exorbitant 
prices. This is how the epoch of the Great Dis-
coveries began – we all know that the seafarers of 
the Western Europe were looking for India – the 
land of spices, gold and diamonds. 

As we already mentioned, the seafarers took 
Marco Polo’s book along with them, and, landing 
on the shores of faraway countries and islands 
that they discovered, they named them in accord-
ance with Marco Polo’s book, failing to realise that 
Marco Polo has never been anywhere near those 
parts. Even if they did realise this, they must have 
been chasing the dangerous thought away from 
themselves – otherwise they would have to sail 
further in order to find the evasive India, and 
they were already mortally tired, wanting noth-
ing more than reporting victory to their king… 

16.  
SUMMARY

This is how the “lost India and China of Marco 
Polo” were rediscovered. The names were natu-
rally of little importance. The Europeans found 
what they wanted most  – sources of silk and 
spices. Their only mistake was that they were 
certain that the old names India and China as 
written in Marco Polo’s book have always referred 
to the exotic lands that they have discovered and 
euphorically dubbed thus, simultaneously sup-
pressing the association between these names and 
Russia, or the Horde. 

This actual error was generally harmless  – 
multiplying geographical names on the map and 
not much else. However, the implication was 
a great deal less harmless, since, according to 
Marco Polo, the court of the Great Khan, the fa-
mous “Mongolian” conqueror, became relocated 
to China. Now, Marco Polo’s book used this name 
for referring to the Horde, or Russia; when it trav-
elled to the Far East in the XVII century, this is 
where the centre of the “Mongolian” conquest 
has moved. Archaeologists started their diligent 
search of the Great = “Mongolian” capital of the 
world, or Karakorum, in the Far East, which was 
a serious mistake. 

17.  
ADDENDUM. ALASKAN HISTORY

We shall be quoting additional books here ([al1] – 
[al4]), which weren’t indicated in the main bibli-
ography to the seven volumes, and are listed at 
the end of the present section. 

Let us begin with relating the consensual ver-
sion of Alaskan history. It is believed to be as 
follows. Presumably, up until the XVII or even 
the XVIII century, Alaska was inhabited by the 
indigenous tribes of Indians and Eskimos, whose 
lifestyle was primitive and savage-like. Historians 
believe that civilisation only reached Alaska in the 
XVIII century. The discovery of the Bering Strait 
and Alaska is associated with the names of Bering, 
Cook and other seafarers of the XVIII century. 
However, according to other sources, this strait 
was discovered by the Cossack Semyon Dezhnev 
in 1648: “The proof that America doesn’t connect 
with Asia was given by the Cossack Dezhnev in 
1648 – he was the discoverer of the Bering Strait, 
visited by Bering in 1725-1728 and named ac-
cordingly” ([al1], Vol. 2, p. 637). But, as we are 
told, Russians only came to Alaska after Bering. 
If we’re to believe the Great Soviet Encyclopaedia, 
“in 1784, Shelekhov founded the first Russian set-
tlement on Isle Kodyak; Russian settlements in the 
nearby parts of the American continent started to 
appear in 1786” ([85], Vol. 2, p. 205). 

The colonisation of Alaska was started by a 
trade company founded in 1798 in St. Petersburg 
for this actual purpose ([797], page 1232) that 
became known as the Russian-American Com-
pany [85], Vol. 2, p. 205). In 1799, the Company 
“received the exclusive right of monopoly over 
the use of the former Russian discoveries in the 
North Pacific, as well as further discoveries, trade 
and colonisation of lands unclaimed by the other 
nations, starting with the 55th degree of Northern 
Latitude on the American continent unto the Ber-
ing Strait and beyond, and also on the Aleutian, 
Kurilian and other islands” ([85], Vol. 2, p. 205). 

We must instantly note that all the “first col-
onisation” dates fall in the range of the first few 
years after the defeat of Pougachev in 1774. 

It is interesting that the Russian capital of 
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Alaska, or Novoarkhangelsk, was founded in 
1784 near the “former fortification on Isle Sitka, 
which was destroyed by the Tlinkit Indians in 
1802” ([85], Volume 2, page 205). We must be 
hearing the echoes of the wars in Alaska, which 
rolled over the former land of the Horde after the 
defeat of Pougachev by the Romanovs. According 
to our reconstruction, Alaska had formerly be-
longed to Muscovite Tartary, which was defeated 
in 1774. After that, the conquest of this country’s 
vast territories started – up until the very North 
of the American continent, Alaska in particular. 
Obviously, the Romanovian invasion here was of 
a military nature. It is likely that the consensual 
version of history represents the battles against 
the last remnants of the Horde, or “Mongolia,” as 
skirmishes with “Tlinkit Indians.” Incidentally, 
aren’t we hearing a repercussion of the name 
“Kitai,” or Scythia, in their name?

“In 1812, the fortification of Ross was cre-
ated  … on the coast of North California  … as 
a base for Russian seamen and entrepreneurs” 
([85], Vol. 2, p. 205). However, the Romanovian 
Russian-American Company didn’t venture any 
further in its conquest of America, since another 
Company instantly expressed an interest in the 
lands that instantly became “free for colonisation,” 
created by the nascent United States of America, 
which were made an independent state in 1776 
during the “War of Independence” fought in 1775-
1783, qv in [797], p. 1232 – this war started im-
mediately after the victory of the Romanovs over 
Pougachev. See Chron4, Ch. 12, for more details. 

Basically, a struggle over the vast territories of 
the Horde started between the Romanovs and the 
newborn USA. The Romanovs were approaching 
from the East, and the USA, from the West. They 
must have run into each other at some point – it 
is possible that there was military action between 
the two. Modern history is silent about this. The 
local populace must have inevitably been involved 
in military action – after all, they lived upon the 
land for several centuries on end. However, the 
Russians were caught between the hammer and 
the anvil here. Nevertheless, they provided resist-
ance for a long enough time. 

A very interesting question about Alaska con-

cerns the time and the circumstances of its sale, 
as well as whether it was “sold” in the first place. 
There are different versions voiced on this matter. 
The most popular point of view today concerns 
the fact that Alaska was either sold, or rented out 
to the USA by the Romanovs in 1867 for a prepos-
terously small amount of money. Modern ency-
clopaedias have been using the term “sold” ever 
since the second half of the XX century ([797], 
page 47; also [a2], Vol. 2, p. 206). However, earlier 
sources, such as the 1890 edition of the “Encyclo-
paedic Dictionary” of Brockhaus and Ephron, for 
instance, as well as the “Concise Soviet Encyclo-
paedia” of 1928, are using the term “ceded for sev-
erance.” We quote: “These territories … are made 
up from former Russian  territories in America, 
which were ceded to the United States of North 
America for a severance of 7,200,000 dollars ac-
cording to the agreement signed in Washington 
on 30 March 1867 and ratified by the Senate on 
28 May” ([al1], Vol. 2, p. 598). As for the “Concise 
Soviet Dictionary,” it tells us “Alaska was handed 
to the United States for a severance of 14,320,000 
roubles” ([al4], p. 248). 

The term “sale” wasn’t used until much later, 
in other words. The sources that date from the 
epoch of this event tell us the territory in ques-
tion was “ceded for a severance.” This term must 
be reflecting the matter with much greater ex-
actitude – it is in perfect correspondence with 
our idea that none of this land had originally 
belonged to Russia or the USA and couldn’t be 
sold by one party to the other for this very reason. 
These lands could only be ceded by one party to 
the other in a territorial dispute over the lands 
that belonged to neither party. The Romanovs 
must have realised finally that they would not be 
able to hold Alaska, and demanded a severance 
fee as a reward for their withdrawal from Amer-
ica. The offer was taken. The price suited the Ro-
manovs, even though it had equalled a mere 7 
million dollars. As we realise, this price would be 
preposterous if we are to understand it as the cost 
of a whole country with its endless resources – 
gold, silver, oil, coal, copper, lead etc ([al4], Vol. 
4, p. 250). Even the land itself, being an enormous 
territory, cost more than the sum in question. 
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However, if we’re to regard it as a “severance fee,” 
or compensation for withdrawal from a land that 
could not be taken by force, everything becomes 
perfectly clear. The Romanovs were happy with as 
little – it was better than nothing, after all. 

Our opponents might counter that the ac-
tion in question wasn’t really the annexation of 
another country, but rather the colonization of 
an “uninhabited territory.” However, later events 
are difficult to associate with such a viewpoint. 
Namely, it turns out “the territorial government of 
the USA, founded in Alaska in 1869, didn’t exist 
for too long due to the paucity of the country’s 
white population  – a governmental apparatus 
of this size turned out quite extraneous, and the 
united government entrusted all of its Alaskan af-
fairs to the captain of one of the ships anchored at 
the shore” ([al1], Vol. 2, p. 598). Moreover, before 
1884 Alaskan matters “were taken care of by the 
American Ministry of Defence” ([797], p. 47). 

These facts correspond to the reality of paci-
fying unquiet territories of the Horde, but hardly 
to the colonization of deserted lands populated 
by a handful of savages – armed with nothing but 
bows and spears, as we are told today. Why would 
the military governor of Alaska have to hide away 
on a ship, ready to hoist away every second and 
flee for his very life? Afraid of pirogues and tiny 
kayaks? The captain of an American battleship, 
armed with heavy cannons? 

Up until this very day there is a large indige-
nous population in the Alaska, which still speaks 
Russian. Could they be the offspring of the Rus-
sian-American Campaign’s individual expedi-
tions for over half a century? After all, in order 
to keep a language alive for some centuries, one 
needs more than three or four hundred people – 
tens of thousands at least, and firm roots. 

The American state of Oregon appears to be yet 
another piece of Muscovite Tartary in America – it 
only became part of the USA in 1859 ([1447], p. 
627). Some of its indigenous populace had spo-
ken Russian up until very recently. Incidentally, 
there was some struggle about Oregon as well 
during the same epoch that the Alaskan dispute 
dates from. According to the Encyclopaedia, “after 
the decades of conventions signed in 1824 and 

1825 [between Russia and Great Britain – Auth.], 
Americans and Brits alike, despite bitter confron-
tation around the Oregon Issue, kept on delivering 
new blows to ‘Russian America’ [Alaska, that is – 
Auth.]” ([85], Vol. 2, p. 205). 

One still encounters Russian guests from 
America in the Muscovite Pokrovskiy Cathedral, 
on the Rogozhskoye Cemetery  – from Alaska 
and Oregon. The younger generation is already 
incapable of speaking Russian for the most part, 
whereas their seniors usually speak Russian flu-
ently enough. They are of the opinion that their 
ancestors have always lived in America and didn’t 
escape there after the schism of the XVII-XVIII 
century, as official history insists. Let us point out 
that official sources, be they Russian or Amer-
ican, demonstrate a great scarcity of informa-
tion about the indigenous Russian populace of 
America. This topic is hushed up – deliberately, 
as we believe; otherwise, the consensual version 
of the history of America’s colonisation becomes 
a virtual can of worms and spawns an enormous 
amount of questions. 

One might enquire about the following. If it 
is true that Siberia did not actually belong to the 
Romanovs before the defeat of Pougachev, how 
could St. Petersburg have sent the expedition of 
Bering in order to “discover” the Strait of Anian 
(soon to become Bering Straits)? Some surviving 
documents have kept the answer to this question – 
the expeditions of Bering were organised and car-
ried out as secret affairs, especially the second, and 
there was hardly any information available” ([al2], 
page 347). 

Moreover, the ensuing expeditions of 
Chichagov to the Kamchatka Peninsula, which 
took place in 1765-1766 were also considered 
“classified information” – top secret, in fact, since 
all reports of the expedition’s activity were to be 
kept secret “even from the Senate” ([al3], page 
35). Also: “The first publications about these ex-
peditions were made in 1793” ([al3], page 35) – 
already after Pougachev, that is. 

Our opinion is that the reason behind such 
great secrecy was securing Russian priority in 
the discovery of lands previously unknown ([al2], 
page 347). However, we still encounter the same 







344  |  history: fiction or science? chron 5  |  part 4

is supposed to have never visited these parts. On 
the other hand, everything that he writes corre-
sponds to reality and to the ancient maps. At the 
end of the day, Polo may not have visited the Far  
North and the Okhotsk Sea; nevertheless, it is 
clearly obvious that his description is based on 
some XIV-XVI century documents originating 
from the Horde. 

It is amazing how L. S. Berg disentangles him-
self from this situation, which is truly dire to any 
historian. He writes: “Doubtlessly, the Anian 
Strait is but a cartographic fantasy – an invention 
of Italian cartographers made in the second half 
of the XVI century… However, the fate of this 
cartographic myth is truly a wonder – it served 
as one of the reasons why Bering’s expedition set 
forth, discovering the Bering Strait right where 
the mythical ‘Stretto di Anian’ was located” ([al2], 
pages 23-24). No comments are needed here. 

Our viewpoint makes everything perfectly 
clear. Marco Polo was describing the Great  = 
“Mongolian” Empire. We have already written 
about it, qv in Chron5, Chapter 14. It com-
prised East Siberia, Kamchatka and Alaska, as 
well as a wealth of other territories. Marco Polo 
uses the term “Province of Anian” for referring 
to Kamchatka, Alaska or both. Obviously, the 
strait between the two should be known as the 
Anian Strait, as discovered and reproduced on 
many maps of the Horde back in the epoch of the 
“Mongolian” Empire (many such maps became 
destroyed and forged later). Russians must have 
populated Alaska around the same time – in the 
XIV-XVI century. 

Later on, after the decline of the “Mongolian” 
Empire in the XVII century, East Siberia, Alaska 
and a great part of North America became part 
of the new land with a capital in Tobolsk. When 
this country was defeated after the war against 
“Pougachev,” a rapid divide of its lands began be-
tween the Romanovs and the USA. However, for 
obvious reasons, the victorious countries (Brit-
ain and Romanovian Russia) were interested in 
presenting matters in such a way as though they 
were dividing lands that hadn’t ever belonged to 

anyone (this is how the Romanovs presented the 
annexation of Siberia and Central Asia). This 
has resulted in a number of oddities and obscure 
instances inherent in the consensual version of 
history. Just like the “embarrassing” (for both the 
USA and the modern Russia) presence of an in-
digenous Russian populace in America (Alaska in 
particular). There should be no such presence as 
per the laws of Scaligerian and Millerian history. 
But it carries on existing persistently enough, de-
spite the glum taciturnity of the reference books 
and encyclopaedias. Our Russian guests from Or-
egon told us in 1996 that the indigenous Russian 
youth in America was taught in school that their 
ancestors were latecomers, and appeared much 
later than the British and French “pioneers.” 
Everything was different in reality. 

Actually, traces of the name Anian remain in 
those parts to date. For instance, the indigenous 
populace of the Kurily Islands is called Ainu. A 
photograph of an Ainu called Ivan, no less, from 
Shikotan Isle, made in 1899, can be seen in figs. 
14.29 and 14.30. We see a typically Russian face. In 
fig. 14.31 we can see an Ainu from Isle Hokkaido 
(Ieso). The face also looks typically Russian. Ac-
cording to the encyclopaedia, the Ainu are a “peo-
ple facing extinction, which belongs to the initial 
inhabitants of Siberia… They inhabited most of 
Japan before the invasion of the Mongoloid race, 
and were almost completely destroyed by the latter 
in violent struggle” ([al4], Vol. 1, p. 174).   
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“The Etruscans, historically known for their 
energy, have conquered a vast territory and 
founded numerous cities. They created a mighty 
fleet and remained masters of seas for a long 
time … having also attained great perfection in 
military organisation… They discovered liter-
acy, studied the science of the gods with much 
diligence, and made great achievements in their 
observation of the lightning. For this reason, 
they are still of great interest to us…”

Diodorus of Sicily. XIV, 113.  
Quoted according to [574], reverse of the cover. 

 
1.  

THE MIGHTY, LEGENDARY AND ALLEGEDLY 
ENIGMATIC ETRUSCANS

Scaligerian history retains the unsolved mystery 
of the Etruscans and their identity.

They are the nation that lived in Italy before 
the foundation of Rome in the alleged VIII cen-
tury BC, having left a legacy of highly evolved 
culture and then disappeared mysteriously, leav-
ing numerous enigmatic artefacts behind. The lat-
ter are covered in a script that remains insoluble, 
although it is worked upon by generations and 
generations of scientists, who have invested an 
enormous amount of effort thereinto. 

“Currently, many prominent researchers from a 

variety of universities are working on the myster-
ies of the perished world of the Etruscans … Ever 
since 1927, a magazine entitled ‘Stadi Etruschi’ has 
been coming out; it tells the reader all about their 
successes and problems [those of the Etruscan 
studies – Auth.] … One still cannot quite evade 
the impression that great efforts of whole genera-
tions of talented and hard-working scientists have 
made our entire body of knowledge only margin-
ally greater, and only in the sense that now we see 
the Etruscan problem with much greater clarity, 
but not the actual Etruscan world. Out of many 
insoluble problems that have accumulated in every 
department of Etruscan studies, two are of partic-
ular importance and acuteness – the progeny of 
the Etruscans and their language” ([106], page 28). 

However, our conception appears to offer a 
final solution to the “Etruscan enigma.” Appar-
ently, as early as in the XIX century the scien-
tists A. D. Chertkov and F. Volanskiy suggested 
a solution. It became clear why the actual Etrus-
cans called themselves “Rasenna” – “Racenes,” or 
“Russians” ([106], page 72). 

However, their suggested solution of the Etrus-
can problem, despite the unambiguous interpreta-
tion of a number of Etruscan texts at least, contra-
dicted the Scaligerian version of Chronology and 
history completely – in the spirit, for the most part. 

This sufficed for the scientific community to 

The disappearing mystery  
of the Etruscans

chapter 15
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out to him that the Germans, the most authori-
tative scientists in Europe, had proved it long ago 
that the Slavs appeared on the historical arena in 
the VI century AD the earliest – possibly, much 
later. And the Etruscans predated Rome by many 
centuries; in other words, they had existed a long 
time before the foundation of Rome in the VIII 
century BC Slavic roots were therefore utter non-
sense. Ciampi was greatly discouraged. 

The above is by no means an invention of ours. 
We have rendered a passage from A. D. Chertkov’s 
book more explicitly – he writes the following: 
“No scientific activity involving the Church Sla-
vonic studies is possible in Italy. Nobody knows 
our holy language there… Of course, it would … 
make sense for them to study Church Slavonic, so 
as to lift the shroud of obscurity from all the an-
cient artefacts found in Italy. But the Germans … 
have long ago declared that the Slavs … could not 
have come to Europe … any earlier than in the VI 
century AD. This is why no one in Italy paid any 
attention to Ciampi’s claims” ([956], page 13). 

Chertkov tells us further: “The first pact 
signed between Rome and Gabia was set in Pe-
lasgian lettering … Polybius reports that in his 
time even the most enlightened Romans were 
already unable to comprehend the peace agree-
ment signed between Carthage and Rome in the 
first years after the banishment of Tarquin. This 
agreement was written in a language that differs 
from Latin so much that even Polybius himself 
was only very barely capable of understanding its 
text. Therefore, the Romans … have completely 
forgotten their original Pelasgian language, trans-
forming into the Latin race, whose language is of 
a later origin” ([956], page 4). 

Chertkov is perfectly right. The “ancient” Poly-
bius, who must have lived in the XVI-XVII cen-
tury, according to our reconstruction, was already 
poorly familiar with the Slavic language spoken in 
Italy in the XIV-XVI century. The Slavic language 
started to get extinct from Italy after the banish-
ment of the Tarquins, or TRK – Turks. As we un-
derstand, the latter can largely be identified as the 
Slavs in the epoch in question. The Tarquins were 
banished in the late XVI or the XVII century, as we 
understand it – during the European reformation. 

“Yet even after that, the folk spoke a language 
that differed from the written greatly (Maffei, 
Stor. di Verona, XI, 602). The Oscans and Vols-
cans, even during the efflorescence of the Latin 
language, retained their dialect, which was un-
derstood by simple Roman townsmen – a proof 
that the scientific Latin language was crafted ar-
tificially and differed from the folk dialects of all 
the Pelasgian tribes” ([956], page 5). 

When the humanists of the “Renaissance” 
epoch and the writers of the XVII-XVIII century 
already learned how to write in the freshly con-
structed “ancient” Latin, they must have had to 
shut their windows well in order to block away 
the Roman profanes who remained a disgrace 
to the “ancient” Rome by their use of the vulgar 
Slavic language. 

3.  
THE “ANTIQUITY DISPUTE” OF FLORENCE 

AND ROME 

“At the end of the XV century, a number of trac-
tates about the Etruscans surfaced in Florence 
[the capital of Tuscany – see [797], page 1338 – 
Auth.]. They were written by natives of Tuscany, 
representatives of the Catholic Church. Cardinal 
Egidio from Viterbo characterises Etruria as ‘the 
hearth of the most ancient culture in Italy and 
an eternal protector and benefactor of religions. 
Thus, the Christian writer appears to be unaware 
of the differences between the pagan Etruria and 
the Tuscany of his epoch” ([574], page 4). 

We see that at the end of the alleged XV cen-
tury (most likely, at the end of the XVI), the 
Tuscan cardinals remembered the Etruscans 
very well. A. I. Nemirovskiy shouldn’t try to “jus-
tify” the high-ranking patriarchs of the Catho-
lic Church, presenting their actions as a form of 
“Tuscan patriotism.” We believe that they were 
telling the truth and do not need to be justified 
in any way. 

“In the XVI century [most likely, in the XVII – 
Auth.] completely outrageous conceptions of 
Etruscan history had reigned – they transformed 
into what we can call ‘the Etruscan myth.’ Its 
propagation was assisted greatly by F. Dumpster, 
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the author of ‘Regal Etruria,’ a large work that 
came out in 1619; it was based on his perception 
of the ancient authors that hadn’t been sufficiently 
critical… F. Dumpster believed them [the Etrus-
cans – Auth.] to be the very first philosophers, 
geometricians, priests, builders of cities and tem-
ples, inventors of siege machines, doctors, artists, 
sculptors and pioneers of agriculture. F. Dump-
ster appears to have completely neglected the 
question of what remained for the Romans and 
the Greeks in terms of culture and technology. 

The work of F. Dumpster was only published 
in 1723, some 100+ years after its creation, coin-
ciding with a new surge of interest in the Etruscan 
history” ([574], page 4). 

It is easy to understand why Dumpster’s book 
took a century to publish. The time in question 
is the epoch when “the Austrians were sole rul-
ers of the ancient Etruria; the study of the glo-
rious Etruscan history, considered ancestral by 
the denizens of Tuscany, gave them a feeling of 
moral satisfaction and provided a suitable outlet 
for their patriotism” ([574], page 4-5). Alterna-
tively, we might be confronted with the centenar-
ian chronological shift, which has resulted in the 
erroneous relocation of Dumpster’s book from 
the XVIII century to the XVII. 

As we have already mentioned, this is the 
epoch when a campaign of creating an ancient 
history was implemented in Rome – revised to 
leave more discoveries creditable to the Greeks 
and the Romans, qv above. The Tuscan Etruscans 
were moved further into the past for that end – 
deep into the antiquity, so as to preclude them 
from meddling in the affairs of the Great Rome. 
Many must have been aware of the Etruscans’ true 
origins back in that epoch – they must have been 
the Russians that remained here after the Great = 
“Mongolian” conquest of the XIV century. 

Since the history of Russia, or the Horde, also 
known as “Mongolia,” needed to be distorted as 
well in order to provide for a more veritable “Ital-
ian history of Rome,” the Etruscans were really get-
ting in the way of this “Roman patriotic process.” 

This might also be a reflection of some strug-
gle for supremacy between Rome and Florence 
in actual Italy during the XVII-XVIII century, 

since Tuscany with a capital in Florence was one 
of the mightiest republics in mediaeval history. 
It is known to have struggled against Rome for 
supremacy, also trying to defend its version of 
history, according to which the dominant role 
was played by real Etruscans and not the mythical 
“ancient Italian Romans” and Greeks. 

Vatican of the XVII-XVIII century, which came 
to replace the former Vatican of the Horde, dat-
ing from the XIV-XVI century and a derivative of 
“Batu-Khan” name-wise, was striving to inculcate 
its new and blatantly erroneous version of the “an-
cient Roman” and also the “ancient Greek” history. 
There was a conflict of interest, and Tuscany has 
lost. Therefore, the “Etruscophile” work of Dump-
ster, written in 1629 and reflecting a much more 
correct version of history than the more recent 
Roman version, fell under the Roman veto. 

It took 100 years to publish – this happened 
when Tuscany was invaded by the Austrians. The 
overjoyed Florentines, out of Roman control for 
a short while, tried to get their revenge, and in-
stantly published the book of Dumpster. 

However, they were too late. The false history 
of the “ancient Italian Rome” was already firmly 
made part of school curriculum. Everybody was 
laughing at the Tuscans. 

Nevertheless, the Tuscans still attempted to 
prove themselves right: “In 1726 the ‘Etruscan 
Academy’ was founded, whose members were the 
noblemen of Cortona and other Tuscan cities … 
Their reports and claims, void of any serious sci-
entific basis [as A. I. Nemirovskiy tries to warn the 
reader, compromising the impression left by the 
work of the Etruscan Academy – Auth.], claimed 
that nearly all historical works of art were Etruscan 
in origin – not only in Italy, but also in Spain and 
Anatolia [Turkey – Auth.]” ([574], page 5). 

Moreover, there was a museum of the Etruscan 
Academy, “counting a total of 81 exhibited items 
by 1750” ([574], p. 5). A. I. Nemirovskiy, being a 
historian, can’t help crying out in indignation that 
about three fourths of them “were constituted of 
forgeries and works of Classical art” ([574], p. 5). 

The Scaligerites fought the resilient Florentines 
for quite a while, and only managed to break the 
backbone of their resistance in the XIX century. 
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“The first serious [the readers shall see for 
themselves below just what ‘serious’ means in this 
context – Auth.] works on the Etruscan studies 
appeared at the end of the XVIII – beginning of 
the XIX century. They heralded the first victory of 
history over the Etruscan myth,” as Nemirovskiy 
gleefully remarks ([574], page 5). 

Why was the myth so resilient, then? Appar-
ently because it was telling the truth. 

And so, the version of Italian Rome only 
proved victorious in the XIX century – it was a 
domestic victory, since all the foreigners had al-
ready complied with the Roman falsification; only 
the Florentines carried on with their opposition.

4.  
THE TWO THEORIES OF THE ETRUSCANS’ 

ORIGINS – THE NORTHERN AND THE 
EASTERN

4.1. The Eastern Theory

Until the middle of the XVIII century, it was as-
sumed that the Etruscans came from the Orient – 
namely, Asia Minor. This is the so-called Eastern 
theory, based on the authority of many ancient 
authors. The “ancients” have left us plenty of ev-
idence about the Etruscans in the XIV-XVI cen-
tury. These “ancient” authors already lived after 
the Great  = “Mongolian” conquest, and man-
aged to describe the dispute between Florence, 
which became a stronghold of the “Mongolian,” 
or Russian conquerors, and Rome, the centre of 
the nascent Catholicism. These descriptions were 
also declared “ancient” later on. 

The dispute only became a possibility in the 
second half of the XVI century. Before that time, 
the mighty Florence must have paid little atten-
tion to a parochial Italian settlement that had re-
cently titled itself with our name of Rome, clearly 
borrowed from New Rome (Constantinople) or 
Third Rome (Moscow). 

“Over several centuries, even before Rome 
started to claim supremacy over Italy, the Etrus-
cans reigned over most of the Apennine Peninsula. 
Therefore, the Greek and Roman historians have 
written much about the Etruscans” ([574], page 7). 

“The proponents of the theory that the Etrus-
cans came from the Orient were few and far be-
tween up until the end of the XIX century, and 
didn’t have much authority in academic circles. 
A. Chertkov was among the proponents of the 
‘anachronistic’ thesis… Chertkov’s interpretation 
of the Etruscan names is completely anecdotal (as 
the learned historian A. I. Nemirovskiy assures 
us – Auth.). However, the numerous anecdotal 
situations that involve Chertkov do not dimin-
ish any of his numerous merits… He brought the 
Etruscan issue out into the broader historical and 
linguistic arena, acting as a forerunner to many 
of the modern researchers” ([574], pages 9-10). 

“In Russian science, argumentation in sup-
port of the ‘oriental thesis’ was provided by V. 
Modestov” ([574], page 10). 

Further also: “French scientists, for but a few 
exceptions, were supporters of the Oriental the-
ory insofar as the Etruscans were concerned… 
The problem of the Etruscan origins was re-
searched by V. Brandenstein for a long time… He 
voiced his support of the theory that the Etrus-
cans came from the Orient… Indo-European el-
ements of the Etruscan language were explained 
by the contacts between the Tirrenian populace 
and the Indo-Europeans in the East. He has found 
a number of Turkicisms in the Etruscan language. 
This gave him reasons to assume that … the an-
cestors of the Etruscans had lived in Central Asia, 
whence they migrated to the Northeast of Asia 
Minor” ([574], page 13). Then the Etruscans came 
to Italy from Asia Minor. 

Actually, V. Brandenstein eventually “aban-
doned the Turkic thesis” ([574], page 13). It is 
easy enough to understand why – he must intui-
tively realised that the implied corollaries are way 
too dangerous. 

What did the Etruscans actually look like as a 
people? “Analysing the data that characterise the 
religion and the art of the Etruscans, as well as their 
language, P. Ducati … points out a few traits alien 
to the Latin nations and to other peoples residing 
in Italy. He believes this to be sufficient reason to 
support the old tradition about the East Mediter-
ranean roots of the proto-Etruscans” ([574], p. 11).

So much for the “Eastern” theory. 
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4.2. The Northern theory

In the middle of the XVIII century, N. Freret sug-
gested another theory, according to which the pro-
to-Etruscans came from the Alps. “This is how the 
‘Northern Version’ of the Etruscan origins came 
into existence, based upon nothing in the ancient 
tradition and by now completely abandoned by 
its proponents. Nevertheless, in the XIX century 
it had been regarded as possibly the sole key to the 
mystery of the Etruscan origins, especially by the 
German scientists” ([574], pages 7-8). 

5.  
HOW THE ETRUSCANS REFERRED TO 

THEMSELVES 

Let us begin with the observation that the Etrus-
cans called themselves “Rasenna” ([106], page 72), 
or “Rassians” – “Russians,” perhaps? We learn that 
“Rasenna was how the Etruscans referred to them-
selves” ([106], page 72). S. Ferri characterises the 
Etruscan migration to Italy as “Tuscan, Sabine and 
Racene” ([574], page 14). 

“H. Mühlestein considered Etruscans to be 
of mixed origins – the offspring of two different 
nations, the Tirrenians and the Rasenna” ([574], 
page 11). Turks (or Tartars) and Russians? We 
have little else to add to this reference. 

6.  
POSSIBLE TOPONYMY OF THE WORDS 

“ETRUSCAN” AND “TUSCANY”

Since the Etruscans themselves used the word 
“Rasenna” (or “Russians”) for referring to them-
selves, Italians must have called them similarly – 
“Et-Ruscans.” The “et” prefix might be related to 
the Italian eta, age, or, perhaps, the French “état,” 
state. Therefore, the Etruscans are either “old Rus-
sians” or people from the “Russian land or state.” 

According to F. Volanskiy, the name “Etrus-
can” had simply stood for “Get-Russians” or 
“Goth-Russians” ([388], page 84). 

The name Tuscany (the Etruscan homeland in 
Italy) might be derived from the name Ascania 
that we already know – New Scythia, qv above. 

As is the case with the word “Etruscan,” we see 
another relic of the word “état” or something sim-
ilar – the prefix “T.” 

7.  
THE ETRUSCAN TARQUINS = TARKHUNS = 

TURKISH KHANS

It is believed that “Rome was guided by the Etrus-
can kings. According to Roman legends, they were 
Tarquin Priscus, Servius Tullius and Tarquin the 
Proud … Etruscan sources really contain men-
tions of the name Tarkhunies [sic! – Auth.], or 
‘Tarquins.’ It is possible … that the name of the 
Tarquinian dynasty … can be derived from that 
of the city of Tarquinia, an important centre in the 
South of the Etruscan State” ([106], pages 46-47). 

Thus, first and foremost, some famous kings of 
the “Regal Rome” as described by Titus Livy were 
Etruscan; moreover, they were called “Tarkhuns” 
in Etruscan, or simply “Tartar Khans.” This is in 
perfect correspondence with our reconstruction. 

Let us also remind the reader that we have al-
ready discovered that the Tarquins identify as the 
Goths, basing our discovery on altogether differ-
ent considerations. Namely, we have discovered 
that the Tarquinian War and the Gothic War are 
but two reflections of a single war, whereas the 
Goths identify as a congregation of Slavic and 
Turkic peoples. This is what Orbini reports, in 
particular, qv in Chron5, Chapter 9. 

Therefore, it turns out that according to the 
high authority of the “ancient” author Titus Livy, 
some of the Roman kings were Khans of Russian 
and Tartar origins. They lived in the XIV-XVI 
century of the new era, and not in the VI century 
BC, as Scaliger had erroneously opined. The ver-
sion of Titus Livy is in excellent concurrence with 
our conception. 

Let us also mention the report of “John Lydus, 
a late author, about the two Tarcons: the first one 
is presumed to have come to Italy before Evander 
the Greek, and the second, after Evander” ([574], 
page 14). 

Apparently, the “first Tarcon” is the first Tartar 
Khan, or Batu-Khan, also known as Great Prince 
Ivan Kalita; he came to Italy in the XIV century. 
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The “second Tarcon,” or the second Tartar Khan, 
is Tamerlane, a Khan who came here in the XV 
century. 

8.  
OUR EXPLANATION OF THE DISPUTE 

BETWEEN FLORENCE AND ROME

As we already understand, the “ancient dispute” 
between the Italian Rome and the Etruscans must 
be the mediaeval dispute between the Italian 
Rome and Florence dating from the XV-XVI cen-
tury. It was later transferred into a distant epoch. 
Let us consider this dispute in more detail and 
suggest an explanation. 

What do the documents tell us about the al-
legedly “ancient” dispute?

Modern commentators write as follows: “Noth-
ing can alter the fact that Rome became Rome be-
cause of the Etruscans, going down in history as 
an Etruscan city … the Etruscans were deliberately 
after transforming this city into the citadel of their 
domination in Latia … They were obviously un-
able to predict that the city they would drag into 
the historical arena would play a dominant part in 
the destruction of their Italian supremacy. 

Nor could they foretell that Rome would make 
every attempt to destroy and twist every docu-
ment and fact testifying to the former glory of the 
Etruscans, while their true role in the ascension 
of Rome would get diminished and covered by 
thick layers of hypotheses … 

The Romans, famed for their disproportional 
pride, couldn’t allow for the ‘fat Etruscans’ … to 
stand at the beginning of their city’s history… 
Instead, they were lulling themselves by legends 
where the truth was woven together with half-
truths and outright fantasy… This is how the myth 
about the glorious origins of Rome was created, 
an empire that distinguished itself from its neigh-
bours ever since the foundation… This myth was 
falsely recognized as historical reality. This is how it 
was introduced into historical manuscripts, where 
one historian would borrow it from another… 

Romans were partial towards the legends and 
myths that emphasised that the urbis aeterna had 
been an ‘eternal city’ in all actuality … cherishing 

the link with the legendary history of Greece, es-
pecially the events that took part during the war 
between the Greeks and the Trojans… This is why 
Rome was so persistent about the veracity of the 
legend that the Roman nation traces its pedigree 
to the Trojan hero Aeneas, the son of Venus, who 
reached … the shores of Italy after the fall of Troy … 

Ironically, the Romans, who revered Aeneas as 
a forefather of the Roman nation, borrowed the 
very legend of Aeneas from the Etruscans” ([106], 
pages 52-53). 

Now let us explain the meaning of the above 
(according to our viewpoint, of course). The Tro-
jan War breaks out at the very end of the XIII 
century AD, as a result of which the Goths, or the 
Tartars (the Turks, or the Trinity Warriors), also 
known as the Tarquins, the “Mongols” and the 
Russians, seize Czar-Grad, or New Rome.

The Trojan War took place at the beginning of 
the 13th century as the revenge of Rus-Orda and 
its allies for the crucifixion of the emperor An-
dronicus-Christ (also called Prince Andrey Bo-
golyubsky, idem Apostle Andrew the First) in 1185 
in Czar-Grad (see our book The Czar of the Slavs).

The townsfolk flee the city, making their way 
towards Italy and France, among other nations. 
Those regions must still have been populated 
sparsely around that time. A short while later, the 
“Mongols,” or the Great Ones, invade the West as 
well, inspired by their victory in the Trojan War. 
They are also known as Tarquins, or the Tartar 
Khans. These events can be dated to the very be-
ginning of the XIV century. 

In particular, they begin to reign over Italy and 
make Florence their stronghold. This is how the 
Etruscans, or the Russians, came to Italy and set-
tled there. It is likely that in the late XIV century 
they also founded a small settlement in Latia, call-
ing it Rome. It is for a good reason that “the very 
name of the new city (Roma) was of Etruscan 
origin” ([106], page 46). Russian origin, in other 
words – the Italian settlement may have received 
its name from the Russian word “ramo” – shoul-
der, arm, or upper arm. The Old Russian plural 
would be “ramena,” an anachronism, according 
to V. Dahl’s dictionary ([225]). The word “armia” 
(army) must be of a similar origin. 
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It is possible that the founder of the Italian set-
tlement dubbed Rome was the hero known to us 
as Constantine after his flight from Czar-Grad. 
However, he is followed by the Great Ones, or the 
“Mongols,” led by the legendary Aeneas (“New 
One”). They were Russians for the most part, 
whose name later became attached to the Etrus-
cans. It is possible that the image of the “ancient” 
Aeneas was particularly inspired by the conquest 
of the “promised land” in the XV-XVI century 
by the Ottoman = Ataman army of Joshua son 
of Nun = Charlemagne = Sultan Suleiman (see 
Chron6 for more detail). 

Initially, after the Great  = “Mongolian”  = 
Etruscan conquest of Italy in the XIV century, 
there could be no dispute between Florence and 
a settlement on the Tiber, later to be known as 
Rome. There was no reason, seeing as how the 
whole of Europe was part of a single Empire the 
XIV-XVI century.

Time passed by. In the XVI-XVII century the 
formerly united Christianity split up into sev-
eral branches. The Great = “Mongolian” Empire 
split up as well. Italy was on its own, and the new 
Catholic Church supervened the old Imperial 
Orthodox Church of Rome based in Moscow, or 
Third Rome, in the XIV-XVI century. 

According to our reconstruction, in the epoch 
of the “Mongolian” conquest, around 1380, a re-
ligious centre was founded in the settlement on 
the Tiber – an affiliate of the Roman Orthodox 
Church of the Empire. It was called Vatican after 
Batu-Khan. The “Mongolian” missionaries, or 
crusaders, came from Russia, or the Horde, to 
the Western Europe. This event has left a palpable 
trace in Scaligerian history as the so-called trans-
fer of the Holy See to Italy. However, nowadays we 
are told that it was transferred to the Italian Rome 
from the French city of Avignon. We believe this 
to be a mistake. It is most likely that the Chris-
tian bishops came from Russia, or the Horde, or 
White Russia (P-Russia). As we demonstrated in 
Chron1, the name B-Russia (or P-Russia) would 
transform into Prussia or Paris in certain docu-
ments. This is how Paris in France got its name 
originally. The very name “France” is said to de-
rive from the Franks – Tartars, or the Turks, as we 

realise already. The name “Turk” could be derived 
from the word “troitsa” (the Russian for “Trin-
ity”). Moreover, some ancient documents keep 
memory of the fact that the “French” Avignon was 
formerly referred to as “Babylon,” qv in Chron2, 
Chapter 4:16. However, Babylon was one of the 
names used by the Volga Bulgars, or once again 
the Horde (ancient Russia), qv in Chron6. 

This is how the history of Batu-Khan’s city be-
gins in the XIV century – it will eventually be-
come the international centre of Catholic faith 
known as Vatican. In the XVI-XVII century the 
power here must have gone to the reformist Latin 
bishops. Orthodox priests must have been ban-
ished from Italy. The former church, known as 
“KAPHOLIK” became “Catholic”; the reformists 
proceeded with a religious reform. The new his-
tory of Vatican began. The older version was cast 
into oblivion; however, before it was, the Italians 
appropriated every glorious deed and every scien-
tific advance made on Italian territory by the Em-
pire. The same process was going on all across the 
Western Europe. Alongside the new orientation 
of the Western Europe – namely, the Reformist 
kind, the construction of the enormous edifice of 
the “ancient Roman history” began. This paper 
myth should have proved that the very ancient 
Rome of the legends has always been situated 
here as the capital of the world. 

Apparently, when the Florentines were reached 
by strange and recurrent rumours of the “ancient 
Rome” constructed right next to them, they must 
have been flattered to some extent – after all, it is a 
great honour to be in the vicinity of the “legendary 
Rome.” On the other hand, they could not under-
stand why Vatican was any better than Florence 
itself. If it were the ancient Rome, as they were 
forced to admit eventually, Florence was much 
older, since this very settlement was founded by 
the Florentines. 

However, in this case the Etruscan Florentines 
would become the founders of Rome in Italy. 
Rome was only entitled to reject the “ignorant 
claims” indignantly as a “travesty of historical 
truth.” A dispute flared up consequently. 

The dispute must have commenced in the 
XVI century and not in the XV, as we are being 
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10.  
ETRUSCANS IN THE BIBLE

“Marionas, a Franciscan monk from Florence 
[and therefore an authority on the subject  – 
Auth.] links the ancient past of Etruria with the 
myths of the Genesis in his tractate entitled ‘On 
the Progeny, Nobility and Glory of Tuscia.’ Ac-
cording to his opinion, the sons of Noah popu-
lated the world after the deluge, and one of them, 
named Homer, decided to settle in Etruria [sic! – 
Auth.]. His descendants were the first to embrace 
the teaching of Christ” ([574], page 4). 

And so, we learn that Homer, a son of Noah, 
came to Italy after the Trojan War of the XIII 
century and founded Etruria during the Great = 
“Mongolian” conquest of the Russians (or Etrus-
cans). The Etruscans were also referred to as 
“Tyrrenians” ([574], page 33); possibly, a version 
of “Tyrant,” “Trojan,” “Tartar” etc. 

“In our search for data on the Tirren nation, we 
should by no means reject the Bible. It has preserved 
a great amount of information about the nations of 
the Middle East, Northern Black Sea and Mediterra-
nean coast, etc. … The name ‘Tarsis’ is found in the 
following context: ‘Sons of Javan: Elisha and Tarsis, 
Kittim and Dodanim’ (Genesis X:4)… It has long 
ago been suggested that Tarsis corresponds to Tart-
ess, a semi-legendary city” ([574], page 33). 

It is clearly stated here that Tarsis is Tartess. 
However, Tartess could have stood for “Tartar,” 
and therefore so could Tarsis.

On the other hand, historians themselves 
associate Tarsis with the Etruscans ([574], page 
33). Therefore, the Biblical name Tarsis may have 
stood for the Tartars, the Turks and the Russians 
simultaneously. Thus, the Etruscans were well 
known to the compilers of the Bible, and rather 
appropriately called “Tarsis,” or Tartars. All of this 
is in good correspondence with our conception. 

As a matter of fact, the Bible had every reason 
to use the name Tartars (or “Tarsis”) for referring 
to the sons of Javan (or Ivan). Indeed, the Tar-
tars set forth to conquer the world as the army 
of Ivan Kalita, which we have mentioned many 
a time (see Chron4). The Old Testament reflects 
this XIV century event correctly. 

Let us reiterate that the name “Tyrrenians” 
as used for the Etruscans (or TRRN) is also in 
perfect correspondence with our reconstruction, 
since TRRN are likely to identify as the Trojans 
(see Chron1), the participants of the Trojan 
War – dated to the XIII century AD and not BC. 

11.  
WHAT WAS THE HOLY BOOK OF THE 

ETRUSCANS CALLED? WHAT WAS THE 
ETRUSCAN RELIGION?

The Holy Book of the Etruscans turns out to have 
been known as “Suda” ([574], page 169). Quite 
simply, the “Book of Judgement” (which is “Kniga 
Suda” in Russian). “Book of the Law,” in other 
words. “Law” and “Judgement” are closely related 
concepts. It turns out that the Etruscans were 
familiar with the Russian word “Sud” – which 
stands for “law” and “judgement.” 

This book has partially reached us in descrip-
tions of the Roman authors ([574], page 169). The 
scientists have long ago noticed the similarities 
between the Etruscan book of Suda (Book of the 
Law) and the first chapters of Genesis: “Modern 
researchers invested a lot of effort into the expla-
nation of the similarities between the text of the 
Suda and the Bible” ([574], page 170). 

It is possible that the reader accustomed to the 
New Chronology might fail to understand why 
we “waste so much effort” in order to explain the 
correspondences between the Suda and the Bible. 
We shall have to recollect the old Scaligerian 
chronology for this purpose. Since the Etruscans 
had lived several centuries before the Nativity, ac-
cording to Scaliger, and given that “the contacts 
between the Etruscans and the adherents of Juda-
ism are undocumented and unlikely ([574], page 
170), the objective of the Scaligerites becomes 
ever more complex. Needless to say, they haven’t 
reached it, and the problem remains unsolved 
([574], page 170). 

The New Chronology puts everything in place. 
The Etruscan conquerors of the XIV century were 
Christians, and obviously used the Christian Holy 
Book – in particular, the Book of the Law, or No-
mocanon, which contained certain laws and may 
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have been referred to as the Suda, or the Book 
of the Law; maybe some other ecclesiastical lit-
erature as well – early versions of the Pentateuch 
and so on. 

It is therefore nothing surprising about the fact 
that the surviving remnants of the Etruscan Book 
of the Law contain parallels with the Genesis – it 
is the absence of such parallels that we would find 
strange. 

12.  
THE APPEARANCE OF THE ETRUSCAN 

LETTERING

12.1. Which inscriptions are considered 
Etruscan

In the present section we shall get our readers 
acquainted with the results of Faddey Volanskiy 
([388]).

According to A. I. Nemirovskiy, “in the Re-
naissance epoch … all the lettering found in Italy 
that differed from Latin graphically was pre-
sumed Etruscan” ([574], page 75). 

Etruscan studies have made great advances 
without having deciphered a single Etruscan 
inscription so far. Nowadays Etruscan scholars 
already distinguish between Etruscan and other 
lettering. We shall refrain from relating the intri-
cacies of this classification here and stay on the 
initial position of the Renaissance epoch for the 
sake of simplicity. 

If there was a tradition in the Renaissance 
Epoch that pronounced all incomprehensible 
and graphically non-Russian inscriptions found 
in Italy Etruscan, we are inclined to trust this very 
local tradition. 

The important thing is not how you call the 
inscriptions that remain illegible, Etruscan or 
not, but whether or not they can be read. Since 
Volanskiy claims they can be read “almost in Rus-
sian,” it justifies their name – “Etruscan.” 

According to Volanskiy, “the Gets [Goths – 
Auth.] also pertained to the Slavic tribe of na-
tions – there were many tribes known: the Mas-
sagets, the Mirogeds, the Tissagets, the Tiragets, 
the Samogets, the Thracogets etc. Maybe the Rus-

sian Gets “gety russkie,” which used to occupy a 
part of Russia … gave the Etruscans their name.

As the oldest legends have it, they called them-
selves Rasi, or Russians… The Etruscan (or Osco- 
Umbrian) alphabet, known well to everybody, has 
undergone a great many changes … ever since 
the emergence of these tribes in history and until 
they became completely mixed with the Latin na-
tions, their neighbours… The latest artefacts that 
shortly predate the complete assimilation of these 
Slavs … demonstrate a modified alphabet; how-
ever, we find the two languages woven so closely 
together that purely Slavic words become con-
jugated in the Latin manner, and, au contraire, 
Slavic curves render Latin expressions. The two 
languages gave birth to Italian” ([388], page 85). 

A propos, let us consider the influence of the 
Slavic languages over Latin. Just a number of ex-
amples. 

a) The Russian word “iskhod” transforms into 
the Graeco-Latin “exodus,” which has the same 
meaning. 

b) The Russian “kisten” (a weapon that resem-
bles a morning star) transforms into the Latin 
“coestus,” which is a similar weapon. This was 
noted by the XVI century traveller Sigismund 
Herberstein: “Their usual weapons [the Musco-
vites’ – Auth.] include bows, arrows, axes and a 
kind of mace that resembles the Roman coestus, 
called kisten in Russian” ([161], page 114). 

c) As we have pointed out already, the Old 
Russian word “inde” (“somewhere,” “far away” 
etc, qv in [786]) has transformed into the Latin 
inde with a similar meaning “thence,” “from that 
place” and so on (see [237], page 513). 

It goes on like this; more details can be found 
in the Glossary that we have compiled (see end of 
Chron7 and our book Russian roots of “ancient” 
Latin). 

Basing his research on Slavic languages, Vo-
lanskiy makes several successful attempts of read-
ing not just the Etruscan script as found in Italy, 
formerly indecipherable, but also many other in-
scriptions considered illegible previously, which 
were found in Europe. 

Volanskiy is of the opinion that they can be 
deciphered as Slavic. 
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Y. Burian and B. Moukhova write the follow-
ing, almost in unison with the previous author: 
“The heavy gate that guards the mystery of the 
Etruscans remains locked. The very appearance 
of the Etruscan statues that stare into nothingness 
contemplatively or appear immersed in medita-
tion should be enough to convey that they have 
nothing to tell us. Etruscan writings are still si-
lent, as though claiming that they won’t be read 
by anyone other than their creators, intending to 
remain silent forever” ([106], page 83).

We don’t want to play the part of judges in the 
dispute between the table of Volanskiy and the 
one used by the modern researchers of the Etrus-
can mystery. Our mission is different – we want 
to attract the attention of our contemporaries to 
the work of Volanskiy. It is possible that he has 
actually managed to find a key to the interpreta-
tion of Etruscan lettering. Our chronology might 
eliminate the obstacles that preclude us from per-
ceiving his results as scientific. 

12.3. The interpretation of Etruscan lettering 
according to Volanskiy

1) One needs to take an Etruscan text (such as 
can be seen in fig. 15.7 on the left). 

2) Next we must change the Etruscan letters 
for their Cyrillic equivalents according to Volans-
kiy’s table (fig. 15.7, on the right). 

3) The direction of writing has to be esti-
mated – either could be used. 

4) One can attempt to read the resulting text. 
As would be the case with any other Old 

Russian (not Etruscan) text, it needs to be read 
several times thoughtfully, so as to decompose 
the text into individual words. The matter is 
that there were no gaps between words in many 
ancient texts; this complicates interpretation to 
some extent, but does not imply illegibility per se. 

According to Volanskiy, the interpretation 
complexity of an Etruscan text (such as repro-
duced in fig. 15.7, for instance) is hardly that 
much higher than that of many Old Russian texts. 
We encounter certain words that we cannot un-
derstand in the Old Russian texts as well; how-
ever, most words are clear. 

12.4. Volanskiy’s examples

12.4.1. The headstone near Creccio

Let us begin with the Etruscan text in fig. 15.7 on 
the left. Volanskiy writes: 

“The lettering from this most amazing head-
stone of all was copied by yours truly from the 
new publication of Theodore Mommsen’s book 
entitled The Dialects of Lower Italy… This head-
stone was found near Creccion in October 1846… 
The humble publisher confesses that even at at-
tempt to interpret this inscription would be a very 
bold one indeed” ([388], page 75). 

Therefore, here is the division of the authentic 
Etruscan text from fig. 15.7 into individual words 
as suggested by Volanskiy: 

Etruscan original: 
Reski ves Bog, vysh Vima i Dima, Yezmenyu Rasiyei, 
Im-zhe opetse (moi) dom i detses, lepeyen Yezmen!

Yekatezin dalechim; do dolu zem poyezheyu;
Totsi vero-vero ies! kakoyem, Yenei tsar-rode. 

Sideyiz s Ladoim v Yelishom, Leyti poymez, zabyvlayez;
Oi! dorogi, khoroshiy!

Translation suggested by Volanskiy: 
All-father from Paradise, above Vim and Dim,  

you are the Yezmen of Russia. 
Take care of my home and my children, greatest Yezmen!

Hekate’s domain is far away;  
I set forth to the end of the earth;

And, verily, this is so, just like Aeneas was my forefather.
Together with Lad in Elysium, you shall drink from  

the Lethe and forget.
O! Dear one, kind one!

Let us comment this translation. One cannot say 
that the entire text became crystal clear as a re-
sult – nevertheless, we have discovered some per-
fectly transparent Russian phrases that comprise 
more than one half of the inscription. 

At the same time, it is perfectly obvious that 
Volanskiy was strongly under the assumption 
that the text he saw had predated Christianity by 
a long time, and therefore couldn’t possibly con-
tain any Christian expressions familiar to us from 
holy books. 
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13.  
SLAVIC ARCHAEOLOGY IN THE WESTERN 

EUROPE 

In 1996 the famous Russian artist I. S. Glazunov, 
Academician of Fine Arts, published a book enti-
tled “Russia Crucified” ([168]). It has an interest-
ing section dedicated to the more obscure facets 
of Slavic archaeology. The main corollary of I. S. 
Glazunov can be encapsulated as follows: a tre-
mendous amount of details pertaining to Slavic 
archaeology remains concealed from the public 
and even from the scientist – apparently, this is 
being done deliberately. Our research explains 
just why this happens. Archaeology very often 
contradicts Scaligerian history; this is especially 
manifest in cases when archaeological findings 
happen to be Slavic. Thus, Slavic archaeology 
and the inevitable conclusions drawn on its basis 
remain a forbidden topic in history. This has been 
happening for many years on end. 

I. S. Glazunov draws the reader’s attention to 
the almost forgotten works of Vassily Markovich 
Florinskiy, a distinguished Russian scientist of the 
XIX century and the founder of the Tomsk Uni-
versity. I. S. Glazunov writes: 

“Vassily Florinskiy (1834-1899) lived for 
65 years. He graduated from the St. Petersburg 
Academy of Medicine and Surgery. The outstand-
ing abilities of the graduate were duly noted, and 
he was made Professor in a couple of years. How-
ever, the name of this man has been made im-
mortal for other reasons than his achievements 
in the field of medicine. His ultimate passion was 
archaeology, which became his destiny. Compar-
ative archaeology, to be more precise. 

The eminent scientist had searched the answer 
to the poignant question concerning the ethnical 
and racial identity of the makers of thousands 
ancient burial mounds scattered all across the 
vastness of Siberia, and he found it. Florinskiy’s 
answer was clear and unambiguous – the ancient 
populace of Siberia belonged to the Arian race; 
more specifically, to the tribes that later became 
known as Slavic. Vassiliy Markovich conducted 
an enormous body of work in comparing the ar-
chaeological findings from Schliemann’s Troy and 

the ones related to Adriatic Venetes (known as 
a Slavic nation – neither Russian historians nor 
their colleagues from the West dare to deny this 
fact), as well as the Baltic Venetes, to the findings 
from the burial mounds of Northern and South-
ern Russia. The similarity between the artefacts 
found in the lands of the Venetes, or, rather, the 
Slavs, and those from the Siberian burial mounds, 
turned out so striking that every shadow of doubt 
was swept away” ([168], #8, page 211). 

And so we learn that Asia Minor, as well as 
a significant part of the Western Europe, were 
formerly populated by the same Slavic nation as 
Russia and Siberia. It is perfectly obvious why – 
this was a result of the Great = “Mongolian” con-
quest of Eurasia, which, as we have demonstrated 
above, took place in the XIV century and was pre-
dominantly Slavic and Turkic. 

Now let us consider Troy. It is wrong to assume 
that the settlement discovered by Schliemann 
was the actual ancient Troy. As we demonstrate 
in Chron1 and Chron2, the “ancient” Troy was 
but an alias of Czar-Grad, or Constantinople. 
However, this is of little importance to us pres-
ently – we are concerned with the fact that there 
were Slavs among the “ancient” Trojans. 

Another quote from I. S. Glazunov: “Florinskiy 
writes that the Adriatic or Italian Slavs – namely, 
the Venetes, members of the Trojan tribe union, 
founded … Venice and also Patava (from the Slavic 
word ‘pta’  – ‘bird’; the city is known as Padua 
today) upon leaving Troy” ([168], #8, page 211). 

A propos, we know that Venice is supported 
by ancient wooden piles, which are several cen-
turies old. One may well enquire about the wood 
they were made of – according to some sources, 
it is Siberian larch, which does not rot in water. 
If this is indeed so, the next logical question is of 
even greater interest – what was the connexion 
between the founders of Venice and Siberia? The 
very existence of any such link is an absurdity in 
Scaligerian chronology; the research of Florinskiy 
and our reconstruction make it perfectly natural. 
Unfortunately, we haven’t found any references to 
the nature of wood used for the piles that support 
Venice in any literary source; it would be interest-
ing to study this issue further. 
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I. S. Glazunov tells us further: “I recollect my 
sojourn in Germany, GDR to be more precise, 
where I worked on the incarnation of scenic im-
ages of ‘Prince Igor’ and ‘The Queen of Spades’ – I 
had a great yearning to see the famed Rugen Is-
land, the former location of the glorious Arcona – 
an ancient religious centre; a Mecca of our ances-
tors, the Baltic Slavs, if you will. Soviet history 
textbooks, likewise our scientists, must have had 
reasons of their own to forget the millenarian his-
tory of our ancestors on the shores of the Baltic 
Sea” ([168], #8, page 213). 

We have the following to add. Our research 
makes it understandable why historians and ar-
chaeologists are indeed reluctant to mention the 
former presence of the Slavs in the Western Eu-
rope, Asia Minor, Africa etc. Although historians 
have convinced everybody of the “great antiquity” 
that the Slavic presence should presumably date 
from, some of them appear to realise that all the 
extra age was added in a perfectly arbitrary fash-
ion and that many of the Slavic findings made in 
Europe are in fact mediaeval. This is why archae-
ologists prefer to avoid touching this sore spot of 
Scaligerian history. 

I. S. Glazunov: “When I visited the Isle of 
Rugen, I found out about the archaeological 
excavations conducted there and hurried to get 
acquainted with the young archaeologists who 
studied at the Berlin University… One of them … 
shook his head in dismay and said: ‘Such a pity 
about your being too late!’…

‘Too late?’ – I asked in astonishment. ‘How 
come?’ The young man replied that a wooden 
vessel of the IX century [in Scaligerian dating, of 
course – Auth.] was unearthed several days ago, 
but buried in earth again, since nobody needed it. 
‘But how? … Why did you do it?’ … The young 
archaeologist answered evasively: ‘Who needs 
it?’ – ‘What do you mean?’ – I could not shake 
off the amazement. ‘You could have sent it to 
Moscow, after all!’ The young German looked at 
me with his grey eyes of a Viking and then cast 
his glance aside. ‘Moscow isn’t interested.’ ‘But 
really, for God’s sake, we have Academician Ry-
bakov, the famous historian and archaeologist.’ A 
frown appeared on the Viking’s tanned forehead. 

‘We know the name of Genosse Rybakov from our 
leader, Genosse Hermann. Our business is to dig 
and to report our findings to the professor.’ Being 
in a state of deep shock, I asked my new acquain-
tance about the most interesting findings made by 
the German expedition. The son of the Teutonic 
race shrugged and uttered the following phrase 
in irritation, which became recorded in my mem-
ory forever: ‘Everything is Slavic here down to the 
very magma!’” ([168], #8, pages 214-215). 

The remnants of the initial Slavic populace 
still live in Germany and are known as the Sorbs. 
“Sorbian is one of the Western Slavic languages 
spoken by the Sorbs residing in the region of 
Dresden and Kotbuss (GDR). Spoken by some 
1,000,000 people” ([485], page 277). 

I. S. Glazunov tells us further about his con-
versation with the assistant of Professor Hermann 
in Berlin, who informed him of the following: 
“The only thing I can say to you is that we have 
an enormous archive here in GDR, stuffed with 
the Slavic archaeological artefacts and ancient 
books written in Church Slavonic. We have taken  
a great many things to this archive, and nobody 
has sorted through it so far” ([168], #8, page 215). 

Glazunov’s question about whether the archive 
also contained Slavic books written on planks of 
wood was answered as follows: “There might be 
some … however, none of our scientists have ex-
pressed any interest in such matters, nor did any 
of your Soviet ones” ([168], #8, page 215). One 
wonders about the fate of this “Slavic archaeolog-
ical archive” – could it have burned down “purely 
accidentally”?

As we have already mentioned, it appears to 
be hard to date any of the Slavic archaeological 
findings made in Germany to deepest antiquity, 
since the remains of the Slavic populace live in 
Germany to this very day. I. S. Glazunov quotes 
the words of “the writer and publicist Dmitriy 
Anatolyevich Zhukov, known for his interest in 
the Russian and ancient Slavic culture” addressed 
to him: “Have you by any chance … visited any 
of the Sorbs, the last Slavic tribe resident in the 
Western Europe? … All that has remained from 
the Slavs in Germany is the tiny tribe of the Sorbs; 
however, they aren’t mistreated by anyone in the 
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GDR in any way at all.” The word “Sorbs” appears 
to be a slight modification of the word “Serbs.” 

Another remark is as follows. Certain sci-
entists are trying to rationalise the fact that the 
same old Slavic objects are found all across Eur-
asia. They attempt to find a place in Scaligerian 
chronology where this vast body of Slavic mate-
rials can be placed. 

However, since there’s no “free space” any-
where in the Middle Ages, they are forced to 

go deep into the past and invent theories about 
the mythical “ancient proto-Slavs.” We are of the 
opinion that all such findings are completely un-
related to the “ancient proto-Slavs,” which did 
naturally exist at some point, although we know 
nothing about them. They pertain to the mediae-
val Slavic “Mongols,” or “Great Ones.” They were 
the conquerors of Europe and North Africa in the 
XIV century, and they also conquered the Ameri-
cas in the XV century, qv in Chron6. 



Part V.

ANCIENT EGYPT AS PART OF 
THE GREAT “MONGOLIAN” 
ATAMAN EMPIRE OF THE  

XIV-XVI CENTURY



1.  
OUR HYPOTHESIS

Let us formulate the hypothesis right away. Such a 
generalised first glance at the extremely rich Egyp-
tian history might help the reader to get a better 
orientation in the details of further research. 

1. History of Egypt gradually emerges from ob-
scurity only starting with the XI-XII century AD. 

2. The period of Egyptian history between the 
XI and the XIII century appears to be covered in 
the documents that have survived until our day 
and age very sparsely. 

3. The history of the Ancient Russia is close-
ly interwoven with that of the African Egypt. The 
documented and archaeological history of the 
“ancient” Egypt in Africa is primarily the history 
of Egypt as a part of the united Great = “Mongo-
lian” Ataman Empire of the XIV-XVI century AD. 

One needn’t think that the “Mongols,” or the 
“Great Ones,” who invaded Egypt in the begin-
ning of the XIV century, have remained a Russian 
and Turkic nation for the centuries that followed. 
They have populated the centre and the north of 
Africa, subsequently assimilating and forgetting 
about their origins. However, they have greatly 
contributed to the history and the culture of me-
diaeval Egypt. 

4. The famous thirty “ancient” dynasties of the 
Egyptian pharaohs are for the most part phantom 

reflections of real Ataman dynasties of the Horde 
dating from the XIII-XVI century. 

5. The “ancient” Egyptian pharaohs were Rus-
sian and Turkic Czars, or Khans, of Russia, or the 
Horde, and the Ottoman (Ataman) Empire. They 
lived and reigned in Russia, or the Horde. They 
very seldom appeared in African Egypt while they 
were still alive; however, after they died, they were 
brought here to be buried at the central imperi-
al “Mongolian” graveyard – in particular, to Gizah 
and to Luxor. 

6. Biblical Egypt can be identified as Russia, or 
the Horde, in the XIV-XVI century. See Chron6 
for more details. 

2.  
A BRIEF ACCOUNT OF THE MEDIAEVAL 

EGYPTIAN HISTORY

Our reconstruction implies that the history of the 
“ancient” Egypt is but a multiple phantom reflec-
tion, or duplicate, of its mediaeval history between 
the XI and the XVII century, qv in Chron1 – 
Chron3. This is why virtually every event in Egyp-
tian history known to us today is most likely to date 
from the Middle Ages – the XI century the earliest. 
These events became multiplied in various chroni-
cles, partially remaining in their “rightful place,” or 
the XI-XVII century, and partially shifted into deep 
antiquity by the Scaligerite chronologists. 

History and chronology  
of the “ancient” Egypt.  

A general overview

chapter 16
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There are assorted pieces of evidence present-
ed by the Arabs that concern Egypt in the IX-XVI 
century and are nowadays believed to be of a fig-
mental nature for the most part ([464], pages 39-
43). For instance, it is said that one of the pyr-
amids concealed “a swimming pool filled with 
golden coins … the actual pool is said to have 
been made of emerald” ([464], page 39). 

Kaisie, an author of the alleged XII century, re-
ports the finding “of a human body inside a pyr-
amid, clad in a golden cuirass adorned with all 
sorts of gemstones, with a priceless sword upon 
its chest and a red ruby at its head, large as a hen’s 
egg and burning bright as fire” ([464], page 40). 
And so on, and so forth. However, it might be that 
such mediaeval evidence isn’t fiction, but rather 
largely true and referring to the lavish royal sepul-
chres in Egypt dating from the epoch of the XIV-
XVI century, robbed by the Europeans later, after 
the dissolution of the Empire in the XVII century. 

“Mediaeval pilgrims who dared to take a look 
at these monuments demonstrate an even great-
er ignorance” ([464], page 44). In the alleged year 
1336 these parts were visited by Wilhelm de Bold-
ensele ([464], page 43). The next one was Chiria-
co of Ancona – already in the XV century, or 1440 
AD ([464], page 43). 

It is believed that the first “reasonable” concep-
tions of Egypt were formed in Europe as late as at 
the end of the XV century ([464], page 46). Ap-
parently, the first attentive researchers who made 
their way to mediaeval Egypt were the Jesuits – fa-
thers Protius and Francois ([484], page 78). Lager, 
in the XVIII century (1707) another Jesuit, Claude 
Siquart, was sent to Egypt as a missionary at the 
personal order of the French king in order to draw 
a plan of the Egyptian antiquities ([484]], page 
78). It is believed that “with the books of Strabon 
and Diodorus of Sicily at his disposal, he was ca-
pable of estimating the sites of Thebes and the 
Theban necropolis correctly” ([484], page 79). 

What we see is de facto a repetition of the 
story with Marco Polo’s book, already well famil-
iar to us. A European traveller of the XVIII cen-
tury comes to Egypt armed with “ancient” litera-
ture and begins to “discover” the names contained 
in the books “on site.” For instance, it is believed 

that he was the discoverer of the famous “The-
bes of 100 Gates” (we shall come back to it later). 

“Many of his papers ended up in France, and 
their extracts were published by the Jesuits … 
Some part of the extremely valuable materials that 
he had collected was lost… This discovery awak-
ened the curiosity of his numerous contempo-
raries. If we are to believe the lettering from one 
of the sepulchres, which has become obliterated 
or simply lost [?! – Auth.], another priest, Rich-
ard Pocock, visited the Valley of the Kings on 16 
September 1739” ([484], page 79). 

How are we supposed to understand it? The 
missionary wrote his name upon an ancient Egyp-
tian sepulchre? Modestly chiselled it on one of its 
walls, perhaps? Could he have erased something 
as well, while he was at it? Does this imply that 
the first Catholic missionaries of the XVIII centu-
ry tampered with the lettering found upon Egyp-
tian artefacts?

“In 1790 James Bruce released five voluminous 
books containing an excellent oeuvre on Egypt. 
His journey was undertaken in 1768” ([484], 
page 79). 

At last, Jesuits appear by the end of the XVIII 
century in Egypt and start to form the “ancient 
Egyptian” history, apparently carrying out some 
“work” with the inscriptions. 

“At the end of the XVIII century, other digs 
were undertaken at the location difficult to de-
termine accurately. At that time they received the 
general label of Turkish digs (! -Auth.) because of 
Egypt by that time became a part, albeit remote, 
of residues of the Ottoman Empire” ([484], p. 79).

In re the actual name of Egypt. “In the ancient 
writings, as well as in the books of later Egyptian 
Christians, Egypt is referred to by a word that trans-
lates as ‘black land’ – ‘Kem’ or ‘Kami’ in Egyptian… 
It has to be noted that the name ‘Egypt’ hadn’t been 
known to the dwellers of the Nile region… Wilkin-
son was one of the scientists to voice the opinion … 
that the word ‘Egypt’ derives from the name of a 
town called Koptos or Guptos” ([99], p. 77). 

According to Brugsch, “the name that was 
used by the foreign nations of Asia for referring 
to Egypt is a real mystery in what concerns its 
origin and its meaning. The Jews called it Miz-
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raim, the  Assyrians – Mutsur, and the Persians – 
Mudraya” ([99], page 78). 

According to N. A. Morozov ([544], Volume 
6), the name Mizraim derives from that of Rome 
and translates as “arrogant Rome.” We shall re-
frain from discussing the correctness of the “arro-
gant” part – it is of little importance to us. Howev-
er, we must definitely note the obvious presence of 
the name “Rome” in the “ancient” name of Egypt. 

We see that real information concerning Egypt 
only started to reach Europe in the late XVIII – 
early XIX century, which is very late indeed. 
Therefore, the nascence of Egyptology as a sci-
ence also dates from a very recent period – name-
ly, the XIX century. This fact is commonly known, 
and was discussed at length in Chron1. 

The first Egyptologists were working within 
the framework of the already existing erroneous 
chronology of Scaliger and Petavius. This is why 
the scientists were trying to attach the fragments 
of Egyptian chronological information to the ar-
tificially elongated “spinal column” of the Grae-
co-Roman chronology. This primary, and appar-
ently involuntary error of the first Egyptologists 
was aggravated further by objective difficulties 
such as the poor condition of the Egyptian chron-
ological sources. 

As we have mentioned it in Chron1, it turns 
out, for instance, that the work of Manethon has 
not reached our days – it was lost, and we only 
know about it from Christian sources. We are of 
the opinion that this simply means that the initial 
rough scheme of Egyptian history was drawn up 
within the framework of the Occidental Catholic 
Church, since, according to our reconstruction, 
the history of Egypt isn’t any longer than that of 
the Christian Church. First the Egyptian Chris-
tian monks recorded the history of their “ancient” 
Egypt, or the Egypt of the XII-XVII century AD. 
Then these records, which ended up in Europe 
after the conquest of Egypt, were edited by Euro-
pean historians in the XIX century. This is what 
Brugsch tells us about the work of Manethon. 

“Historians of the Classical antiquity were hard-
ly aware of this precious book’s existence at all, and 
didn’t use any of the indications contained there-
in; it was only later that certain authors from the 

Christian Church compiled a collection of excerpts 
from this book. Later on the scribes distorted the 
names and the figures contained in Manethon’s 
original, either deliberately or as a result of errors, 
and so all we have at our disposal is a pile of ruins 
instead of a structured edifice” ([99], page 96). 

In Chron1, Chapter 7:7.2 we reported that the 
Egyptologist H. Brugsch “dated” the Egyptian dy-
nasties in a very odd fashion, ascribing 33.3 years 
to each pharaoh, counting three pharaohs per cen-
tury. We might hear the suggestion that Brugsch 
was following Herodotus when he used this dat-
ing method. 

Indeed, according to G. K. Vlastov, “Brugsch … 
counts three generations per century, just like 
Herodotus” ([99], page 69, Comment 1). How-
ever, this does not excuse Brugsch in any way at 
all, since he had lived some two or three centu-
ries later than Herodotus, who must have written 
his work in the XV-XVI century AD, and should 
have approached the chronological foundation of 
the edifice of ancient history, constructed by him-
self and his colleagues, a great deal more serious-
ly. After all, science made great advances over the 
course of two or three hundred years, and such 
uncritical reiteration of the statements made by 
Herodotus appears perfectly unacceptable. 

It is all the more bizarre that, despite follow-
ing Herodotus in this “dating method,” which 
is strange to say the very least, Egyptologists of 
the XIX century, likewise their modern counter-
parts, are for some reason reluctant to follow other 
chronological conceptions of the very same Her-
odotus, which strike us as much more natural. 

As we point out in Chron1, Chapter 1:4, the 
time intervals between some of the pharaohs are a 
great deal shorter than the respective intervals ac-
cording to Manethon, that have reached us in the 
“rendition” of the late mediaeval Christian authors. 

It is obvious that some important chronolog-
ical conceptions of Herodotus fail to fit into the 
chronological framework invented by the chro-
nologists of the XVI-XVIII century and uncrit-
ically perceived by their laborious followers, the 
Egyptologists of the XIX century. 

Why did the Egyptologists of the XIX century 
adopt the abstract “dating method” of Herodotus 
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ings, piles of rubble and so on. The raid must be 
dating from a relatively recent epoch and not the 
deepest antiquity, as Egyptologists appear to be-
lieve, duped by the erroneous chronology of Scal-
iger. Otherwise these temples would long be re-
placed by something else, found more acceptable 
by the new Pharaohs. However, nothing of the 
kind has ever been done. It is plainly visible that 
nobody even tried to reconstruct or rebuild the 
temples after the raid, at least until they became 
a tourist attraction, already in our epoch. How-
ever, a Muslim mosque and a Christian church 
were built among the ruins of the Luxor temple – 
their domes are virtually lost in the gigantic ruins, 
qv in fig. 16.46. However, both constructions are 
of a late origin. By the way, unlike the “ancient” 
Egyptian constructions, they were clearly meant 
to be used by the locals exclusively, judging by 
their small size. 

Apparently, when the Great Empire was fall-
ing apart, and its ruling dynasty was destroyed, 
the old royal funereal temples got in the way of 
the new rulers. They were barbarically rendered 
to ruins, most likely, with the aid of powder and 
cannons. When the raiders left, the locals start-
ed to pull the stones apart in order to use them 
as construction material. However, there were so 
many ruins that it has proved impossible to take 
everything apart. 

Nowadays the looting has ceased, and the ruins 
became a tourist attraction. The tourists are told 
that all these enormous constructions were built 
several thousand years ago by the mysterious an-
cient Egyptians, presumably local. In other words, 
according to the Egyptologists, all the Megalith-
ic construction works were solely based on the 
local resources of the ancient land situated along 
the River Nile. 

However, a single glance at the “ancient” con-
structions is enough to realise that the resourc-
es and the needs of their builders were drastically 
different from those of the mediaeval inhabitants 
of these parts, likewise their modern descendants. 
Whatever happened to the Egyptians? Our ver-
sion is as follows. In the days of yore, the Egyp-
tians worked for the enormous Empire spanning 
Eurasia, Africa and America. Egypt used to be an 

enormous royal Imperial graveyard, the “land of 
the gravediggers” that was part of the Great Em-
pire. Therefore, the burials of the kings were the 
primary occupation of the Egyptians and the main 
source of income for this land, In other words, the 
“ancient” Egyptian funereal construction works 
were based on the resources and the power of 
the entire Empire, corresponding to its gigantic 
size and to its needs. When the “Mongolian” Em-
pire fell apart, the local populace ceased to be the 
“gravedigger nation” and became just like all the 
other nations, which neither see the funereal rites 
as their primary occupation, nor as their main 
source of income. 

The representations of the funeral rite as found 
on the walls of the Karnak temple are considered 
to refer to the “ancient” Egyptian feast of “Opeth” 
by the modern Egyptologists. They believe it to 
be dedicated to the mysterious cult of the “an-
cient” Egyptian god Amon Ra ([499], page 10). 
The word “Opeth” as read by the Egyptologists 
from the hieroglyphic inscriptions upon the Kar-
nak temple, is most likely to be a derivative of the 
Slavic word “otpevanie,” which stands for the fu-
nereal ecclesiastical chants. The root of the word 
is “pet” (“sing”). This is what the name of the rite 
derives from. 

As for the word “Amon,” the Egyptologists ap-
parently failed to recognize it as the ecclesiasti-
cal term “amen,” which stands for “the truth” in 
Greek and is often used for concluding the Chris-
tian prayers. This is why we encounter it so often 
in ecclesiastical texts; apparently, it is also fre-
quently seen on the walls of the Karnak temple. 
Let us also note that the craftsmen who made the 
royal sepulchral caves in the Bight of the Kings 
were known as “servants in the place of the truth” 
([499], page 85). As we have just pointed out, the 
Greek for “truth” is “amen.” 

It is also known that all the craftsmen who 
worked on the construction of the royal sepul-
chres in the Bight of the Kings, or Luxor, had also 
lived right here, in a special village located in one 
of the valleys and cloistered behind a wall. “The 
craftsmen that bore relation to the royal sepul-
chres in one way or another were considered 
‘keepers of secrets,’ forced to live in a village sur-
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rounded by a wall” ([499], page 85). We are fas-
cinated to learn that this “village” was called an 
“urban monastery” and that it was “populated by 
the Coptic monks known as the Thebaids” at some 
point ([499], page 85). However, the Copts were 
the Egyptian Christians. 

Therefore, we see that the sepulchres of the 
“Mongolian” Empire’s Czars weren’t just built by 
some random craftsmen, but rather the Christian 
monks of Egypt. 

They lived in a monastery, which must have 
been completely closed for the outsiders. The 
monastery was located right among the hills of 
the royal graveyard. 

The dead monks from this monastery were 
buried close nearby, in a special necropolis right 
next to the monastery, in sepulchres consisting of 
“a chapel and a small painted underground room” 
([499], page 85). 

Such construction of the sepulchres also tes-
tifies to the fact that the people buried here were 
Christian monks. All of this should tell us that 
the funeral rites of the Czars, or the Pharaohs, 
were Christian – pertaining to early Christiani-
ty, to be precise. 

Quite naturally, from the point of view of the 
modern Christian Church, Egyptian burial rites 
might seem strange and even outlandish. How-
ever, one must keep it in mind that the people 
buried here were members of the royal Imperi-
al house and not just regular folk. Therefore, the 
rites conducted here may have been substantial-
ly different from those performed for ordinary 
people. Royal funereal rites (known as the Opeth 
rites) may have been more archaic and possessed 
some unique characteristics. 

It is likely that the memories of this royal Im-
perial graveyard were preserved in the “ancient” 
Greek legends about the Phoenix. According to 
the legend, “the Phoenix is a magic bird … named 
thus by the Assyrians [or the Russians, given that 
Assyria is Russia reversed – Auth.] … The Phoe-
nix looks like an Eagle [cf. the imperial biceph-
alous eagle on the coat of arms – Auth.] … The 
Phoenix dies inhaling the aromas of the herbs 
[embalming? – Auth.], but a new bird is born 
from its seed, which carries the body of its father 

to Egypt, where the priests of the Sun [or Christ, 
who is symbolised by the Sun – Auth.] incinerate 
it” ([532], page 571). 

According to other “ancient” Greek legends, 
the Phoenix isn’t a bird, but rather a human, and 
a king at that. Moreover, the Greeks believed that 
Phoenix took part in the Trojan War and was the 
teacher of Achilles ([532], page 571). This brings 
the fable-like image of the Phoenix even closer to 
the Czars of Russia, or the Horde – rulers of the 
Great = “Mongolian” Empire that they had cre-
ated. As we can see from the Greek legends, the 
bodies of the Czars, or the Phoenixes, were indeed 
brought to Egypt to be buried there. 

Thus, it is possible that most of the known 
Egyptian mummies were brought to Egypt from 
afar, already embalmed, with the entrails removed 
and the bodies treated with special chemical solu-
tions. The embalming must have served the spe-
cific purpose of preventing the decomposition of 
the bodies on the long journey from Europe to 
Egypt across the Mediterranean. 

One instantly recollects the “ancient” Greek 
myth about Charon, the carrier of the dead who 
transported the souls to Hades across some gigan-
tic “river.” This might be a reference to the jour-
neys from Europe to Egypt across the Mediter-
ranean (we have already mentioned the fact that 
the seas used to be depicted as rivers on the old 
maps). 

There were special priest schools, or church 
schools, in Egypt, equipped with libraries. This is 
where the sciences were cultivated. 

In Chron4 we voice the hypothesis that writ-
ings found on the walls of the “ancient” Egyptian 
temples were really the old “Hebraic” (or hiero-
glyphic) Bible. What we must point out in this 
respect is that Brugsch, the eminent Egyptolo-
gist, points out the proximity between the liter-
ary style of the “ancient” Egyptian writings and 
the Old Testament, which he sees as strange. “We 
can … acquaint ourselves … with the images … 
used by the Egyptian poet … and the way he ex-
pressed his thoughts in the XIV century BC and 
witness that the language of the books of Moses 
bears some semblance to the images and the ex-
pressions used by the Egyptians” ([99], page 474). 
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7.  
WHAT WERE THE NAMES OF THE 

EGYPTIAN PHARAOHS?

An unprejudiced reading of the lists of the phar-
aohs that has reached us as the papyrus of Turin, 
the list of Manethon and the table of Sakkar puts 
forth a great multitude of questions if we are to 
free ourselves from the confines of the Scaligeri-
an chronology. This is what N. A. Morozov points 
out in [544], Volume 6. For instance, number 16 
in the Table of Abydos is Caesar-Shah, clearly a 
collation of the word “Caesar” and its Oriental 
equivalent, “Shah.” Number 30 is Unas – clearly 
the Latin word “unus,” the only one. Number 1 is 
MNA, pronounced as “menes” by the Graeco-Lat-
in authors. However, this name can be identified 
as the Greek word “monos,” which means the same 
as the Latin “unus” – the initial root of the word 
“monarch” – autocrat, the only king, or rex. 

Nearly every name in the “ancient” Egyptian ta-
bles contains the word “Ra,” symbolised by the solar 
circle. Egyptologists believe it to be the title, or the 
symbol of the theocratic monarch. It must be the 
Latin word “Re” – “king,” which is still used today; 
the more recent “ancient” authors transformed it 
to “reh,” then to “regus,” and eventually to “rex.” 

“Re ded” is found under several numbers. 
However, “ded” is the Hebraic pronunciation of 
the name David. Under number 14 we see a man 
with a slingshot, apparently a memory of David 
killing Goliath with a stone from a slingshot. 

The word “beetle” is present in several in-
stances of the table; Egyptologists pronounce is 
as “Kheper.” This is similar to the Hebraic word 
“heber,” which translates as “settler.” If we trans-
form this word into “Khepru,” we shall come up 
with another Biblical word – “hebri,” or “Jew.” 

Number 74 is “Re Caesar Kheperu,” which 
might translate as “Caesar Heber,” or Settler Cae-
sar (King). 

Number 13 is Senta – clearly the Latin word 
“Sanctus” (“saint” or “initiate”). 

Number 58 is Sankh-Re, or “Sanctus Rex” (“the 
Holy King”). 

Number 59 is “Re S Khotep Pata-Ab.” “Khotep” 
means “servant,” “Pata” is “pater” and “Ab” is “fa-

ther.” The entire name might therefore translate 
as “Holy King, Servant of the Father of Fathers.” 

This easily implies that the individual letters 
S and Q found in the Abydos table, for instance, 
simply translate as “sanctus” (“saint”) and “quir-
inus” (“divine”). This title was borne by Romu-
lus after his deification, for instance ([237], page 
847). This also gives us the notion that a separate 
M stands for “monarch” etc. In other words, all 
of the above might be abbreviations of standard 
mediaeval terms. 

The name Maren-Re (number 37) might stand 
for “Marinus Rex,” or “Marine King.” A propos, 
the Turkish version of this name may have been 
“Denghiz-Khan,” seeing as how “denghiz” is the 
Turkish word for “sea.” This resembles the name 
Genghis-Khan; the Graeco-Roman version would 
be Ponti-Rex (“Pontus” meaning “sea”). Ponti-Rex 
easily transforms into “pontifex” – the standard me-
diaeval manner of addressing the Popes in Italy. 

The names and formulae encountered in other 
“ancient” Egyptian tables such as Biu-Rex (possi-
bly, Pius Rex), Khe-Rex (ho-Rex) and so on fur-
ther amplify the feeling of strangeness that we 
get from all the lists of the pharaohs. However, 
everything will fall into place once we cast aside 
the Scaligerian chronology, which shifts them 
thousands of years backwards. 

8.  
WHY IT IS PRESUMED THAT BEFORE 

CHAMPOLLION THE EGYPTIAN 
HIEROGLYPHS WERE INTERPRETED 

ERRONEOUSLY

Nowadays we are told that the famous French 
Egyptologist Champollion, qv in fig. 16.47 was 
the first one to decipher the mysterious Egyptian 
hieroglyphs in the early XIX century, revealing the 
ancient Egyptian texts to the world. One wonders 
whether the Europeans could have read the hier-
oglyphic writings before Champollion. It is pre-
sumed that they couldn’t – more specifically, it 
turns out that they could, but allegedly complete-
ly erroneously. 

K. Keram reports the following: “This might 
sound a paradox, but the impossibility to decipher 
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particular about avoiding the issue of Biblical texts 
transcribed in “ancient” Egyptian hieroglyphs. No 
such texts are believed to exist today. 

It would be interesting to find out whether 
Champollion or his followers suggested any val-
idated alternative interpretation of the “ancient” 
Egyptian texts, earlier presumed Biblical. There 
isn’t a single word about it in [380]. 

And so, as we can see, some of the “ancient” 
Egyptian texts were interpreted as the Bible with 
the aid of the “ancient” Egyptian dictionary that 
was compiled in the alleged IV century AD. This is 
in good correspondence with our reconstruction 
as related in Chron4, wherein we cite the data 
that confirm the fact that the “ancient” Egyptian 
texts contain the “Hebraic,” or ecclesiastical, text 
of the Bible transcribed in Egyptian hieroglyphs. 

In Chron4 we voice the idea that the famous 
translation of the Bible from “Hebrew” to Greek 
allegedly performed in Egypt under Philadel-
phus Ptolemy represents the actual transition 
from the old hieroglyphic Egyptian transcription 
to the more recent alphabetical writing. It wasn’t 
a change of language, but rather the mere way 
of transcribing texts. However, in this case there 
must have been a dictionary with hieroglyphs and 
their alphabetical Greek equivalents. This is pre-
cisely what we see – such a dictionary does ap-
pear in the alleged IV century. It is the dictionary 
of Horapollon. The Scaligerian dating of Horapol-
lon’s dictionary (the IV century AD) means that, 
according to the new chronology, the dictionary 
was compiled in the XIV century AD the earliest. 

Here is another example to demonstrate that 
the “ancient” Egyptian hieroglyphic texts appear 
to contain passages from the Christian Book of 
Psalms. Another thing that needs to be pointed 
out in this respect is that the texts from the Book 
of Psalms are frequently encountered in the an-
cient Russian holy texts, for instance; they are typ-
ical for Christian books specifically. 

The famous Egyptian Book of the Dead ([1448]) 
contains a passage that goes as follows, according 
to the Egyptologists: “He opens the eastern horizon 
of the sky, he alights in the western horizon of the 
sky, he removes me so that I may be hale” ([1448], 
page 108, passage 72). 

We are of the opinion that the passage in ques-
tion is a quotation from Psalm 102 of the Chris-
tian Book of Psalms: “As far as the East stands 
from the West, so he has taken us away from our 
iniquity” (Psalms 102:12). 

One must say that the text of the Book of Psalms 
is much clearer and easier to comprehend than the 
translation of the “ancient” Egyptian text suggested 
by the Egyptologists, although they obviously co-
incide in general. It is apparent that the Egyptol-
ogists do in fact interpret individual hieroglyphs 
correctly, but don’t always understand the mean-
ing of the text. Indeed, the sequence of hieroglyph-
ic pictograms used for transcribing this passage of 
Psalm 102 must be as follows: “East,” “West,” “re-
move” and “strong” (as in “free from sin,” “purified,” 
“fortified,” etc.). If the person that reads the hiero-
glyphs is aware of the meaning of the text in gen-
eral, the interpretation will be correct. 

The translators of the Book of Psalms must 
have read the original Hebraic (or hieroglyph-
ic, in other words) text correctly when they were 
translating it to Greek and Church Slavonic. They 
knew the meaning of the text in question, which 
had been part of their education. Then their trans-
lation became included in the modern version 
of the Bible, and the hieroglyphs were forgotten. 
The Egyptologists that try to read the same hier-
oglyphs today already lack the initial understand-
ing of the general meaning of these texts, which 
appears to be a sine qua non – it is impossible to 
read the hieroglyphs otherwise. Therefore, the in-
terpretation of the Egyptologists is obscure and 
barely comprehensible, although they translate 
many individual hieroglyphs correctly. 

Let us make an observation in re the possible 
link between the Church Slavonic Book of Psalms, 
that seems to have preserved the most ancient 
texts of the Bible, and the Egyptian hieroglyphs. 

The Book of Psalms very often repeats the 
same idea or image twice. For instance, we fre-
quently see sentences consisting of two halves sep-
arated by a comma, the second half being a reit-
eration of the first in other terms. This might re-
sult from the fact that the Church Slavonic Book 
of Psalms was at some point translated from the 
hieroglyphs directly, and not from Greek or any 
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other language that possesses a phonetic alphabet. 
It appears that the constant repetitions of a sin-
gle phrase characteristic for the Book of Psalms 
are but different descriptions, or translations, of 
a single Egyptian hieroglyphic pictogram (from 
the Book of the Dead, most likely). The transla-
tion of a pictogram is a description thereof, which 
may be set in different words; therefore, it would 
often get duplicated in translation as two slight-
ly different versions – for extra safety, as it were. 
This explains why the Church Slavonic Book of 
Psalms hardly contains any Greek words, which 
would have been plentiful if it had been translated 
from the Greek. After all, the Russian ecclesiasti-
cal terminology contains a large number of Greek 
words, unlike the Book of Psalms. 

The absence of foreign words is perfectly un-
derstandable in a translation from a hieroglyph-
ic script – hieroglyphs render the actual meaning 
of a word and not its phonetics. 

9.  
THE QUESTION OF ORIGINS: DO THE 

CHINESE HAVE EGYPTIAN ANCESTRY, OR 
VICE VERSA?

This question is very interesting indeed, and we 
aren’t the first to ask it – the history of this issue 
is rather long. In the XVIII century, “De Guigne 
declared the Chinese to be the descendants of 
the Egyptian colonists before the French Acad-
emy of Inscriptions [there was such an acade-
my in France – Auth.], supporting his claim by 
a comparative analysis of hieroglyphs … where-
as the English scientists were claiming the oppo-
site, namely, that the Egyptians had Chinese an-
cestry” ([380], pages 94-95). 

The issue of close relations between the hier-
oglyphs found in China, Egypt and the Americas 
has been discussed a lot, and remains unsolved to 
this day. Yet the scientists acknowledge the actual 
existence of such relations. 

This concurs with our reconstruction, accord-
ing to which both African Egypt and the territo-
ry of the modern China were colonised by set-
tlers belonging to the same nation during the 
Great = “Mongolian” Conquest of the XIV cen-

tury. This centre is recognised as Russia, or the 
Horde, also known as Scythia and Kitai (China). 
The latter name was also transferred to the Orient. 
Therefore, many inhabitants of African Egypt and 
China in the Far East did in fact come from the 
same land originally – Scythia, or Kitai (China). 

10.  
THE DESTRUCTION OF INSCRIPTIONS 

FOUND ON THE ANCIENT ARTEFACTS OF 
RUSSIA AND EGYPT

In Chron4 we describe the Romanovian destruc-
tion of the XIV-XVI century artefacts from Rus-
sia, or the Horde, which took place in the XVII- 
XVIII century. 

A great many frescoes, stone sarcophagi and 
even cathedrals were either destroyed or grave-
ly mutilated in the Romanovian epoch, qv in 
Chron4, Chapter 14:5.3. We are confronted by 
a very important fact – the matter is that the de-
facement of tombstone inscriptions didn’t only 
happen in Russia. 

For example, in Egypt “the names of many 
kings were meticulously removed from the mon-
uments built in their lifetime” ([624], page 21). 
Apart from the fact that the names were chiselled 
off the walls of the sepulchres, we learn that the 
actual mummies were smashed to dust with ham-
mers ([624], page 21). When was it done, and for 
what purpose?

Nowadays the historians try to answer this ob-
vious question in the following manner. It is pre-
sumed that when a pharaoh was buried, a coun-
cil of judges was appointed, and the people would 
decide whether the pharaoh in question was wor-
thy of a burial. If the pharaoh was declared “evil,” 
he was “deprived of burial.” But, as we are told, the 
sepulchres were constructed in advance, and so 
the names of the pharaohs needed to be chiselled 
off, and the ready mummies of the “evil” phar-
aohs also had to be smashed with hammers. This 
is how the names of the “evil” rulers were pre-
sumably erased from the memory of the people 
([624], page 21). There are many such sepulchres 
with chiselled-off inscriptions in Egypt. 

One must assume the mummies were also 
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prepared and even dried in advance, so that they 
could be smashed later. But wouldn’t it be much 
easier to refrain from mummifying “evil” phar-
aohs altogether? 

The style of this anecdotal legend gives away 
the epoch when it was invented – most likely, 
the XVIII-XIX century, which is when councils 
of judges appeared in Europe. This lackadaisical 
fairy tale appears to have been created immedi-
ately after the destruction of the inscriptions. It 
is also more or less clear who was responsible for 
this barbarity – Europeans conquered Egypt at 
the end of the XVIII century, during the famous 
Egyptian expedition of Napoleon. Prior to that, 
Egypt was governed by the Mamelukes. The “sci-
entific processing” of Egyptian history must have 
commenced around this time. It is commonly 
known, for instance, that the artillery of Napo-
leon fired directly at the famous Sphinx in Gizah 
from cannons, and seriously mutilated its face 
([380], page 77). 

Why was it done? Could the ignorance of 
the French soldiers be the reason? However, it is 
known that a party of Egyptologists accompanied 
the Napoleonic army. Where were they looking? 
What was wrong with the face of the Great Sphinx 
and the lettering on the sepulchres? It must be 
emphasised that the rapid development of Euro-
pean Egyptology started with the Egyptian cam-
paign of Napoleon – the decipherment of hiero-
glyphs, the discoveries of the papyri and so on, 
oddly combined with the destruction of the in-
scriptions on tombstones and cannons firing at 
the ancient monuments. 

One cannot help suspecting that the authen-
tic inscriptions on the ancient Egyptian tombs 
were getting in the way of the people who start-
ed to create (or, rather, alter) the Egyptian histo-
ry around that time. 

We must also remind the reader that many 
Egyptian artefacts were taken away to France, 
Britain and Germany in that epoch. This is how 
the compilation of the “ancient Egyptian histo-
ry” began. Apparently, modern Egyptologists are 
wrong to blame the “ancient Egyptians” for these 
barbarities – the real culprits are the XVIII-XIX 
century Europeans. 

11.  
WHO DESTROYED THE NAMES OF PEOPLE, 
CITIES AND COUNTRIES WRITTEN ON THE 

“ANCIENT” EGYPTIAN MONUMENTS? 
WHEN WAS IT DONE, AND FOR WHAT 

PURPOSE?

And so, we are told that the names of the pharaohs 
as well as certain cities and countries found on 
many Egyptian monuments were chiselled off by 
someone, and even replaced in some cases. Egyp-
tologists blame this on the “ancient Pharaohs.” 

This is, for instance, what the Egyptologist 
Brugsch tells us about it: “When the kings of the 
18th dynasty ascended to the throne, they start-
ed to destroy the monuments of the Hyksos dy-
nasty, chiselling off their names and titles and re-
placing them with their own names and titles, giv-
ing birth to a complete travesty of historical truth” 
([99], page 260). 

But is it true that the Pharaohs are to blame? 
It goes without saying that a new regnant dynasty 
could destroy the monuments built by their pre-
decessors for certain political reasons. However, 
the replacement of names with actual monuments 
left intact strikes us as thoroughly outlandish. For 
instance, the statue of F. E. Dzerzhinskiy was re-
moved from a square in Moscow in 1991. Yet no-
body came up with the preposterous idea of leav-
ing the statue in its place and replacing the name 
of Dzerzhinskiy by some other name. 

Moreover, we shall see that the destructions 
of names in Egypt was strangely selective. For in-
stance, on the famous Karnak inscription ([99], 
pages 344-348) one sees a long list of cities con-
quered by Thutmos III. Certain city names, how-
ever, were chiselled off by someone in a number 
of places – we shall see that these names were very 
interesting indeed. What was wrong with them, 
and who is responsible for their destruction?

We shall voice our hypothetical explanation 
below. For the meantime, let us quote the words 
of N. A. Morozov, who also noticed this odd and 
significant fact. 

“The inscriptions may have contained names 
pertaining to epochs considered too recent by the 
advocates of Egypt’s great antiquity, and some ul-
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tra-orthodox traveller may have chiselled them off 
so as they wouldn’t tempt anyone in the epochs 
when the interpretation of hieroglyphs wasn’t for-
gotten yet, or after 1822, right after Champollion’s 
reconstruction, when it was problematic for the 
Europeans to travel to Egypt, and to verify the in-
formation collected there critically.” 

Morozov proceeds as follows: “I wouldn’t have 
dared to voice this consideration if it hadn’t been 
for a long memory of a certain Russian traveller’s 
report dating from the first half of the XIX cen-
tury. I was completely flabbergasted, and remem-
ber this passage until this very day. To the best of 
my recollection, it comes from Basili’s book enti-
tled ‘A Russian Sailor’s Voyage to Egypt, Syria and 
the Greek Archipelago’ published in the 1840’s. 

The author says that when he visited the sep-
ulchres and the buildings described by Champol-
lion with a feeling of an almost religious piety, he 
discovered that numerous [sic! – Auth.] drawings 
reproduced in Champollion’s works had vanished 
without a trace. He asked his Arab guide about 
the identity of the parties responsible for this bar-
barity. The guide told him that the drawings were 
chiselled of by Champollion himself. 

The sailor was amazed and enquired why 
Champollion needed to do it. The Arab, who had 
still remembered Champollion, answered lacon-
ically: ‘So that his books would remain the only 
document available to later researchers – to make 
them irreplaceable’…” 

Morozov sums up as follows: 
“The research of the names chiselled off the 

walls of the Egyptian monuments and their sub-
sequent replacement inevitably lead us to the as-
sumption that we are confronted by a deliberate 
mystification, which is likely to have been made 
by the first person to publish these inscriptions, 
especially given that the publication took place in 
the first half of the XIX century” ([544], Volume 
6, page 1029). 

We also have explicit evidence of eyewitness-
es that virtually caught Champollion red-handed. 
This is what Peter Elebracht tells us in re the visit 
of Egypt by the architect Gessemer: “‘I had the ill 
fortune of coming to Thebes right after Cham-
pollion’… This dire news concerning the state of 

affairs in the autumn of 1829 was brought by the 
Darmstadt architect Fritz Max Gessemer to his 
patron, Georg August Kestner (1777-1853), dip-
lomat, collector and founder of the German Ar-
chaeological Institute in Rome… What did the 
ubiquitously glorified Champollion do?

Gessemer told Kestner the following: ‘I re-
spect the scientific authority of Champollion in 
every which way, but I must say that as a person 
he demonstrates a temper that might greatly harm 
his reputation! The Theban sepulchre found by 
Belzoni was one of the best; at least, it was com-
pletely intact, without any signs of damage.’ 

‘And now, because of Champollion, the best 
objects that it had contained are destroyed. 
Beautiful life-size artwork lies shattered on the 
ground… Anyone who had seen this sepulchre 
before will not be able to recognize it now. 

I was completely infuriated when I witnessed 
this sacrilege’” ([987], page 34). 

The naïve Gessemer failed to realise what 
Champollion was actually doing. He made the 
simple-minded assumption (or, alternatively, re-
ceived this information from a third party) that 
Champollion was driven by the vain desire to take 
the artwork away to France, hammering away at 
the ancient walls. Presumably, “two fragments of 
artwork were destroyed so as the third could be 
removed [? – Auth.]. However, it had proved im-
possible to cut the stone, and so everything per-
ished as a result” ([987], page 34). 

This “explanation” could be valid theoretically. 
However, given all that we know now, it is hard to 
chase away the thought that Champollion’s moti-
vation was completely different. 

According to some other evidence, when 
Champollion visited the Italian archive in Turin 
in 1824, he reportedly demonstrated a thoroughly 
different attitude towards the “ancient” Egyptian 
papyri. J. Posener, a French scientist, wrote the fol-
lowing about Champollion’s research of the Egyp-
tian document in Turin in 1824: “Champollion … 
deals with numerous papyri … copying passages 
from the texts they contain, in particular, the dates 
and the names of rulers… Champollion has com-
menced his study of papyri fragments, treating 
them with the utmost care” ([964], pages 16-17). 













404  |  history: fiction or science? chron 5  |  part 5

to the famous Presbyter Johannes in some way, qv 
in Chron5, Chapter 8:6.5.5.

From the formal point of view, the war between 
the Romanovs and Stepan Razin fought in the mid-
dle of the XVII century was de facto a war for the 
Russian throne between the Cherkasskiy clan and 
the Romanovs. Of course, the history of this war 
has been destroyed and obscured to a great extent 
over the years, but even the scarce shreds of in-
formation that we have at our disposal allow us 
to reconstruct the real events of that epoch, albe-
it roughly. Let us quote a single fragment in this 
respect; the quotation marks around the words 
“prince” and “lawful” simply reflect the fact that 
modern historians look at the events of that epoch 
through the prism of the Romanovian version. 

“The Czar is referring to another Cherkasskiy – 
most probably, the young Prince Andrei, son of 
Prince Kambulat Pshimakhovich Cherkasskiy, a 
Kabardinian murza. Prince Andrei was baptised an 
Orthodox Christian; Razin took him captive after 
the conquest of Astrakhan. He must have played 
the part of Prince Alexei. Razin, as he moved up 
the Volga, took him along, placing the Prince on 
a separate boat that he ordered to upholster in red 
velvet. The “prince” was designed to serve as the 
symbol of the “lawful” ruler, which he did – against 
his will, of course. Inhabitants of the mutinous re-
gions even swore fealty to him” ([101], page 119). 

Despite having lost the war, the Cherkasskiy 
clan occupied a number of key positions in the 
imperial government of Russia up until the end 
of the XVII century ([101], page 218). 

14.  
LINGUISTIC CONNEXIONS BETWEEN 
RUSSIA AND AFRICAN EGYPT IN THE 

MIDDLE AGES

14.1. The alphabet used by the Egyptian Copts

The Copts identify as the Christian populace of 
the mediaeval Egypt. According to Scaligeri-
an history, Egypt was named after them (Copt = 
Gypt = Egypt, qv in [99]). We learn an amazing 
thing. “Coptic alphabet looks strikingly similar 
to Cyrillics… We believe that the Cyrillic alpha-

bet was created under the influence of the Cop-
tic” ([99], page 32). 

We reproduce the Coptic alphabet in fig. 16.55. 
It is virtually identical to the Cyrillic alphabet. A 
similar table can be seen in the book of Nippert en-
titled “Alphabets of Eastern and Western Languag-
es” (1859, Typography of the Imperial Academy of 
Sciences), and another one is included in the book 
of the Egyptologist H. Brugsch ([99], page 32). 

Moreover, it turns out that the Copts were 
known as Kibt locally ([99], page 32). Could they 
identify as the Kitians (Scythians), as mentioned 
above? See also Part 6 of the present book. 

Our conception explains this fact instantly – 
some descendants of the Cossacks, or the Great = 
“Mongolian” conquerors of the XIV century must 
indeed have remained in Egypt. 

14.2. Egyptian names in Russia

The scientific almanac ([964]) contains a linguistic 
work of N. A. Meshcherskiy under the fascinating 
title of “Egyptian Names in the Slavic and Russian 
Menaions” ([964], pages 117-126). 

N. A. Meshcherskiy reports the following: “The 
ancient Slavonic and Russian languages pertained 
to … the Eastern group … of Christian languages, 
which was born … in the countries of the Europe-
an Southeast, the Middle East and the Northeast 
of Africa. The centre of this cultural and historical 
region was … the Greek world (… or Byzantium), 
with its common Greek language of Koyne; the pe-
riphery … also comprised such languages as Coptic 
and Ethiopian in the South, Syrian, Armenian and 
Georgian in the East, Gothic, and, finally, ancient 
Slavonic in the North and the Northeast. The an-
cient Slavonic … language … also branched into … 
the ancient Russian version of Church Slavonic, as 
well as the Bulgarian and Serbian versions of the 
same language; they were also joined by the ancient 
Romanian branch of the language used in Moldavia 
and Walachia in the XIV-XVII century. 

Constantly renewing economical, political and 
cultural ties between the nations that spoke and 
wrote in the languages listed above led to their 
close interaction for the duration of the entire me-
diaeval period… Such contacts between languag-
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The name is obviously a combination of two 
words, the Russian “syn” (“son”) and the Greek 
“theos” (“god”). Therefore, one of the most com-
mon Coptic (Egyptian) names contains a Rus-
sian root. Initially, the name must have referred 
to Jesus Christ, and then erroneously attributed to 
the “inventor of the Coptic alphabet,” transform-
ing into a regular name. The same happened to 
the name Vassily, a derivative of the Greek word 
for “king” – “basileus.” 

N. A. Meshcherskiy concludes with the fol-
lowing passage: “Thus, almost forty names in the 
Slavonic and Russian … fund unite the history 
and culture of the Russian nation with those of 
the ancient, or pre-Christian [as Meshcherskiy be-
lieves – Auth.], and also the Coptic (or Christian) 
Egypt… This is a relic of ancient cultural and his-
torical ties” ([964], pages 125-126). 

Meshcherskiy regretfully points out the follow-
ing circumstance as he writes about the connex-
ion between the Russian and the Egyptian lan-
guage: “The Egyptologists have barely considered 
this issue at all” ([964], page 120). This is perfectly 
understandable. As is the case of the Etruscan in-
scriptions, it is very unreasonable for a research-
er to discover links between the Slavic languag-
es and the “classical languages of the antiquity” – 
one may well recollect the fate of F. Volanskiy, qv 
in Chron5, Chapter 15:12.5. 

Let us conclude with the reminder that, ac-
cording to the “ancient” myths, the souls of the 
dead were transported to the underworld across 
a great river by the boatman Charon. We have al-
ready voiced the idea that it may be a reference 
to the transportation of the dead across the Med-
iterranean in the XIV-XVI century for their sub-
sequent burial in the imperial “Mongolian” grave-
yard in Egypt, primarily the deceased Czars, or 
Khans, from Russia (the Horde) and the Otto-
man (Ataman) Empire. We suggest that the name 
“Charon” may be a derivative of the Russian word 
“khoronit” – “to bury.” 

One must also note that in this case the name 
Pharaoh (still spelled with a “PH”) may be de-
rived from the Russian word for “burial,” which 
is “pokhorony.” In other words, a Pharaoh is a bur-
ied Czar. 

15.  
THE CONFUSTION BETWEEN THE SOUNDS 

R AND L IN EGYPTIAN TEXTS 

According to H. Brugsch, the “ancient” Egyptians 
frequently confused the sounds R and L for one an-
other. For instance, the name of the nation Rutennu 
was also pronounced as Lutennu ([99], page 243). 
One must remember about the frequent flexion of 
the sounds R and L if one conducts a research of 
Egyptian history (as a matter of fact, it is also typi-
cal for the Chinese language). We shall be confront-
ed by this phenomenon quite a few more times; 
Egyptologists are well aware of it. 

Let us make a brief digression here. If we are to 
consider the confusion of R and L, the name of the 
famous city of Jerusalem transforms into Je-ROS-
RIM, or ROS-RIM (RUS-RIM) – Russian Rome, 
in other words. There is nothing surprising about 
this fact according to our conception, since the 
names of Jerusalem and Russia are no longer sep-
arated by millennia and the abyss of cultural dif-
ferences. They may well be in some relation, stem-
ming from the same root or some such. 

16.  
“ANCIENT” EGYPTIAN TEXTS WERE OFTEN 

TRANSCRIBED IN CONSONANT LETTERS 
EXCLUSIVELY

In Chron1, Chapter 1:8.1, we already quoted the 
words of a modern chronologist: “The names of 
the [Egyptian – Auth.] kings are also given in a 
perfectly arbitrary (the so-called “scholarly”) ren-
dition, common for the university textbooks on 
the history of the ancient Orient. University stu-
dents read Egyptian texts void of vowels in this 
very manner. These forms often differ from one 
another to a great extent, and it isn’t possible to 
arrange them into any system, since they all result 
from arbitrary interpretations that became tradi-
tional” ([72], page 176). 

Therefore, Egyptian names were transcribed as 
strings of consonants sans vowels. Therefore, the 
vowels that they contain are of no importance to 
a researcher, since they were added arbitrarily by 
the modern commentators. 





We shall presently discuss a famous pharaoh 
dynasty of the alleged XIII century BC. Egyp-
tologists count it as the nineteenth. As we have 
discovered, the history of the dynasty does in fact 
reflect the “real history” of the XIII-XIV century 
AD. According to the New Chronology, it is the 
epoch of the Trojan War. 

Let us list the pharaohs of the so-called XIX 
dynasty according to [99], page 728. 

1) Ramessu I; 2) Mineptah I & Seti I; 3) Mia-
mun I & Ramessu II; 4) Mineptah II Khotephim; 
5) Seti II & Mineptah III; 6) Sethnakht Merer 
Miamun II. 

The most famous pharaoh of this dynasty is 
Ramessu II, whose name is most likely to stand 
for “Rome-Jesus.” He is also known as Ramses – 
once again, Ram Jesus or Ram-Jesus. 

1.  
THE NATION OF HETA OR THE COSSACK 

GOTHS. RUSSIA, OR THE HORDE,  
IN EGYPTIAN TEXTS FOUND UPON 

EGYPTIAN MONUMENTS

1.1. The Hitians, ot the Mongols

Brugsch begins his account of the XIX dynasty 
with the description of Hita or Heta, a great na-
tion – the Goths, as we are beginning to realise, or 

the Russians. However, it is possible that Brugsch 
himself suspected the blood relations of the Hita 
nation and the “Mongols,” without realising just 
how correct he was really. This is what G. K. Vlas-
tov tells us about this matter: “Brugsch was refer-
ring to the Hiksos dynasty and the Hita (or the 
Heta), especially the latter, whom he suspects of 
having Mongolian blood, as we shall see later on 
([99], page 75). 

In Greek, Megalion means “The Great,” which 
once again identifies the Hittites (or the Goths) as 
the “Mongols.” 

Apparently, Egyptian sources are referring to 
the history of relations between the Ottoman = 
Ataman Empire, or Russia (the Horde) of the 
XIV-XVI century. The Pharaohs are the Otto-
man = Ataman Sultans, and the nations of the 
Heta nations are the Great Princes of Russia, also 
known as the “Mongolian” Great Khans. 

As we already mentioned in in Chron1, Chap-
ter 7:7.3, according to Scaligerian history, the 
Hittites were “discovered in Asia Minor” as late 
as in 1880. Professor Archibald Sayes (and then 
William Wright) suggested to consider the land 
to the North of Palestine the “land of the ancient 
Hittites” ([291], page 21), basing their suggestion 
on the Bible and being certain that the Biblical 
“promised land” was located in the modern Pales-
tine and not anywhere else. After that, some of the 

The Trojan War of the XIII century  
and Pharaoh Ramses II. “Ancient” 

Egypt of the XIII-XVI century

chapter 17
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archaeological findings made here were attributed 
to “those very Hittites.” 

N. A. Morozov wrote: “Edward Meier believed 
that the Hittites were one of the ‘primary ethnic 
groups in Asia Minor.’ He believes that their cul-
ture left behind the reliefs with lengthy noses, 
pointed hats and shoes with toes pointing up-
wards. But what made him identify these figures 
in such a manner? … The most interesting local 
emblems are as follows: the winged solar disc and 
the snakes similar to the Egyptian ones. Apart 
from those, we have the bicephalous eagle of the 
Byzantine kind, a two-sided axe and winged gods, 
clearly prototypes of the cherubs… 

However, another discovery was made re-
cently, which was thoroughly amazing… A study 
of the burial mounds in the Southern Russia 
yielded a number of similar findings. Thus, in the 
burial mound of the Chertomlytskaya Queen in 
the Kuban region of Russia archaeologists found 
a pointed hat of the Hittite sort. The nation that 
created such objects lived in the Maikop region, 
while in the Kiev province researchers discovered 
a bronze belt ‘doubtlessly’ identifiable as belong-
ing to a culture closely related to that of the Hit-
tites. See G. I. Borovka, ‘Female Head-dresses of 
the Chertomlytskiy Burial Mound,’ Courier of the 
Material Culture History Academy, 1921. 

G. I. Borovka says the following in this respect: 
‘The influence of the Hittite culture was still great 
enough to manifest for a long time and on a great 
distance … after the nation and the culture that 
created it had long perished’ (2100 years later!) 
[as Morozov points out – Auth.]. 

Indeed, how can we withhold from being 
amazed at such great influence of the Hittite cul-
ture?” ([544], Volume 6, page 1053). 

1.2. King of the Goths

Here are several examples of the names borne by 
the kings of the Heta nation: Maurosar (the Maur 
Czar, or the Black Czar, or the Little Czar (Mal-
Czar), qv in [99], page 431. The last name is well 
familiar to us from the Russian chronicles. Let us 
once again recollect the confusion of R and L in 
Egyptian texts. 

Another example is Hitasar – Goth-Czar, or 
Czar of the Goths ([99], page 431). 

This Czar of the Goths, or Hitasar was “a 
friend, an ally and the father-in-law of Pharaoh 
Ramses II” ([99], page 431). This is perfectly nat-
ural – the Ottoman, or Ataman Sultans and the 
“Mongolian” Khans, also known as the Russian 
Great Princes, were often related, qv in Chron4. 

“Their influence [the influence of the Heta na-
tion, that is – Auth.] grew with every year, becom-
ing so strong that the Egyptian inscriptions make 
references to the Czars of the Heta nation and 
respectfully mention their gods” ([99], page 431). 

1.3. The land of Tana, or Tini

In Chron6 we shall demonstrate that Egypt as 
described in the Bible isn’t the African Egypt, 
but rather Russia, or the Horde, of the XIV-XVI 
century. Therefore, it is little wonder that the ar-
tefacts from African Egypt have preserved a great 
deal of information concerning Biblical Egypt, or 
Russia (the Horde). 

The “ancient” history of Egypt contains many 
references to “the land of Tini, which must have 
been one of the most ancient settlements in Egypt 
and the capital of a local principality” ([99], page 
103). It was also known as Tinis ([99], page 103). 

This land is most likely to identify as the fa-
mous Tana, or the Cossack Don in Russia, or the 
Horde. Above we mention that River Don was 
also known as Tana, whereas the form “Tinis” 
sounds similar to “Tanais” – another name of the 
Don, qv above. Apparently, when the names per-
taining to the Horde were transferred to Egypt, 
the name Tanais transformed into “Tunisia.” 

It turns out that “the first two dynasties [of the 
Egyptian Pharaohs – Auth.] hailed from Tinis, or 
Tini; the first pharaoh of the first Tinitian dynasty 
was known as Menes” ([99], page 104). 

Everything is perfectly correct. The first Ma-
meluke dynasties to reign in African Egypt were 
of a Cossack origin, and must have hailed from 
the Don in particular, qv above. 

Further it turns out that “the main city of the 
fourteenth nomos [an administrative region in 
Egypt – Auth.], Tanis … bore another name as 
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well – Tsar (or Tsal), which was foreign in origin 
[once again we see the Egyptian confusion be-
tween R and L – Auth.], which was also occasion-
ally put in the plural – Tsaru, or ‘city of the Tsars,’ 
in a way” ([99], page 220). The “ancient” Egyptian 
texts thus tell us that the Egyptian Czars came 
from the city or the land of Tana (Don). 

1.4. The Don Cossacks

According to Brugsch, “the name used in the Egyp-
tian writings for referring to the land … reigned by 
the Heta is Katsautana, which is a reference to the 
region of Gozan (Gautsanitinis). See Ptolemy V, 
18, and Migdonius Strabon, XVI, 1 & 23” ([99], 
page 432). Further also: “The army of the Hita na-
tion was ruled by the Katsans” ([99], page 433). 

It is hard to shake off the impression that we 
see a direct reference to the Cossacks (as Gozan 
or Katsan), as well as the Don (or Tana) Cossacks 
(the Cossacks from the Azov region, that is) – 
Katsau-Tana or Gautsa-Tinis (Cossack Tanais, or 
the Don). 

1.5. Don as the “river of the Mongols”

We also see the land of Migdonia here (qv in the 
above reference of Brugsch to the “ancient” Stra-
bon). It is likely to stand for Magdonia, which can 
be translated as “Mighty Don,” or, alternatively, 
“Don of the Moguls” (Mongols), or the Mongol 
River, seeing as how “Don” could simply stand for 
“river.” This fact is discussed in Chron5, Ch. 3:9.2. 

Further on, Brugsch reports: “Among the cities 
of the Hita known to us we have Tunep (Daphne) 
and Khilibu (Khaleb)” ([99], page 432). It is likely 
that we see yet another reference to the city of 
Azov = Tana (Tunep). Above we mention that 
Azov was also known as Tana. 

1.6. Khaleb = Aleppo can be identified as 
Lipetsk, a city in Russia, or, alternatively, as 

Apulia in Italy or the Russian word for 
“bread” (“khleb”)

The city of Khilibu, or Khaleb, is also referred to as 
Aleppo by Egyptian sources ([99], page 522). This 

name can obviously be associated with the Rus-
sian word “lepo” (“beautiful”) or “lyubiy” (“dear”). 
There is the famous Russian city of Lipetsk in the 
west of the Don and Oka Plain – the same region 
as Tana, or Don. River Vorona that Lipetsk stands 
on flows right into the Don.  Lipetsk was built on 
the site of one of the oldest Russian settlements. 

Its old name is “Malye Studenki Lipskiye,” and 
the nearby river was formerly known as “Lipovka” 
([185], pages 238-239). The traditional history of 
Lipa, or Lipetsk, begins in the alleged III millen-
nium BC ([185], pages 238-239). Of course, this 
“dating” must be rectified and transferred into the 
Middle Ages, just like every other dating. 

Egyptian chronicles point out that “the Czar of 
Hita sits in the Land of Khilibu [Aleppo – Auth.]” 
([99], page 471). Everything is perfectly correct – 
the centre of the Goths, or the Don Cossacks, 
used to be located in the “land of the Don.” 

Nowadays one finds the city of Aleppi in the 
very south of India, whereas the city of Khalaib 
is in Egypt, on the shores of the Red Sea. Tunisia, 
or the Egyptian land of Tanu, can be found on 
the map of North Africa today. Nevertheless, this 
does not imply that our parallels between the Hit-
tite (or Gothic) names and those of the Russian 
cities are of an arbitrary nature. 

The matter is that, according to our conception, 
a great many geographical names were spread all 
across the world during the Great = “Mongolian” 
Conquest, originating from Russia. In particular, 
they ended up in the Western Europe, Egypt, India, 
China and America. Moreover, as we have already 
witnessed, even after the dissolution of the Great 
Empire in the XVII century, West Europeans un-
wittingly continued the expansion of the Russian 
and Turkic names, which we can find in India, 
China and Egypt. We have already mentioned this 
in the chapter dedicated to Marco Polo. 

Thus, the Russian name “lepo” (“beautiful”) 
may have ended up in Italy, which was conquered 
by the “Mongols,” transforming into the modern 
Apulia. The only difference between the unvo-
calised versions of the two names is the direction 
we read them in. 

However, it may also be that the “ancient” 
Egyptian Khilibu is a slight distortion of the Rus-
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sian word “khleb” – “bread,” and stands for “a land 
where bread is abundant.” It is said that “King 
Hita sits in the Land of Khilibu” ([99], page 471). 
And we know that Russia, or the Horde, was one 
of the world’s main exporters of bread up until 
the XIX century. 

1.7. The Land of Canaan as the Land of the 
Khans

The nation of Hita (Heta) was in close relation to 
the nation of Canaan. According to Brugsch, they 
were allies; other scientists believe the two to iden-
tify as one and the same nation ([99], page 432). 

Here we see the word Khan transcribed as 
“Canaan.” This is perfectly natural – if we see the 
Goths, or the Cossacks, on the walls of the Egyp-
tian monuments, we should also see the Khans. 

1.8. Russian names on Egyptian stones

We also have to point out that among the Hittite 
names that one often finds upon Egyptian mon-
uments there are many words whose origins are 
likely to be traceable back to the following Rus-
sian (or Turkic) names: 

• Samarius = Sarmatia (or Samara). 
• Targatha = Tartar-Goth (Turkish Goth). 
• Artha = Horde. 
• Mashawa = Meshech (Moscow). 
•  Taniros = Tan-Russia, Russian Tana or Rus-

sian Don. 
• Yurima (Iurima) = Youriev or Yourievets. 
• Atini = Tana or the Don once again. 
• Ares = Ross or Russ. 
• Karshua = Kerch. 
• Taritsa = Staritsa or Turtsia (Turkey). 
•  Sur = Czar or Rus (read in reverse); alter-

natively, River Sura, a tributary of the Oka. 
• Amarseki = Mars or “morskoi” (“marine”). 
•  Magnas = “mighty,” Megalion and Mongo-

lia (“the great”). 
•  Khata’ai = Katai or Kitai (“China” or 

Scythia). 
•  Artsakaka = Russ-Khana, or “Russian 

Khan’s Domain,” or “Astrakhan.” 

• Athur = Tartar or Turkish. 
•  Maurmar = Sea of Marmara or the city of 

Murom. 
•  Pukiu = Pskov. Let us point out the follow-

ing: “The inhabitants of Pskov were known 
to all the ancient historians under the 
names of Peucini” ([388], page 65). 

•  Khaleb = Aleppo ([99], page 522), also 
known as Khalbu, Teleb, Talaba = “lepo” 
(“beautiful”) = Lipetsk or Apulia (or, al-
ternatively, the Russian word for “bread,” 
“khleb”). 

Let us reiterate that during the Great = “Mongo-
lian” conquest many of the Russian and Turkic 
names spread all across the map, winding up in 
distant parts of the Western Europe, Asia, Amer-
ica, Africa etc. 

Brugsch points out that the nation of the Hita 
is of an unknown origin ([99], page 435). Citing 
the list of cities inhabited by the nation of Hita, 
which is where the abovementioned names were 
taken from, Brugsch writes: “The readers should 
attentively consider the names suggested herein, 
since they offer a key to the understanding of the 
Hita language (apart from the names of Semitic 
origin), one that we shall have to use in order to 
define the place of the Hita nation in the history 
of other ancient peoples” ([99], page 436). 

We have followed Brugsch’s recommendation, 
and, hopefully, managed to define such a place – 
it is that of Russia, or the Horde. 

1.9. Scaligerian history admits the existence 
of “armies hailing from the Caucasus” in the 

“ancient” Egypt

It turns out that in the epoch of the 19th dynasty 
there were “armies of mercenaries from the Cau-
casus and Pontus Euxinus fighting in Egypt; they 
moved to Lybia around that very time” ([99], page 
545). Thus, even the Egyptologists themselves 
admit that the “ancient” Egypt was populated by 
nations from the Caucasus. As for the name Cau-
casus, we have already mentioned that it is derived 
from the word “Cossack.” Let us remind the read-
ers that the Cossack Army from the Caucasus (the 
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Terskie Cossacks) is believed to rank among the 
most important Cossack armies ([183], Vol. 1, p. 4). 

“They reappear on the Egyptian historical arena 
in the epoch of Ramses III. Their armies were aided 
by certain other tribes and nations, whose names 
were partially preserved by the Greeks in correct 
transcription. Herein we shall provide … a list of 
those, in order to find out about the origins of these 
circumcised [as Brugsch appears to believe – Auth.] 
tribes, much respected by the Egyptians: 

1. Kaikasha – tribes from the Caucasus [ac-
cording to Brugsch himself! – Auth.],

2. Akaiwasha – Achaeans from the Caucasus 
[AK-Iusha, or the Tribe of Jesus? – Auth.],

3. Shardana, the Sardons or the Khartanoi 
[Czars from the Don – Auth.],

4. Tursha – residents of the Tauris [the Turks – 
Auth.], 

5. Tsakkar, Tsakkari, Tsigi and Tsigrita [the 
Guz, or the Cossacks, given the reverse reading 
of the name Tsig or Zig – Auth.],

6. Leku, or the Lygians [possibly, Lacaedemo-
nians, or the Greek Spartans – Auth.], 

7. The Washash, or the Ossetians [as Brugsch 
himself is telling us! Basically, we have yet an-
other reference to the Cossacks – Auth.] ([99], 
pages 545-546). 

One must point out that the Egyptologist Mas-
pero ([99], page 546) cites some data according 
to which the nation of Tursha identifies as the 
Tirsenians or the Tirrenians, or the Etruscans, qv 
above. This is in perfect correspondence with our 
reconstruction. 

2.  
THE GREAT CITY (CITADEL) OF KADESH IN 

THE “ANCIENT” EGYPTIAN TEXTS

2.1. The city of Kadesh in the Land of the 
Amorrheans

The citadel of Kadesh located next to the king-
dom of the Pharaohs in the Land of the Amor-
rheans plays an important part in the “ancient” 
history of Egypt ([99], page 442). In other words, 
the city of Kadesh should be looked for in some 
land near the sea (the root MOR), or a Romean 

land, considering the possibility of a reversed 
reading. Bear in mind that both reading methods 
were used in the lands in question – the Greek 
method (left to right) and the Arabic/Hebraic 
method (right to left). 

2.2. Limanon = Rimanon = Roman

Moreover, it turns out that the city of Kadesh 
was in close proximity to the land of Limanon 
or Rimanon, or even part of this country ([99], 
page 443). However, “Rimanon” obviously stands 
for “Rome.” We shouldn’t forget that Scaligerian 
history assures us that the events in question date 
from antediluvian antiquity and not the Middle 
Ages – no Rome could possibly have existed back 
then, and the forefathers of the Europeans are 
said to have dwelled in cold caves. 

Furthermore, the residents of this land turn out 
to be of a purely Canaanite origin ([99], p. 443). 
However, in Chron4 (as well as above) we already 
demonstrated that the Biblical “land of Canaan” (or 
“land of the Khans”) simply identifies as Russia (or 
the Horde) and the Ottoman = Ataman Empire. 

Even today as we study the map of Istanbul 
(formerly known as Czar-Grad), we see the name 
Kadikoy that pertains to one of its suburbs (see fig. 
17.1). It is most likely to be the same as Kadesh. 
Therefore, one of the ancient names of New Rome 
(Kadesh) has survived until the present day. 

Thus, we have reasons to assume that the fa-
mous “ancient” city and the great citadel of Kadesh 
as mentioned in the “ancient” Egyptian chronicles 
are identifiable as the New Rome, or Czar-Grad. We 
often refer to the fact that the mediaeval Czar-Grad 
used to rank among the world’s strongest citadels. 

2.3. Kadesh as New Rome on the Bosporus

Further on, the “ancient” Egyptian chronicles re-
port that the city, or citadel of Kadesh stood on 
River Orontha ([99], page 329). 

Orontha (or simply “Rhone”) is a generic 
name of a river (see Chron5, Chapter 11:5.3) – 
therefore, the reference simply means that the city 
of Kadesh stands on a river, which is quite natu-
ral, given that the New Rome stands on the bank 
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“Nagai” is the name of the famous Nogai 
Horde, which had resided between the lower 
Volga and the Azov Sea up until the XVIII cen-
tury. Incidentally, this is also an explanation of 
the etymology of the word “nagaika” – the Cos-
sack battle whip. The readers may observe the 
existence of the “ancient” Egyptian land of Na-
kh-Rain, or the Nagai Land, next to the Azov Sea, 
in the printed Russian maritime chart of 1701, for 
instance, qv in figs. 1.15 and 1.16. 

By the way, the famous Nagai Horde was com-
pletely destroyed under the Romanovs, in the 
epoch of Catherine the Great. The Romanovs were 
finishing off the remnants of the Great Horde that 
still refused to recognise their authority. 

Another version is as follows. “Nakharain” 
could stand for “nagornaya strana,” or “hilly 
land”  – Greece, for instance (Byzantium was 
called “Goretsia” by the Slavs – the name refers to 
hills, or mountains). Thus, the “ancient” Egyptian 
Nakharain could in reality have identified as the 
environs of Czar-Grad. 

5.  
KITA = KITAI (CHINA), OR SCYTHIA

In the “ancient” Egyptian chronicles the land 
of Hita is also referred to as the land of Kiti, or 
“Kitai” (the modern Russian name of China). 
For instance: “The Czar of the Hita stands here, 
with multitudes of warriors by his side, which he 
brought along in great abundance from every land 
owned by the Hita [the Goths – Auth.], the Na-
kharain [Nogai Horde – Auth.] and the entire Kiti. 
They have horses and cavalry” ([99], page 472).

However, we have often discovered that Kita, 
or Kitai, was merely another name of Russia, or 
Scythia. See also Part 6. 

6.  
SYRIA AND ASSYRIA (OR ASHUR IN THE 

“ANCIENT” EGYPTIAN INSCRIPTIONS) AS 
RUSSIA, OR THE HORDE

The reversed reading of the name Syria is Russia 
(SR and RS unvocalised). It is believed that the 
name Syria is derived from the ancient name As-

syria, which could also be read as Asur or Ashur. 
However, the name Assyria, or SSR unvocalised, 
is the reversed reading of Russia (RSS). We see 
that Assyria, Asur and Ashur as encountered in 
Egyptian texts are but three different versions of 
the same name. 

Moreover, the fact that Syria (or Assyria) iden-
tifies as Russia, or Ruthenia in the inscriptions 
found upon the “ancient” Egyptian monuments 
is commonly known. This is, for instance, what 
we learn from Brugsch: “The demotic translation 
of the large Tanis Stone, a bilingual artefact also 
known as the Canopian Decree that dates from the 
epoch of the Ptolemaic rulers, makes it possible for 
us to assert that the usual way of referring to Syria 
was Asher [Brugsch is speaking about the “ancient” 
Egypt – Auth.], but the primordial ancient name 
of the same land read in the hieroglyphic part of 
the stone is Rutennu with the added reference to 
the ‘orient.’ Therefore, the following names, which 
hail from different epochs and pertain to different 
languages, all mean the same thing: Syria, Orien-
tal Ruthennu, Asher and Menti… The more recent 
Asher conceals the Semitic root ‘Ashur,’ or Assyria” 
([99], pages 242-243). 

Let us reiterate yet another time that Ruthenia 
was the name of Russia, or the Horde, qv in Part 
6. This fact is even recognized in Scaligerian his-
tory! Incidentally, the “ancient” Egyptian addition 
of “oriental” once again confirms the correctness 
of identifying the “ancient” Egyptian Ruthenia as 
the Horde, or Russia. 

Thus, during a certain historical period 
(namely, the XIV-XVI century), the name Ashur 
(or Assur, or Assyria) was used for referring to 
Russia, or the Horde. 

The fact that Assyria can be identified as Rus-
sia is indirectly confirmed by the following facts 
discovered by Brugsch: “In the East … the great 
kingdom of Hita [the Gothic kingdom, that is, or 
Russia – the Horde, as we already know – Auth.] 
was replaced by a new power, known to us in his-
tory as the Assyrian Kingdom. Egyptian monu-
ments of that time refer to the heirs of the Hita 
nation … as to Mat, calling the Ruler of the Mat 
‘the Great King of Mat, and the Supreme King of 
Kings’” ([99], page 609). 
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The title “Great Pharaoh Ramessu” can easily 
be interpreted as “The Great TRN Ram-Jesus,” 
or the Great TRN Rome Jesus. TRN stands for 
“king,” “tyrant,” “Trojan,” “Tartar,” “Turkic” and 
“Frankish.” It is possible that the name in ques-
tion didn’t merely apply to a single king, but 
rather the entire New Rome, or even the whole 
Byzantium of the XIII century. 

Ramses II is believed to be one of the most 
famous pharaohs of the “ancient” Egypt – he is 
the conqueror of the whole world and the hero of 
numerous legends ([99], page 456). “The number 
of monuments built to honour this monarch that 
cover the soil of Egypt and Nubia as ruins … is 
truly great; it would be more correct to say that 
they are numberless” ([99], page 456). 

There are many monuments built to honour 
Ramses II in Egypt. Their size is mind-boggling; 
commentators usually call them colossal. In fig. 
17.3 we see one of the enormous statues of Ram-
ses II kept in a museum nowadays. In fig. 17.4 we 
see “the remnants of a colossal statue of Ramses 
II; despite the great size, the colossus was sculpted 
with great care and fine finish. According to cal-
culations, its height equalled 17 metres, and it 
weighed around 100 tonnes; a single fingernail was 
19 centimetres long!” ([370], page 128). In fig. 17.5 
we see the gigantic statue of Ramses that stands on 
the Railroad Station Square in Cairo today. 

At the distance of some 300 kilometres from 
Asuan we find “the grandiose construction of the 
greatest pharaoh in Egyptian history [Ramses II – 
Auth.] – Abu-Simbel, the temple dedicated to a 
divine triad … In reality, it was built for the sole 
purpose of glorifying its builder, Ramses II the 
Great, for centuries to come” ([370], page 182). 
The temple can be seen in figs. 17.6 and 17.7. We 
must point out that the snake, or ureus, found 
upon the crowns of the pharaohs, looks remark-
ably like the Christian cross (see fig. 17.8). 

Since Ramessu is most likely to stand for 
“Roman Jesus,” it would make sense to voice the 
hypothesis that Pharaoh Ramessu identifies as 
Jesus (emperor Andronicus-Christ), who lived 
in Czar-Grad, or New Rome, and was crucified 
there in 1185. The phrase “Ramessu the victor” 
must simply stand for “Christ the victorious” and 

refer to the victory of Christianity. One instantly 
understands the exclusive role played by Ramses 
in the history of Egypt, a Christian country of the 
XII-XVI century. It is for this reason that all the 
other numerous names of Ramses, such as Ses, 
Sestesu and so on ([99], page 456) also begin with 
the name “Jesus,” which is quite obvious. 

It is possible that the name Ramessu is used 
in the “ancient” Egyptian chronicles for referring 
to the Byzantine rulers of the XII-XIV century in 
general, implying them to be followers of Jesus 
Christ. That is to say, Ramessu wasn’t an individ-
ual name, but rather an imperial title along the 
lines of “Roman King, Follower of Jesus.” The 
number (II) was added by the Scaligerite chro-
nologists of the XVII-XVIII century, who had 
built the numerous duplicates into a long row. 
The phantom reflections of a single ruler found 
therein had to be numbered accordingly. 

8.  
RAMSES, OR ROMAN JESUS AS THE DEITY 

OF THE OTTOMANS (ATAMANS)

Our hypothesis that Ramessu (Rome+Jesus) as 
mentioned in the “ancient” Egyptian texts wasn’t 
an individual ruler, but rather Jesus Christ (1152-
1185) as the protector of the Romean Christian 
kingdom, or Byzantium of the XII-XIII century, 
and later the “Mongolian” Empire, is confirmed 
by the evidence of the “ancient” Diodorus of Sic-
ily. Diodorus must have written in the XVI-XVII 
century. He calls Ramses II Osimandias ([99], 
pages 804-805). This is likely to stand for “Otto-
man God.” 

However, as we understand today, the Otto-
mans were a nation of the XIV-XVI century. The 
fact that Jesus Christ is referred to as the god of 
the Ottomans shouldn’t surprise us in the least – 
according to our reconstruction, the final division 
of Christianity into the Orthodox faith, Islam 
and Catholicism took place in the XVII century. 
Therefore, in the XIV-XVI century the Ottomans, 
or Atamans, were regular Christians, just like the 
rest of the Christian nations that inhabited the 
Great = “Mongolian” Empire. 

Diodorus tells us a lot about the sepulchre of 
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• Aratu, or Arad [the Horde – Auth.],
• Khilibu, or Khaleb [Lipetsk – Auth.],
•  The lands around the rivers of Nakharain 

[the Nogai Horde, qv above – Auth.],
•  Katsaudan (Gauzanitis, or Gozen) [the 

Don Cossacks – Auth.]
•  Maluna [Prince Mal – Auth.],
•  Pidaza [? – Auth.],
•  Leka (Ligii) [? The Spartan Laconians? – 

Auth.],
•  Dardani (Dandani) [Dardanelles or Don-

Don – Auth.], 
•  Masu [the Massagets, a famous Slavic tribe. 

See [388], page 155, for instance – Auth.],
•  Kerkesh (Gergesei?) or Keshkes, Kir-Ka-

mosh (Karkemish) [Cherkassian Cossacks, 
or the People of Georgiy (Gyurgiy) – 
Auth.],

•  Akerit [KRT = Kerch? – Auth.], 
•  Anau-Gas (Ienisus) [Cossacks of Ivan, 

given that GUZ = Cossacks – Auth.],
•  Mushanat [Meshech = Moscovia – Auth.], 

which are called ‘nations from all over the 
land, from faraway reaches over the sea to 
the land of Hita.’ The battle prepared under 
Kadesh was a world war in every sense of 
the word” ([99], page 467). 

Therefore, we see that Russia, or the Horde, came 
from the land of Hita. 

Apart from that, Egyptian artwork depicts a 
nation that is unknown to the Egyptologists, al-
lies of the Canaan (Khan) nation with turbans on 
their heads ([99], page 470). Namely, “turbans, or 
the kind of headdress worn by the Persians today” 
([99], page 470). Turbans were worn by the Cos-
sacks in the Middle Ages. We have discussed this 
at length already, qv in Chron4. 

A great battle was fought at Kadesh, ending 
with the victory of Ramses. The military action 
is described in detail in [99], so we shall with-
hold from delving into the military particularities 
presently. 

Just like the Trojan War, which was immortal-
ised in numerous poems, the most famous being 
the heroic poem of Homer, the Battle of Kadesh 
was also described in the special “ancient” Egyp-

tian heroic poem of Pentaur ([99], page 475). This 
must be one of the first versions of Homer’s poem 
created in the late XIII – early XIV century and 
not any earlier. 

Moreover, it is possible that the “ancient” 
Egyptian account of the Battle of Kadesh includes 
references to the more recent events of the XV 
century, which is when the Ottomans, or the Ata-
mans, captured Czar-Grad = Troy in 1453. This 
year marks the final fall of Byzantium. 

10.  
THREE PEACE PACTS FAMOUS IN 

SCALIGERIAN HISTORY AS REFLECTIONS 
OF ONE AND THE SAME PACT SIGNED 

BETWEEN RUSSIA AND THE OTTOMANS 
IN 1253 OR 1453

In the present section we shall discuss the idea 
that the pact between Pharaoh Ramses and the 
Goths of the alleged XIII century BC, the pact be-
tween the Greeks and the Russians of the alleged 
IX-X century AD and the pact between Syria and 
Egypt of the alleged year 1253 AD are most likely 
to be reflections of the same pact signed in the 
XIII century or later as a result of the Trojan War 
(or, alternatively, in 1453, after the conquest of 
Czar-Grad). 

10.1. The name “Turks” is rather ambiguous

The name Turk (or TRN/TRK unvocalised) as 
encountered in mediaeval history is most likely to 
be associated with the Tartars first and foremost, 
and also with Czar-Grad, or Troy. Nowadays the 
Turks are usually considered to be the nations 
that reside in Asia Minor, the Balkans and the 
environs of Constantinople. However, there were 
numerous battles fought in these parts, and so the 
name TRK/TRN must have referred to different 
nations in different epochs. In the XIV-XVI cen-
tury it must have been associated with the name 
Troy, or “Troitsa” (“Trinity”), which may be the 
origin of the name “Turkey.” Later it may have 
given birth to such names as Thracia etc. 

These are the origins of the names of the 
Trojans, the Seljuk Turks and the Franks. Apart 
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from that, TRK/TRN stood for dynastic names, 
such as Pharaoh and Tarquins, which were also 
associated with Troy, or Czar-Grad, in one way 
or another. 

The Seljuk Turks come to the Czar-Grad arena 
in the alleged XI-XIII century ([797], page 1186). 
They must be the very Tartars of the XIII-XVI 
century. It is presumed that the Seljukid dynasty 
came to existence in the alleged XI century and 
was named after the leader Seljuk, who is said to 
have lived in the X – early XI century. The Seljuk 
Turks “conquered a part of Central Asia, most 
of Iran, Azerbaijan, Kurdistan, Iraq, Armenia, 
Asia Minor, Georgia and several other territories 
in the 1040’s – 1080’s. They have attained their 
greatest political influence in 1072-1092 under 
Melik-Shah… Before the XIV century, the Sel-
juks controlled the Konian [the Khan’s – Auth.] 
Sultanate” ([797], page 1186). 

We are of the opinion that the passage in ques-
tion refers to Byzantium of the XII-XV century. 
In the XIV century the Ottomans, or Atamans 
emerge on the historical arena. They come from 
Russia, or the Horde, and conquer Czar-Grad. 

The inhabitants of Asia Minor were also 
known as Greek, and Byzantium, or Asia Minor, 
was referred to as Greece. Turkey is located in 
Asia Minor to date. During the Russian and 
Turkic “Mongolian” conquest, Slavic and Turkic 
peoples of the Horde, or Russia, invaded Asia 
Minor. They settled here and became known as 
the Turks. The Tartars, the Chuvash and certain 
other nations residing in Russia are known as 
Turkic nowadays, since their language is related 
to that of the Turks. 

However, they must have brought it to Turkey 
in the first place, during the “Mongolian” con-
quest. This is how the Ottoman = Ataman Empire 
came to existence in Asia Minor; it is common 
knowledge that a very important part in its life 
was played by the Slavs for a long time, qv in 
Chron4. 

Therefore, “Turks” is a very ambiguous histor-
ical term. It must have referred to different na-
tions in different epochs. Basically, in the XVII-
XIX century the Turks were the inhabitants of 
Asia Minor. 

10.2. The peace pact signed between the 
Hittites and Pharaoh Ramses in the alleged 

XIII century BC 

Brugsch tells us the following: “When the peace 
pact was signed with the nation of Hita, Egypt 
did not make the borders of the Hita nation any 
smaller, content with maintaining a superiority 
over it” ([99], page 485). 

Moreover, they “signed a peace pact which was 
much discussed in that epoch, since the epistles 
dating therefrom contain numerous innuendos 
and indications at the friendship between the two 
great nations of Asia and Africa” ([99], page 489). 

“The text of the pact between Hitasir [Hittite 
Czar, or Gothic Czar – Auth.] and Ramses II has 
reached us written on a slab of stone located near 
the external side of the South-Eastern wall of the 
Karnak Column Hall of Seti I … the text of this 
pact was made public first by Champollion and 
then by Brugsch,” according to Vlastov ([99], 
page 489). 

According to Brugsch, “historical information 
about this union has reached us in clear and un-
derstandable terms, notwithstanding a number of 
lacunae” ([99], page 489). 

The fact that Champollion was the first one 
to make the text of the pact public instantly 
makes us suspicious. We remember the eyewit-
nesses’ reports of Champollion’s “scientific work” 
conducted with the aid of a hammer and chisel. 
Hence the obvious question. Where do the “la-
cunae” come from? Could it be that the winds 
erased some of them selectively? This is unlikely, 
since, as it turns out, in some cases the only parts 
of the text that perished had initially contained 
names. Therefore, the destruction was purpose-
ful. It is most likely that we are confronted with 
the labours of Scaligerite purists such as Richard 
Pocock and Champollion.

Here is an example of an “ancient” Egyptian 
inscription: “Then the Pharaoh’s envoy stood 
before the king named … and brought forth the 
envoys of the Great King Hitas Hitasir” ([99], 
page 490). The dots correspond to a chiselled-off 
name, which we aren’t likely to ever find out. The 
same is true for many other cases. 
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This is how the pact between the Egyptians 
and the Hittites begins, signed in the alleged XIII 
century BC. According to our reconstruction, it 
is the pact signed between the Russians and the 
Greeks in the IX-X century and also the pact be-
tween the Russians and the Ottomans signed in 
1253 (or even 1453), written on the stones of the 
“ancient” Egypt: 

“Hitasir, the Great King of the Hita, signs a pact 
with Ramessu Miamun, the Great Ruler of Egypt 
[Mizraim, or, apparently, Muscovite Rome – Auth.] 
today so that there might be a close alliance and 
bonds of friendship between them forever. May 
he be my ally and friend! I will be his ally and his 
friend forever… May there never be any hostility 
between us” ([99], page 491). 

10.3. A peace pact signed between Syria 
and Egypt in 1253 AD 

As we have already mentioned, in 1253 a peace 
pact was signed between Syria and Egypt ([99], 
page 745). 

Since we have already discovered that Syria of 
the “ancient” Egyptian chronicles is likely to iden-
tify as Russia, or the Horde, and that the “ancient” 
Egyptian history is in particular the history of the 
XIII century of the new era, one gets the idea that 
the pact of 1253 AD between Syria and Egypt and 
the “ancient” Egyptian pact between Ramses II 
and the Hittite King Hitasar are most probably 
the same thing. 

The dating of 1253 AD offered by the Egyptol-
ogists for the pact between “Syria” and Egypt ap-
pears to be correct, and might be replaced for 1453. 

The pact must have been famous enough in 
its epoch to leave many traces, some of which 
are discovered today. It turns out that such traces 
were also left in Russian chronicles. 

10.4. Peace pact signed between the 
Russians and the Greeks in the alleged  

IX-X century AD 

The famous pact with the Greeks was signed by 
the Russians in the alleged IX-X century AD. It is 
covered in detail in the “Povest Vremennyh Let” 

([716]). The 400-year shift inherent in Russian 
history, which was discovered in Chron4, super-
imposes the middle of the XIII century AD, or the 
epoch of 1253, exactly over the earliest days of the 
Russian history – roughly 862 AD, which is when 
Ryurik’s reign began in Russia. 

We learn that the famous pacts with the 
Greeks were signed under the first Russian rul-
ers – Oleg, Igor and Olga. In each case the chron-
icle quotes the entire text of the pact (qv in [716], 
for instance). Three such pacts are mentioned, all 
of them being very similar to each other. 

It would be interesting to compare their texts to 
the “ancient” Egyptian record, which refers to the 
same event of the XIII century AD, as we now un-
derstand. Of course, the Russian and the “ancient” 
Egyptian texts do not coincide word for word, but 
they appear to be similar enough in general. 

1) Both deal with promises of friendship, mu-
tual military support and issues of extradition and 
punitive measures against fugitives and criminals. 

2) In both cases the pact is offered by the Rus-
sians ([716] and [316], Volume 1, pages 82-91) or 
the Hittites (Goths) – see [99], page 489), which 
identify as the Russians according to our recon-
struction. 

3) In case of the Povest Vremennyh Let, each 
of the following pacts was signed to confirm the 
previous ones. Similarly, the “ancient” Egyptian 
record reports the following words of the Hittite 
king: “The right and just pact that existed in the 
times of Sapa-Li-Li, Great King of the Hita, and 
the pact that existed in the times of Mau-Tan-Er, 
Great King of the Hita, my brother, shall also be 
observed by myself ” ([99], page 491). 

Just like the pacts between the Russians and 
the Greeks, it continues the tradition of the two 
pacts that preceded it. 

10.5. The Greek Saint Mamas and the 
“ancient” Pharaoh Miamun as mentioned in 

the pact

4) The “ancient” Egyptian party is represented 
by Pharaoh Ramessu, also known under the nick-
name “Miamun” ([99], page 490). The Greek 
party makes numerous references to St. Mamas in 
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Greece in the context of the pact signed between 
the Russians and the Greeks ([362], Volume 1, 
page 92). Apparently, Mamas and Miamun are 
two slightly different versions of the same name. 

Another name we encounter in the “ancient” 
Egyptian pact is Tartiseb ([99], page 490). This 
was the name of the Hittite (or Gothic) envoy at 
the Pharaoh’s court. The name is conspicuously 
similar to the word “Tartar.” 

10.6. A list of cities mentioned in the pact 
between Ramessu and the King of the Hittites 

The pact was ratified by sutekhs from several Hit-
tite (Gothic) cities ([99], page 494). 

The word “sutekh” is similar to the Russian 
word for “judge,” “sudia.” Incidentally, the custom 
of attaching several seals of several cities to doc-
uments was very popular in Novgorod the Great; 
every decree issued by this city bears a variety of 
seals ([8], Volume 1 and [759], page 59). 

Let us now consider the Hittite (or Russian, as 
we realise) cities mentioned in the “ancient” Egyp-
tian text of the pact. Unfortunately, many instances 
will remain beyond our understanding, since the 
list was also subjected to the hammer and chisel 
treatment by Champollion, Richard Pocock or one 
of their colleagues. The remnant of the Egyptian 
lettering is quoted by Brugsch in [99], page 494. 

1) “Sutekh [or the judge – Auth.] of the City 
of Tunep [Daphne]” ([99], page 494). As we have 
already mentioned, this city is most likely to iden-
tify as Tana, or Azov. 

2) “Sutekh of the Land of Hita.” This is the 
Land of the Goths, or the Russians (the Cossacks). 

3) “Sutekh of the City of Arnem.” Possibly, a 
judge from Armenia. 

4) “Sutekh of the City of Tsaranda. This may be 
a reference to the Czar of the Anti (one of the old 
Slavic tribes). In particular, this was mentioned 
by Orbini (qv above and in [388], page 155).

5) “Sutekh of the City of Pilka.” Could this be a 
Polish judge (cf. “Polska,” the Polish for “Poland”). 

6) “Sutekh of the City of Hissan.” The name re-
sembles Khios or Khio – one of the old names of 
Kiev, a famous city ([517], p. 262). See Chapter 6. 

7) “Sutekh of the City of Sarsu.” This must be 

one of the Sarays, which were abundant in Rus-
sia – SAR-atov, SAR-ansk, Chebok-SAR-y etc. 

8) “Sutekh of the City of Khilibu” (Khaleb?) 
We have already mentioned the fact that Khaleb = 
Aleppo must be another name of Lipetsk, an old 
Russian city, or the Russian word for “bread” 
(“khleb”). 

9) “Sutekh of the city…” The name has been 
chiselled off. 

The following few lines have been chiselled off 
as well. Richard Pocock? Champollion? Or some-
body else?

10) “Sutekh of the City of Sarpin.” Another 
Saray, or, possibly, Serbia. 

11) “Astarte of the Land of Hita” – the land 
of the Goths (or the Russians – Cossacks, to be 
more precise). 

12) “God of the Land of Tsaya-Khirri” (?)
13) “God of the Land of Ka …” (the rest is de-

stroyed). 
14) “God of the Land of Kher…” (the rest is 

destroyed). 
15) “Goddess of the City of Akh…” (the rest 

is no more. Apparently, the deity failed to please 
yet again). 

16) “Goddess of the City of … [destroyed] … 
and the land of A … [destroyed] … WA.” 

17) “Goddess of the Land of Tsaina” (?)
18) “Goddess of the Land of … [destroyed] … 

NAT … [destroyed] … ER.” 
19) “Deities of the Hills and Rivers of the Land 

of Hita, Gods of the Land of Katsaudan (Gauzan-
itis)” ([99], page 494. Vlastov adds that the land 
in question “is mentioned by the geographer 
Ptolemy (V, 18); it is considered to identify as one 
with Strabon’s Migdonia” ([99], page 494). 

We have already mentioned the fact that Kat-
saudan is likely to have belonged to the Don Cos-
sacks, whereas Migdonia identifies as the Mongo-
lian Don, or the Great Don. 

10.7. The Baptism of Russia as described in 
the “ancient” Egyptian texts

Brugsch writes: “The scribes of the Pharaoh’s 
court … express their joy at the great event, which 
is the signed peace pact. Their letters … are filled 
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with mirth over the end of the war, and the uni-
fication of the Kemi [Mizraim, or Egypt – Auth.] 
and Hita into a single nation of brothers. In their 
magniloquent and vain Egyptian exaggerations 
they go so far as to presume that King Ramessu 
took the place of a deity for the nation of the Hita 
and the ‘Circle of Tongues,’ or Kati [Katai, a.k.a. 
Scythia – Auth.]” [99], page 496). 

The allegedly antediluvian stones of the “an-
cient” Egypt appear to be relating the story of the 
famous Baptism of Russia. It is emphasized that 
“Roman Jesus” became a deity for the nation of 
the Hita (the Goths). The “ancient” Egyptian re-
cord associates the Baptism with a signed pact. 

The Russian Povest Vremennyh Let, after de-
scribing and quoting the pacts signed between 
Russia and Greece under Oleg, Olga, Igor and 
Svyatoslav also refers to the Baptism of Russia. Let 
us remind the reader that the event in question 
is believed to have taken place in the X century 
under Vladimir, after his campaign to Byzantium. 
Why do the “ancient” Egyptian chronicles date 
this event to the XIII century of the new era, ac-
cording to our reconstruction? 

In is possible that in the XII century Western 
Russia was the first to get baptised together with 
the Balkans, and that the Eastern Russia, or the 
Horde, underwent the Baptism later, in the XIII 
century, which is the very epoch we are con-
cerned with currently. 

The time interval between the two baptisms 
may have led to the chronological shift inherent 
in the history of Russia, when the two baptisms 
were confused for each other. 

Alternatively, the “ancient” Egyptian texts may 
have a layered nature, mixing the events of the 
XII-XIII century (the Baptism of Russia) with 
those pertaining to the XIII century exclusively, 
such as the pact signed between Russia, or the 
Horde, and the Ottoman = Ataman Empire. 

10.8. The Cossack circle in the “ancient” 
Egyptian descriptions

Let us once again turn to the description of Russia’s 
Baptism in the “ancient” Egyptian transcription. 
“Ramessu became deity for the nation of the Hita 
and the ‘Circle of Tongues,’ or Kati” ([99], page 496. 

Since Katai identifies as the Horde, or Cos-
sack Russia, qv above, the identity of the “circle 
of tongues” mentioned in the “ancient” Egyptian 
records becomes perfectly clear – it is the Cossack 
Circle, or Council, known perfectly well to this day.

10.9. The Baptism of Russia and the 
marriage of the Great Prince and the 

Romean princess

We know it perfectly well from Russian history 
that the Baptism of Russia was accompanied and 
associated with the marriage of Great Prince 
Vladimir and the Greek Princess Anne. The 
“Povest Vremennyh Let” reports that the bap-
tism was made a prerequisite for the marriage of 
Vladimir and Anne by her brothers, the jointly 
ruling emperors Basil and Constantine ([362], 
Volume 1, pages 130-131). 

And so, what do we see in the “stone chronicles” 
of the “ancient” Egypt? Immediately after the pact 
between Ramessu and the Hittites, “Ramses was so 
friendly with his contemporary, the King of Hita, 
that there were even family ties between them. Ac-
cording to the memorial stone table installed in the 
Temple of Ibsambul … Pharaoh Ramses married 
the daughter of the King of Hita” ([99], page 496). 

Nowadays it is difficult to understand the de-
tails of whether a Russian Great Prince married the 
daughter of the Byzantine Emperor, or whether the 
contrary took place and a Byzantine married the 
daughter of the Russian Czar. Nevertheless, the ac-
tual marriage is registered in both sources.



1.  
THE IDENTITY OF THE “ANCIENT” HIKSOS 

DYNASTY

Scaligerian history is of the opinion that in the 
alleged year 1786 BC armies of foreign invaders 
stormed into Egypt. The foreign Hiksos dynasty 
came to power as a result ([1447], page 254). They 
ruled in Egypt for 200 years ([1447], page 254). 
Their reign is considered “a dark age in Egyptian 
history” and also “the period of foreign rule in 
Egypt” ([99], page 238). 

1.1. Were the Hiksos simple shepherds?

Brugsch reports the following, quoting from 
Manethon: “Their entire nation was known as 
Hiksos, or ‘shepherd kings’” ([99], page 239). 
Egyptologists must have interpreted Manethon’s 
words literally, since they call the representatives 
of the Hiksos dynasty “shepherd kings” custom-
arily, apparently believing that these monarchs 
could trace their ancestry to real shepherds who 
had once chased herds of sheep across meadows 
and later decided to become kings in Egypt. 

N. A. Morozov wrote the following in this re-
gard: “Having first learnt that the fourteenth Egyp-
tian dynasty was the dynasty of shepherd kings – 
from Eusebius, I think, the first thing I checked 

was whether other pages of his work might con-
tain any information about dynasties of grooms 
and tailors – however, none such were mentioned 
anywhere…

Further acquaintance made my amazement 
even greater. Joseph Flavius explains that “accord-
ing to some chronicles they were Arabic nomads, 
whereas others refer to them as to shepherds 
taken captive. 

Shepherds, and captive ones, at that, as though 
Egyptians didn’t have any shepherds of their own 
to crown as their kings in solemnity!” ([544], Vol-
ume 6, page 894). 

N. A. Morozov makes the justified assumption 
that under “shepherds” the author really under-
stands Christian priests. This instantly makes us 
think of the “kingdom of Presbyter Johannes,” one 
of the mediaeval names for Russia, or the Horde. 
Indeed, N. A. Morozov points out that one of the 
last “shepherd kings” was “Ases, according to Fla-
vius (Table LXVI, column 1), which is identical to 
the Latin “Jesus” and the old Russian “Isus.” We see 
that in the book of Sophis he is indicated as a rep-
resentative of a separate dynasty, while Flavius calls 
him “Johannas,” which must be the Greek version 
of ‘Johannes’” ([544], Volume 6, page 896).

Below we shall demonstrate that the “shepherd 
king,” or Presbyter Johannes, appears in the history 
of the Hiksos dynasty for a good reason. The epoch 

The XIV century “Mongolian” 
 invasion into Egypt as the Hiksos 

epoch in the “ancient” Egypt

chapter 18
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of the Hiksos rulers in the history of the “ancient” 
Egypt is most likely to be identified as the epoch of 
the Great = “Mongolian” Conquest of the XIV cen-
tury, when the Horde of Batu-Khan = Ivan Kalita = 
Presbyter Johannes (or one of his descendants) 
conquered Egypt, alongside a great many other 
lands, and founded the royal dynasty of Egypt, in-
itially considered “foreign” by the locals. 

1.2. The Avars and Ruthenia (Russia,  
or the Horde)

Brugsch describes the conquest of the “ancient” 
Egypt by the Hiksos invaders as follows: “Accord-
ing to Manetho … there was a time when a bar-
baric and savage nation from the Orient swarmed 
all across the lower lands and conquered the en-
tire country without meeting much resistance 
from the part of the Egyptians… 

Then they made one of their ilk King. His 
name was Salatin, or Saltis, and also Silitis [or 
“Sultan” – Auth.] … Having discovered a city in 
the Setroit District … known as Avaris, he for-
tified it with tall walls and quartered a garrison 
of 240,000 heavily armed warriors there” ([99], 
pages 238-239).

Brugsch reports that the homeland of the Hik-
sos was known as Syria, Asher, Menti and Ori-
ental Ruthennu, the latter name being the most 
ancient ([99], pages 242-243). 

Apart from that, when Brugsch comments the 
mention of “Ruthen shepherds” in one of the “an-
cient” Egyptian inscriptions, Brugsch tells us that 
this expression gives us a hint concerning “the or-
igins of the shepherd kings that ruled in Egypt” 
([99], page 352). The fact that Ruthenia was an-
other name of Russia, or the Horde, is mentioned 
in Part 6 and in [517].

Thus, Egyptologists themselves de facto tell us 
that the Hiksos dynasty came from the East of 
Russia, given that “Ruthenia” was an alias of the 
Horde, as we have mentioned quite a few times. 
This explains the name of their “new” capital in 
the “ancient” Egypt – Avaris ([99], pages 238-
239). The Avars were “a union of tribes, predomi-
nantly Turkic … in the VI century they founded a 
Kaganate in the Danube region” ([797], page 12). 

Let us note that prominent Egyptologists 
“Rouget, Mariett and Laut believed Avaris to 
identify as Tanis” ([99], page 272). Thus, the 
name Tanis, or Tanais (Don) is closely linked to 
that of Avaris. 

Later, after the Great = “Mongolian” Conquest, 
and also due to the erroneous “implantation” of 
geographical names from old documents, all the 
names such as “Tanais,” “Sarmatia” (or “Samara”), 
“Goths” etc spread all across the world and wound 
up abroad. Then their Horde origins were forgot-
ten and became ascribed to the locals. 

Historians even refer to the “Avaro-Slavs” as to 
“conquerors of Europe” – Falmereier went so far 
as to assume that the Avaro-Slavs “have slaugh-
tered the entire populace of the ancient Greece” 
([195], page 41). 

According to Orbini, “King Agilulf declared 
a war upon the Romans … and set forth from 
Milan to seek assistance of the Kagan, the Avar 
ruler, who sent him an army of the Slavs” ([617], 
page 25). Also: “The Slavs … signed a pact with 
the Huns and the Avars and invaded the land of 
the kingdom [Greece – Auth.]” ([617], page 19). 
Further: “The Kagan is the king of the Avars, like-
wise the Slavs” ([617], page 33). 

1.3. The Hiksos Cossacks bring horses  
to Egypt

E. A. Rogozina tells us the following: “The Egyp-
tians hardly had a reason to be grateful to the 
Asian conquerors [the Hiksos – Auth.]. Neverthe-
less, the latter did give a priceless gift to the Egyp-
tians, since they were the ones to bring horses 
to Egypt. Despite their paramount importance, 
these domesticated animals weren’t known in the 
Nile delta. There were many graphical representa-
tions of asses, which were used for many agricul-
tural purposes, but none of horses… The equine 
population became acclimatised and started to 
grow” ([730], pages 112-113). 

Everything appears to be correct. The Hiksos 
Cossacks had ridden horses since times immemo-
rial; it is therefore natural that they brought the 
culture of horsemanship to Egypt. The famous 
Arab horses may have originated in this manner. 
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1.4. The names of the Hiksos kings

According to our reconstruction, the “Mongo-
lian” invasion of the XIV century was Russian and 
Turkic for the most part, hence the advent of the 
Avars to Egypt and the foundation of the city of 
Avaris. As for the name “Hiksos,” it is beginning 
to resemble the well familiar “Guz,” or “Cossack,” 
qv in Chron4. Could the name of the famous field 
filled with graves and pyramids be of a similar ori-
gin (Gizeh, or Giza)? The name is once again sim-
ilar to the word “Cossack” ([99], page 748). 

Brugsch cites the names of the first six Hik-
sos kings ([99], page 239). We have already men-
tioned one of them – Salatis, or simply “sultan.” 

The name of the second is “Bnon, or Banon, 
or Beon” ([99], page 239). It might well be the 
ancient Russian name Boyan (or Bayan), which 
is still popular in Bulgaria. 

The next Czar is called Apahnan (Apa-Khan, 
in other words) – see [99], page 239). 

Next we have Aphobis or Apophis. 
The next one is very explicitly called Annas, or 

Iannias (Ianas) – see [99], page 239. This is clearly 
“Johannes,” or “Ivan.” 

Finally, Aseph (or Aseth). Asaf, in other words – 
a famous Russian name whose full form is “Ioasaf” 
(Jehoasaph). 

1.5. Phoenicia vs. Venice.  
The Slavs and the Veneds

Yet another link between the Hiksos and the Slavs 
is the fact that the Hiksos came from Phoenicia, 
according to the Egyptologists themselves ([99], 
page 242). And, as we already know, the “ancient” 
Phoenicia (or Vinicia) was named after the Vened 
Slavs – hence the mediaeval name “Venice,” as well 
as the Slavic word “venets” – “crown” or “diadem.” 

Brugsch reports the following: “The old home-
land of the Phoenicians lay to the west … up until 
the city of Tsor-Tanis” ([99], page 242). This is 
obviously “Czar-Tanais,” or “Czar-Don.” There-
fore, Scaligerian Egyptology basically claims that 
the “ancient” Hiksos, or Phoenicians, had once 
lived in the vicinity of Tanais, or the Don – right 
where we find the Don Cossacks, in other words. 

1.6. The “ancient” Egyptian “sutekhs” as the 
Russian judges “sudia” 

Let us continue. The Hiksos monarchs “revered … 
the son of Nuit, the celestial goddess – a god called 
Seth or Sutekh with the alias of Nub – “gold,” or 
“golden” ([99], page 244). This is clearly a refer-
ence to Jesus Christ – Son of God and the Judge of 
Heaven and the Earth. “Sutekh” is a corruption of 
the Russian word “sudia,” which stands for “judge,” 
and gold always accompanies the icon representa-
tions of Christ. 

Incidentally, the “ancient” Egyptian Sutekh is 
believed to be a Canaanite god ([99], page 448). 
This is quite in order  – the god of judgement 
was really a god of the Khans, or, rather, the god 
of Russia (the Horde), which was ruled by the 
Khans. 

All of the above leads us to the following natu-
ral hypothesis. The “ancient” Hiksos monarchs can 
be identified as the same old Mamelukes, or the 
Cossack conquerors of Egypt dating from the first 
half of the XIV century AD. Scaligerian history 
misdates the advent of the Mamelukes by roughly 
a hundred years, believing it to have taken place 
earlier, in the middle of the XIII century AD. 

Since the Mamelukes were Cossacks, it is per-
fectly legitimate to call them “Cherkassians” ([99], 
page 745). 

2.  
WHY THE NAMES OF NEARLY ALL THE 

HIKSOS = COSSACK KINGS HAPPEN TO BE 
CHISELLED OFF THE MONUMENTS OF THE 

“ANCIENT” EGYPT

Brugsch reports the following: “The names of 
the Hiksos monarchs inscribed upon their mon-
uments (statues, the Sphinxes etc) as well as the 
monuments of the “ancient” Egyptian kings [the 
implication being that the Hiksos left their graffiti 
on other monuments but their own – the mon-
uments of the “ancient” rulers, that is – Auth.] 
have been chiselled off everywhere, completely 
or partially, and it is exceptionally difficult to 
read them by the meagre vestiges preserved on 
the monuments” ([99], pages 245-246). 
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Keeping all of the above in mind, it will hardly 
be too bold an action to name the industrious 
worker of the hammer and chisel – the avid cor-
rector of the “ancient” history. He must have ex-
ercised with the chisel in the mornings, and writ-
ten the “ancient” history of Egypt in the evenings, 
tired of the hard menial labour. 

3.  
THE FAMOUS GREAT SPHINX ON THE 

GIZEH PLAIN WAS BUILT BY THE HIKSOS 
(THE MAMELUKES)

According to Brugsch, “the foreigners [the Hik-
sos – Auth.] adopted the official language of the 
Egyptians and their holy writing together with 
the Egyptian customs and traditions” ([99], page 
244). 

Further also “In the cities of Tsoan and Avaris 
the foreigners built sublime temples to honour 
this god [Sutekh, or the Judge – Christ, in other 
words – Auth.] and also constructed a plethora 
other monuments, the most remarkable ones 
being the Sphinxes” ([99], page 245). 

Vlastov adds: “The monuments dated to the 
epoch of the Hiksos are as follows: 

1) The Sphinxes (upon whose shoulders we 
find the legend ‘Apopi, beloved by Seth’) with se-
vere features that don’t look very Egyptian,

2) The granite group in the Boulak museum, 
unsigned…  

3) There is also the head of one of the shepherd 
kings in the museum of Bulak” ([99], page 245). 

Brugsch writes: “A characteristic figure of this 
new, adopted artistic manner is the winged sphinx” 
([99], page 245).

Thus, Egyptologists are telling us themselves 
that the Egyptian sphinxes were built by the 
Hiksos, and also that this culture was brought to 
Africa from afar. The inscription as seen on the 
shoulders of some statues is most likely to stand 
for the well-known Christian formula: “Pope, be-
loved by the Lord and Judge,” or “Pope beloved 
by Christ.” Incidentally, the Orthodox Patriarch 
of Alexandria in Egypt is still known as the Pope 
([83], Vol. 3, p. 237). V. V. Bolotov writes the 
following in this respect: “The future Patriarch 

of Alexandria … was usually … called Pope in 
Egypt” ([83], Vol. 3, p. 237). 

The head-dress worn by the Sphinx is the 
same as the headscarf worn by the Orthodox pa-
triarchs to this day. 

According to Brugsch, the name Apopi (or 
Aphophi) “is very similar to the name of the 
Shepherd King Apophis … who was the fourth 
monarch in the Hiksos dynasty according to 
Manethon’s legend” ([99], page 246). However, 
“Pope the Shepherd” is a blatantly mediae-
val Christian term. Also, the name of the first 
Hiksos monarch contains the word “Apopi” (or 
“Apopa”) – see [99], page 246. “Pope,” in other 
words. Therefore, the Christian inscription say-
ing “Pope the Spiritual Leader” that we find on 
certain sphinxes ceases to be surprising. 

Furthermore, the most impressive of all 
sphinxes – the Great Sphinx that stands next to 
the Pyramids “represented the four elements as 
the ox, the eagle, the lion and the human” ([484], 
page 41; see fig. 18.1). Let us remind the reader 
that the Great Sphinx is believed to be the oldest 
construction of the “ancient” Egypt. In fig. 18.2 
we see a schematic section view of the Sphinx; 
it is plainly visible how the Egyptian builders 
treated a rock and put stone blocks all around it 
to make it look like the Sphinx.

However, the symbols of the ox, the eagle, the 
lion and the human are considered to be sym-
bols of the Evangelists, no less! This is what we 
learn from the “Christianity” encyclopaedia: 
“The usual symbol of the four Evangelists was 
the mystery chariot [or a creature known as the 
Cherubim – Auth.] … consisting of four creatures 
that resemble a human, a lion, an ox and an eagle. 
These creatures have become individual emblems 
of the Evangelists: … Christian art depicts Mat-
thew accompanied by a human (or an angel), 
Mark with a lion, Luke with an ox and John with 
an eagle” ([936], Volume 1, page 513). 

It turns out that the Great Sphinx at Gizeh 
united all these Christian symbols of the Evange-
lists into a single gigantic sculpture. What exactly 
is the symbol, then?

It is the well familiar Christian Cherubim. In-
deed, the Cherubim has four faces – human, leo-
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What could all of the above possibly mean? 
Do the Egyptologists actually read the “ancient” 
Egyptian inscriptions, or do they merely offer us 
tentative translations? Olympus is a far cry from 
“heaven,” after all, and Urania definitely isn’t the 
same goddess as Nuit. There is nothing in com-
mon between the names “Kronos” and “Sebh,” 
either. Such tendentious replacement of names 
changes the very spirit of the text in a most dras-
tic manner, affecting its perception and the whole 
picture of the “ancient” Egyptian life in general. 

Brugsch points out the following fact: “Hiero-
glyphs are read in the direction faced by the fig-
ures – from the right to the left, or vice versa, or 
even from the top to the bottom” ([99], page 25). 

It would be expedient to cite the opinion of 
Y. Perepyolkin in re the translations of the “an-
cient” Egyptian names here. In the foreword to 
his voluminous book entitled “The Revolution of 
Amen-Khotep IV. Part I” he informs the reader 
of the following:

“Readers might be confused about the uncom-
mon renditions of Egyptian names. The present 
book attempts (possibly, with errors) to replace 
the customary and yet inconsequential and often 
outright arbitrary renditions of the ancient Egyp-
tian names by other versions, possibly not ancient 
(this is hardly a feasible task), but yet authenti-
cally Egytian – namely, Coptic, or Saidic, to be 
more precise. 

Therefore, instead of the customary names 
of cities and places, which are usually Greek 
and Arabic, their Coptic equivalents were used. 
Thus, instead of “Luxor,” “Memphis,” “Thebes,” 
“Iliopolis,” “Phayum,” “Asun,” “Siuth,” “Esne,” 
“Medineth-Abu,” “Akhmim” and “Hermopolis” 
the book refers to “Apeh,” “Mentheh,” “Neh,” 
“On,” “P-Yom,” “Sven,” “Syovt,” “Sneh,” “Chemeh,” 
“Shmin,” “Shmun” etc … The names that I hav-
en’t managed to vocalise are of a tentative nature” 
([650], pages 5-7). 

What do the names “Hermopolis” and 
“Shmun” have in common? Or “Luxor” and 
“Apeh,” or “Iliopolis” and “On,” for that matter? 
The rest aren’t any better, with the sole possible 
exception of Memphis. 

The name Aton is encountered in virtually 

every “ancient” Egyptian text. It turns out that 
Y. Y. Perepyolkin believes this reading to be in-
correct, suggesting “Yot” as a viable alternative. 
Incidentally, one of the consequences is the trans-
formation of the name Ekhnaton, which we shall 
discuss at length below, into Ekh-Ne-Yot, or sim-
ply “Ignat” ([650], page 7). 

Let us summarise. Could this mean that the 
vague and variable interpretations of certain “an-
cient” Egyptian names, stubbornly called “trans-
lations” today, are largely arbitrary and even sub-
jective, which is very dangerous indeed. 

If this is indeed the case, one must say so out-
right and publicly – not just in specialised works 
such as the book of Y. Perepyolkin as cited above, 
but in front of a large audience in order to cease 
the practice of presenting one of the many possi-
ble vague interpretations of an old text as doubt-
lessly “final,” let alone “scientific.” 

If one were to make such a frank and public 
declaration, it would provide us with an oppor-
tunity to read the old texts anew, from a different 
viewpoint, and possibly more correctly. The New 
Chronology suggests many such alternatives. 

For instance, Brugsch translates the name 
“Menes” as “firm or standing fast” ([99], page 
117). We may suggest another variant – the Greek 
“Monos” or “Mono,” meaning “single,” or “the 
only.” Another option is to trace the name back 
to Mani, the founder of the Manichaean faith, a 
widespread religious current in the Middle Ages 
([797], page 755). The name Osman is also very 
close to “Monos.” 

Brugsch translates the name “Senta” as “hor-
rifying” ([99], page 117). We don’t exclude the 
possibility that it might translate as “saint” (cf. 
the Latin “sanctus”). 

Brugsch believes that the name Khuni must be 
translated as “the cutter.” We would like to know 
why it cannot stand for the Russian and Tartar 
word “Khan,” or, alternatively “Hun” (“Hungar-
ian”) – or “Cossack,” at that? See Orbini’s book 
above ([161]). 

There is nothing to preclude us from recog-
nising the name of the “ancient” Egyptian god 
Bes (“the god of dancing, music and merrymak-
ing,” qv in [99], page 155), also known as “Bes 
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the Jolly,” as it turns out ([99], page 228), as the 
famous Slavic word “bes” (“demon”).

The “ancient” Egyptian name Baba, which we 
find “re-emerging as the nickname borne by the 
father of our hero, Aames” ([99], page 263), can 
be identified as “papa,” which means “father” in a 
great variety of languages. 

We naturally don’t insist that the “ancient” 
Egyptian name “Baba” (“papa”) had always stood 
for “father” (male parent) in Egyptian texts. After 
all, the title “Pope” was also applied to the spiritual 
leader of the Christians. However, it is notewor-
thy that several examples of the name’s usage cited 
by Brugsch feature it in the context of referring 
to a male parent – for instance, Baba the father of 
Queen Nubhas, Baba the father of Aames and “the 
king’s right hand, Baba … says that he loved his 
father and respected his mother” ([99], page 263). 

This is especially valid seeing as how “the full 
name of this father was Abana-Baba [or Abana 
the Father – Auth.], and he was the military com-
mander of Ra-Sekhenen Taa III” ([99], p. 263). 
Also, could the name of this king translate simply 
as “Russian Khan”? In this case, the nation of Ter-
ter ([99], p. 345) may be identified as the Russian 
Tartars, especially given that another inscription 
blatantly calls them “Tar-Tar” ([99], p. 390). 

The nation of “Kazaa (Gazi or Gatsi from the 
Adulis inscription)” ([99], page 345) could well 
be identified as the Cossacks. 

The “Land of Punt” should therefore be “a 
coastal land,” cf. the Greek “Pontos” ([99], pages 
321 and 345). 

The “Land of Athal” ([99], page 329) is either 
Italy or Ithil, the famous alias of the Volga. 

The land of Sa-Bi-Ri ([99], page 390) might 
well be Siberia. 

Sa-Ma-Nir-Ka ([99], page 391) is possibly Sa-
markand, or Sarmatia (Samara). 

Ma-Ki-Sa ([99], page 390) might easily turn 
out to be Moscow.

Phurusha (or Thurusha, qv in [99], page 391) 
might be Thiras, or the Turks. Thiras was con-
sidered to be the forefather of the Turks in the 
Middle Ages, similarly to Meshech being the fore-
father of the Muscovites. 

And so on, and so forth. 

5.  
EGYPTIAN KINGS OF THE HIKSOS EPOCH

This is what we learn from Brugsch: “The obscu-
rity that surrounds the history of the invasion and 
the reign of the Hiksos kings in Egypt might be 
somewhat clarified by a single document that per-
tains to the end of the foreign rule” ([99], p. 246). 

An Egyptian papyrus kept in the British Mu-
seum today “contains the beginning of the his-
torical tale of the foreign king Apepi [we have 
already mentioned him above  – Apopi  = the 
Christian Pope – Auth.] and the Egyptian vassal 
ruler Ra-Sekhenen (the name translates as ‘Ra the 
Victorious Solar God’)” ([99], page 247). 

“Ra-Sekhenen wasn’t the only king to bear this 
name. We know of three namesakes, his predeces-
sors – all of them also shared the surname Taa” 
([99], page 251). 

Brugsch suggested to translate the name 
Ra-Sekhenen as “Ra the Victorious Solar God,” 
qv above, adding that Amon-Ra was an Egyptian 
deity ([99], page 257) and that the name Khen, 
which is a part of the composite name Sekhenen, 
stood for “brave” ([99], page 251). 

We shall refrain from arguing with Brugsch, 
since we haven’t verified the decipherment 
method used for these hieroglyphs. But we must 
pay attention to the examples listed above. They 
demonstrate that in some cases (and, possibly, in 
many cases) Egyptologists appear to be incapa-
ble of giving a more or less reliable translation of 
names, which makes them wallow in guesswork 
and symbolic interpretation of the ancient hier-
oglyphs. But what holds us from suggesting our 
own version of interpreting the same “ancient” 
Egyptian names in this case?

Let us assume the following. Ra-Sekhenen is 
Ras-Kenen, or simply “Russian Khan.” After all, 
the separation of the monolithic ancient text into 
individual words can also vary. Brugsch’s transla-
tion of the word “Khan” as “brave” does not con-
tradict our version, either. 

Also, could the name Amon (MN unvocal-
ised) be the first part of the word “monarch,” 
which translates as “autocrat,” or “the only ruler” 
(mono-rex), or the first part of the word “Mon-
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gol,” or “the great”? This is precisely what we learn 
from the Egyptologists – Amon is “the great god.” 

It appears as though the “ancient” Egyptian 
name Baba as found upon the sepulchres of 
the Hiksos epoch can also be traced back to a 
Slavonic origin ([99], page 263). The most fasci-
nating thing is the occurrence of the name “Bata” 
(or “Bita”) in the “ancient” Egyptian papyri of 
the Hiksos epoch ([99], page 267). We recognise 
it as the name “Batu,” or “batya” – the Cossack 
“batka,” or Ataman, which must have also left a 
trace in Egyptian history. 

6.  
THE ATTITUDE TO THE HIKSOS DYNASTY 

IN EGYPT. THE EPOCH WHEN THE 
RECOLLECTIONS OF THEIR REIGN STARTED 

TO GET WIPED OUT AND THE 
INSTIGATORS OF THIS PROCESS

According to our reconstruction, after having in-
vaded the African Egypt in the XIV century, col-
onised these uninhabited territories and founded 
a new dynasty, the Hiksos Cossacks, or the Ma-
melukes, who also impregnated the history and 
culture of Egypt with their Slavonic and Turkic 
names and customs, assimilated among the local 
populace; it was the French army of Napoleon 
that put an end to their long reign, or, rather, the 
reign of their descendants, qv above. 

The names of the Hiksos Mamelukes, or Cos-
sacks, became customary in Egypt. Egyptologists 
tell us the following: “The name Apopa, or Apopi 
[Pope – Auth.], which was borne by the Hiksos 
king, a contemporary of Rasekhenen [Russian 
Khan  – Auth.] became common in Egypt… 
Egyptians voluntarily named their young after 

their so-called ancestral enemies [referred to as 
such by the Egyptologists – Auth.], without even 
hesitating to use the names of the foreign kings” 
([99], page 259). 

Brugsch calls this fact amazing ([99], page 
259). Further he remarks that the Hiksos rulers 
and the locals “doubtlessly weren’t hostile to-
wards each other for generations, as legends [of 
Napoleon’s epoch, perhaps? – Auth.] are trying to 
convince us” ([99], page 259). 

Furthermore, according to Brugsch,” the Hik-
sos rulers shouldn’t be blamed for the destruction 
and desecration of temples, monuments built by 
other dynasties before them and so forth” ([99], 
page 259). On the contrary, Egypt is known for 
“a systematic destruction of the monuments built 
by the Hiksos, the defacement of their names and 
titles beyond legibility and the replacement of the 
latter by other names and titles in utter perver-
sion of historical truth  … They [the Egyptian 
kings of the 18th dynasty, regnant after the Hik-
sos, according to Brugsch – Auth.] managed to 
destroy all the vestiges left by the Hiksos upon 
the land of Egypt almost completely, and this is 
the reason why we run into so many difficulties 
in our study of the oldest foreign reign in Egypt” 
([99], page 260). 

We have already voiced our considerations in 
this respect. It is most likely that the “ancient” 
kings of the 18th dynasty had nothing to do with 
it. The mass destruction of inscriptions is to be 
blamed on the West Europeans; it must have 
started with the expedition of Napoleon. The 
traces of the Russo-Turkic dynasty of the Ma-
melukes were methodically erased. As Napoleon 
tirelessly proclaimed, Egypt “needed assistance 
on its way to the light” ([484], pages 80-82).



1.  
GENERAL OVERVIEW OF THE 18TH 

 “ANCIENT” EGYPTIAN DYNASTY AND ITS 
HISTORY

Let us reiterate that African Egypt of the XIV-XVI 
century must have been the primary imperial ne-
cropolis and chronicle repository. For the most 
part, the events recorded in the chronicles took 
place at some considerable distance from Africa – 
primarily, in the Imperial metropolis, and Russia, 
or the Horde, and the Ottoman = Ataman Em-
pire, as well as certain imperial colonies in the 
Western Europe, Africa, Asia, America etc. In the 
XIV-XVI century Egypt was the name of Russia, 
or the Horde, qv in Chron6. The land described 
as Egypt in the Holy Writ identifies as Russia. 
The Pharaohs, or the Great Ones (the “Mongo-
lian” Czars, or Khans, of the Empire, lived in the 
centre of the Empire and not in African Egypt. 
They were only brought to Egypt posthumously 
for a lavish funeral. Quite naturally, Africa was 
more influenced by the former part of the Mon-
golian Empire known as Atamania populated by 
the Ottoman Turks.

The Egyptian African priests wrote chroni-
cles, accurately recording the deeds of the faraway 
Czars, or Khans, of the Horde, and the Ottoman 
sultans. Later, after the breakup of the Empire and 

the creation of Scaligerian history, it was declared 
that Egyptian chronicles refer exclusively to the 
deserty African Egypt and its environs. Thus, 
historians of the XVII-XIX century have greatly 
reduced the true scale of the “Egyptian” history 
and the events related thereto. The history of the 
whole vast “Mongolian” Empire was compressed 
and transplanted onto African soil  – and into 
deep antiquity so that it wouldn’t get in the way 
of those who were building the new edifice of 
Scaligerian myth in the freed-up space. 

Let us proceed with an analysis of the “ancient” 
Egyptian dynasties. The famous 18th dynasty 
is dated to 1570-1342 BC by the Egyptologists 
([1447], page 254). According to our conception, 
the dynasty is a reflection of the Ottoman, or the 
Ataman Empire of the XIV – XVI century AD. 
The chronological shift equals some twenty-eight 
hundred years here, no less. Egypt was also part 
of the “Mongolian” Empire around that time. Tra-
ditionally, the following pharaohs are included in 
the dynasty ([1447], page 254 and [99], page 272):

1) Aames; 2) Amenkhotep; 3) Thutmos I; 4) 
Thutmos II with Hatshepsut; 5) Thutmos III the 
Conqueror; 6) Amenkhotep II; 7) Thutmos IV; 8) 
Amenkhotep III; 9) Amenkhotep IV; also known 
as Ikhnaton ([1447], page 354; could this have 
translated as Ignatius or simply Ignat?); 10) Tut-
ankhamen, then Khoremhib – a single generation 

“Ancient” African Egypt as part  
of the Christian “Mongolian” Empire  
of the XIV-XVI century – its primary 
necropolis and chronicle repository

chapter 19
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of heretical kings ([99], page 728). Tutankhamen 
was “considered an unlawful pharaoh in the 
Egyptian chronicles” ([99], page 419). 

Therefore, nearly every pharaoh of this dy-
nasty was named Amenkhotep or Thutmos. This 
could mean that in reality the history of this 
epoch refers to the deeds of the two great phar-
aohs for the most part – Thutmos and Amenk-
hotep. The history of the other reigns appears 
to have been forgotten almost completely, since 
the vivid events that took place in the epoch of 
Amenkhotep and Thutmos have eventually out-
shone the less important events. 

Indeed, as we shall see below, when Brugsch 
relates the history of the 18th dynasty, he primar-
ily concentrates on Amenkhotep IV and Thutmos 
III. Therefore, they are the primary pharaohs that 
interest us presently. 

Let us pay close attention to the fact that there 
are no data available about the dates of the reigns 
for the 18th dynasty. Therefore, Brugsch is fol-
lowing his “dating method,” ascribing a hypothet-
ical reign of 33.3 years to each of them. We have 
already mentioned this strange trait of his. 

Nowadays we are by no means bound by 
the confines of such a “chronology.” Therefore, 
we shall have to consider the 18th dynasty as a 
whole – as a single unit consisting of several phar-
aohs whose reign durations remain unknown to 
us, as indeed the very order of the pharaoh inside 
the dynasty. As we have seen, the lists of pharaohs 
could be read in different directions – left to right 
and vice versa, which may have led to confusion 
in what concerns their order. 

Egyptologists “date” the 18th dynasty to the 
alleged years 1570-1342 BC ([1447], page 254). It 
is very noteworthy that once we replace the “BC” 
with an “AD” in these dates, we come up with 
1342-1570, which is in excellent correspondence 
with the real dating of this dynasty’s reign, as we 
shall see below. Once again, it has to be said that 
the most likely reason for the above is the fact 
that somebody had initially dated the “ancient” 
Egyptian dynasties correctly using the AD scale 
coming up with a date that cannot precede the 
middle of the XV century, later replaced by a 
corresponding BC dating, which has effectively 

transferred the entire history of the Middle Ages 
into deep antiquity. 

This is easy enough to understand – the real 
epoch of the 18th dynasty ends in the XVI cen-
tury AD according to our reconstruction, and 
therefore its documents must have contained the 
datings made in accordance with the new epoch, 
which were later coyly “corrected” in this uncom-
plicated manner. 

2.  
THE “LUNAR,” OR OTTOMAN DYNASTY OF 

THE PHARAOHS, OR “THE DYNASTY OF 
THE CRESCENT”

The “founder of the 18th dynasty” is named as a 
queen – “the beauteous Nofert-ari-Aames” ([99], 
page 276). 

The very beginning of the Mameluke Cossack 
dynasty (the alleged XIII century AD – in reality, 
the XIV century AD) is marked by the reign of 
the famous Sultaness Shageredor, who “reigned 
over the land together with the Mameluke Coun-
cil, a decisively influential party” ([99], page 745). 
This identifies her as the founder of the mediae-
val Mameluke dynasty – the original of the “an-
cient” Egyptian 18th dynasty. 

Brugsch reports the following: “We encounter 
the spouse of Aames  … named founder of the 
eighteenth royal house” ([99], page 276). There-
fore, the first pharaoh of this dynasty is Aames, 
according to Brugsch. This name is translated as 
“Child of the Moon” ([99], page 272). Brugsch 
reports: “The name of the revered deity and its 
celestial symbol [the moon – Auth.] wasn’t just 
adopted by Aa-Mes and his mother Aa-Khotep 
(‘the lunar one’), but also their offspring, the 
Thutmos (‘children of Tut’)” ([99], page 272). 

Thus, almost the entire 18th dynasty of the 
pharaohs is lunar, or “born of the moon.” Given 
all that we already know, the meaning of the ref-
erence is crystal clear – the moon or the crescent 
are here as an Ottoman = Ataman symbol, or the 
symbol of Czar-Grad (Constantinople). Later on, 
after the XVII century, it became the symbol of 
Islam and the Muslim faith. Things are getting 
clearer  – according to the new chronology, the 
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18th dynasty reflects the Ottoman, or Ataman 
Empire of the XIV-XVI century. It is for this rea-
son that Ramses II was also known as Osman the 
God (Osimandius), qv above. 

It could be that the actual name Thutmos 
relates to “Ottoman,” whereas Amenkhotep is 
“Amon the Goth.”

3.  
AMENKHOTEP I AND AMENKHOTEP IV

3.1. Amenkhotep I

Egyptologists place Amenkhotep I at the very be-
ginning of a dynasty, and so he can be regarded 
as the founder of the Amenkhotep dynasty. 
However, little is known about him  – Brugsch 
managed to scrape up enough material to fill a 
page and a half ([99], pages 277-278). It was a 
dull enough reign without any remarkable deeds 
credited to the ruler. 

However, the last of the Amenkhotep dynasty, 
namely, Amenkhotep IV or Ikhnaton (Ignatius?) 
placed at the very end of the dynasty by the Egyp-
tologists (the next to last pharaoh) wasn’t merely 
described in much greater detail by Brugsch (14 
pages of [99]  – 403-416); he is also one of the 
most popular “ancient” Egyptian pharaohs. 

One must remark that Pharaoh Aames (“Child 
of the Moon”) was the ancestor of the first 
Amenkhotep, whereas the last Amenkhotep was 
the contemporary of “a high official who lived 
at the court of the pharaoh and took care of his 
house, by the name of Aames” ([99], page 410). 
We have a namesake here – another “child of the 
Moon” with the same name. 

This fact alone tells us nothing – however, below 
we shall see that these two pharaohs, both called 
Amenkhotep, have most likely been mistaken for 
each other. The biography of the first Amenkhotep 
was erroneously ascribed to the last Amenkhotep. 
This is why Pharaoh Aames also became dupli-
cated on paper, travelling forward in time and end-
ing up reflected in the biography of Amenkhotep 
IV as “the high official Aames who took care of the 
Pharaoh’s household.” The direction of the time 
shift may also have been the opposite. 

3.2. The religious reform of Pharaoh 
Amenhotep IV (Khunaten – Khan of the 

Don?). Islam branches away from 
Christianity

It appears that the history of the “ancient” Egyp-
tian Khunaten (Khan/Don?) reflects the events 
of the late XVI or even early XVII century, or the 
epoch when the formerly united Christianity of 
the XII-XVI century branched into several frac-
tions, one of them being Islam. This is the epoch 
when Islam becomes the official religion of the 
Ottoman = Ataman Empire. Pharaoh Khunaten 
is primarily known as the founder of a new re-
ligious cult that broke away from the ancestral 
faith. This resulted in a conflict between him and 
the orthodox priests. 

It is said that “the people and the priests openly 
rebelled against the heretical king, who even re-
fused to wear the name Amenkhotep since it had 
contained the part “Amon,” and dubbed himself 
Khunaten” ([99], page 406). 

What was the religious reform of Khunaten 
all about? The following is reported: “The rea-
son why the priests and the king severed all ties 
between them was … the refusal of Amenkhotep 
IV to observe the traditions of Amon’s cult and 
the deities worshipped alongside him … In the 
house of his foreign mother the young heir  … 
heeded to the teaching … of a single god … this 
influence transformed him into an avid devotee 
eventually” ([99], page 405). 

Our reconstruction makes everything per-
fectly clear. The “ancient” Egyptian chronicles 
describe the growing strength of the Ottoman 
religious movement within the Great = “Mongo-
lian” Empire of the XV-XVI century. It is known 
that Islam branched away from Christianity as a 
religious movement that emphasised, in particu-
lar, that there was “no god but Allah.” This served 
as the reason for banning the cult of the saints 
and the deification of Christ as the Son of God. 
Apart from that, the cult of Our Lady fell out of 
grace. Islam emphasised the worship of a single 
god under a single name. 

Apart from that, the Islamic faith was a sworn 
enemy of icons. Islam introduced the ban on the 
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worship of graphical representations  – modern 
mosques are decorated by geometrical ornaments 
exclusively  – no icons or statues anywhere. Fi-
nally, it is common knowledge that the moon, 
or the crescent, the old symbol of Czar-Grad, is 
universally associated with the Muslim faith. Jalal 
Assad, the Turkish historian, tells us the follow-
ing: “The Sultan adopted the old Byzantine crest, 
the crescent, as the national coat of arms, adding 
a star thereto” ([240], page 169). It is most likely 
that the star next to the Ottoman crescent is the 
Evangelical Star of Bethlehem. The crescent could 
have been a symbol of the solar (or lunar) eclipse 
that accompanied the crucifixion of Jesus Christ, 
according to the Gospels. 

We see that the “lunar dynasty” of the Phar-
aohs introduces the cult of a single deity. We see 
the “deviation from the cult of Amon and the 
deities worshipped alongside Amon” ([99], page 
405). In particular, this concerned “the wife of 
Amon – Muth.” 

Apparently, this is a reference to the banish-
ment of icons that depicted the saints and par-
ticularly to the banishment of the cult of Our 
Lady, or the Holy Mother of God (“Muth the wife 
of Amon”). This is apparently a slight corruption 
of the Slavic word “mat” – “mother.” Let us re-
mind the reader that the ancient texts were tran-
scribed in consonants exclusively; therefore, all 
the vocalizations, or the introduction of vowels, 
is a later phenomenon, largely arbitrary in nature. 

And so, the “ancient” Egyptian sources de-
scribe a real and important event, which is likely 
to date from the end of the XVI or even the begin-
ning of the XVII century. In the southern parts of 
the Great = “Mongolian” Empire, Islam becomes 
the official religion; this is a religious schism. 

3.3. The foundation of Rome in Italy around 
the end of the XIV century AD as reflected in 

the “ancient” Egyptian chronicles

As we already mentioned above, Scaligerian his-
tory is well familiar with the “return of Popes” 
to Italian Rome at the end of the XIV century 
AD (circa 1380 AD, after the “Avignon captivity” 
consensually associated with the French city of 

Avignon. Our reconstruction implies a differ-
ent scenario  – the popes didn’t return to Italy, 
but rather founded Rome there on a new site, 
as well as the Holy See in Vatican (named after 
Batu-Khan). The Italian throne was conquered in 
the epoch of the Great = “Mongolian” conquest 
as an affiliate of the central Imperial Orthodox 
Church of Russia, or the Horde, in order to fa-
cilitate the ecclesiastic domination in the west 
of Europe. Apparently, the pages of the Western 
chronicles initially described the foundation of 
Batu-Khan’s affiliate as the transfer of the Holy 
See from P-Russia, or White Russia. This was cor-
rect; however, in the XVII century many of the 
events that occurred in P-Russia were declared to 
have taken place in Paris, France. Hence the pop-
ular misconception that the Catholic Popes came 
to Italian Rome from Avignon in France. This is 
most probably incorrect. Avignon is a slight cor-
ruption of “Babylon” – presumably, the name of 
the Volga Horde in our reconstruction. 

Let us remind the reader that, according to our 
research, the Bible describes the Avignon cap-
tivity as the famous Babylonian captivity of the 
Judeans (see Chron1). 

The transfer of the Holy See to Italy was pre-
sented as the transfer of the capital, whereas in 
reality this was merely the foundation of an oc-
cidental centre of “Mongolian” dynastic rule that 
occurred at the end of the XIV century. Its double 
is misrepresented by Scaligerian history as the 
transfer of the imperial capital from “Rome” to 
“New Rome” by the Roman Emperor Constan-
tine I in the alleged year 330 AD. In reality, New 
Chronology estimates it to have happened around 
1380 AD (seeing how 1380 = 330 + 1050). 

It turns out that the “ancient” Egyptian chroni-
cles dating from the epoch of Pharaoh Khunaten, 
a contemporary of these events, reflect this event 
as well. This is what we learn from them: “The 
King … decided to abandon the city of his forefa-
thers and to found a new capital of the kingdom, 
far away from Memphis and Thebes, in the land 
of … Tel-El-Amarna” ([99], page 406). 

It is noteworthy that the new provincian 
“Mongolian” capital is directly referred to as “Ital-
ian Rome,” or “TL-Amarna.” “Amarna” means 
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As a result of the archaeological excavations 
conducted in the XIX century it was discovered 
that the large pyramids and “the first pyramid in 
particular, weren’t merely large sepulchres; they 
miss too many important features for this appli-
cation. After all, nobody has managed to prove 
that any kings were ever buried there” ([464], 
page 71). As for the second and the third pyr-
amid, some remains have reputedly been found 
there ([464], page 78). It is therefore possible that 
these pyramids served the purpose of sepulchres 
at some point. However, no traces of burials have 
been found in the first, or the Great, pyramid to 
this day ([464]). 

The “ancient” Herodotus wrote about Phar-
aoh Khufu and his pyramid. As we are begin-
ning to understand, this took place in the XV-
XVI century of the New Era or later. Herodotus 
writes: “Cheops, King of Egypt, brought all sorts 
of misfortune upon Egypt. First of all, he locked 
up all the temples and forbade the Egyptians to 
make offerings. Then he made all the Egyptians 
work for him … The construction of the pyramid 
lasted for 20 years” ([464], page 33). 

Now let us return to Pharaoh Khunaten (Khan 
of Don?), or Amenkhotep IV. It turns out that he 
was the very builder of the Great Pyramid. This 
is what an “ancient” Egyptian inscription tells us 
in Brugsch’s translation: 

“And the first time the king sent his order to … 
[chisel marks – Auth.] so that all builders would 
gather around, from the city of Elephantine to the 
city of Samkhud … and all the leaders and rulers 
of the nation, to break strong rock for the con-
struction of the Great Pyramid of Khormakhu, 
glorifying him as the god of light… The great and 
distinguished rulers and lords … became whip-
masters at quarries and harbour” ([99], page 408). 

We are clearly being told that it was Pharaoh 
Khunaten (Khan of Don?) who built a “Great 
Pyramid” of some sort. However, none of the 
surviving pyramids are associated with the name 
of Khunaten by the Egyptologists. The main rea-
son is their opinion that all the great pyramids 
were built thousands of years before his reign; it 
is said that no large pyramids were built under 
Khunaten. 

Repercussions of the Great Pyramid’s con-
struction under Amenkhotep IV must have been 
reflected in the “biography” of his immediate pre-
decessor, Amenkhotep III. This is what the writ-
ing that speaks on behalf of its main builder tells 
us: “The king made me Head of the builders. I 
made the King’s name immortal; there is nobody 
to surpass my feat, even among the ancients. A 
great mountain of sandstone [pyramid? – Auth.] 
was built for him (the king)” ([99], page 393). 

Egyptologists believe that Khunaten’s pyramid 
was indeed constructed, but … it did not survive. 
Brugsch writes: “His first deed [one of the next 
pharaohs – Auth.] was to destroy and deconstruct 
the building of Khunaten, who had … built a gi-
gantic pyramid in the middle of Ammon’s city, 
the so-called Ben-Ben, which was topped with a 
solar sphere and devoted to Aten, his only deity” 
([99], pages 426). 

Mark Brugsch’s cautious approach – he is sim-
ply referring to “the deconstruction of a building,” 
but doesn’t make any comments concerning the 
fate of the pyramid, as though he was suggesting 
that the readers could make their conclusions 
themselves, the implication being that if even 
a building was taken apart, the pyramid would 
definitely meet a similar fate. Why is Brugsch so 
cautious about his claims? The reason must be 
that the original sources do not contain any pas-
sages where one could find explicit references to 
the deconstruction of the Great Pyramid built 
by Pharaoh Khunaten. This is why the eminent 
Egyptologist was forced to explain its conspicu-
ous absence today, on the one hand; on the other 
hand, he feels too embarrassed to claim that a 
gigantic stone mountain was also “pulled apart 
and rendered to individual stones by some mys-
terious party.” 

What do we come up with? The “ancient” 
history of Egypt almost completely fits into the 
relatively brief historical period of the XIII-XVI 
century AD. We are not currently concerned with 
the early and nebulous, or legendary, period of 
the XI-XII century. 

The Khufu pyramid was built after the Great 
Sphinx or simultaneously with the statue ([99], 
page 753). This is confirmed by the stele that 
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says: “It is said elsewhere that King Khufu saw 
this monster; in other words, this sculpture had 
existed before him and was created by the most 
ancient of the pharaohs” ([99], page 133). 

The Great Sphinx is most likely to have been 
built by the Hiksos, or the Horde, in the alleged 
XIV century AD, as we have already seen. This 
is four thousand years later than it is considered 
to be by Scaligerian “chronology.” 

It is time for us to voice our hypothesis. It shall 
be simple. According to our opinion, the Great 
Pyramid was erected at the end of the XIV cen-
tury AD the earliest. This places it in the epoch of 
the Ataman, or Ottoman dynasty of the sultans, 
or pharaohs. Only one of them is said to have 
built a large pyramid – Khunaten (possibly, Khan 
from the Don). 

Therefore, the Great Pyramid was built by 
Khunaten in the late XIV – early XV century AD 
the very earliest. It is for this very reason that 
Herodotus reports the use of iron tools at the 
construction of the Great Pyramid ([163], page 
119, Book of Eutherpes, passage 125). As applied 
to the XIV-XV century of the New Era, this fact 
ceases to surprise and becomes perfectly normal. 
Anything else would be strange. It is also perfectly 
clear why a steel chisel was found in the masonry 
of the Khufu pyramid ([245], page 27, comment 
23). However, modern Egyptologists are greatly 
influenced by the Scaligerian chronology, which 
makes them “correct” Herodotus. For instance, in 
[464] this quotation from Herodotus is accompa-
nied by the following dry comment, which isn’t 
backed up by any solid facts whatsoever: “In the 
epoch of Cheops, or the first half of the III mil-
lennium BC, Egyptians used copper tools exclu-
sively. Editor” ([464], page 34). 

The name Khuphu, or Khut obviously stands 
for “Goth,” and may be regarded as a modifi-
cation of the name Khunaten. The latter could 
have derived from “Khunat” – “The Huns” (or the 
Goths); alternatively, it might stand for “Khan of 
the Don.” Apparently, the legends about Pharaoh 
Khufu (the Goth) are simply another reflection of 
the biography of Khunaten (Khan of the Don) – 
the great religious reformer of the Huns. 

Sources where we find references to Khufu re-

port that he had closed all temples and forbade 
offerings, or, in other words, instigated a great 
ecclesiastical reform, which brought turmoil and 
strife to the country. 

Just like Khufu, who “made every Egyptian 
work to serve his needs” ([163], 2:124, page 119), 
Khunaten sent everyone to build the pyramid – 
not just the mere folks, but also “the great and 
distinguished lords and rulers,” qv above. 

Likewise Khufu, who was hated by all Egyp-
tians so much that they are even believed to have 
refrained from calling him by name ([163], 2:128, 
page 120), Khunaten is also said to have become 
unpopular after his mandatory pyramid con-
struction decrees ([99], page 405). 

This is what the Egyptologist Brugsch tells us 
about Pharaoh Khufu: “Hufu had an ill fame. Tra-
dition has it that Khufu was coarse and despotic, 
and that he enjoyed making people work hard… 
Egyptians hated him so much that his name re-
mained taboo for many years after his death” 
([99], page 130). Simultaneously, other sources 
“portray him as a brave and industrious king” 
([99], page 130). 

All these parallels between the “biographies” 
of Khufu and Khunaten must result from the fact 
that different sources refer to the same Hun (or 
Goth) – the Khan of the Don. Scaligerian chro-
nology separated two different reflections of the 
same figure by nearly a millennium and sent both 
into deep antiquity. We bring them together again 
and restore them to their actual chronological 
location  – the XIV-XV century of the new era. 
This makes the image of the great reformist and 
the builder of the great pyramid more vivid and 
saturated. 

“There is a writing on the rock in Vadi-Magara 
that glorifies Khufu as the destroyer of his ene-
mies. The inscriptions on the sepulchres of the 
Nile Valley call Khufu builder of many cities and 
settlements on the bank of the river… Inasmuch 
as a researcher can judge by the inscriptions that 
survived inside sepulchres adjacent to the Great 
Pyramids, the Field of Gizeh was chosen as the 
burial ground of royal infants and noblemen from 
the epoch of the fourth dynasty” ([99], page 131). 
Since the fourth dynasty is the actual reign of 
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Khufu, Khephren and Mencaur, or the builders of 
the three largest pyramids, the epoch in question 
is most likely to identify as the XIV-XV century 
and not any earlier. Incidentally, the “hieroglyph-
ica name of the pyramid was Khoot” ([99], page 
750). “Goth” once again! We see obvious clues 
concerning the origins of the Mameluke dynasty, 
as in the case of the pharaoh’s name – references 
to the Mamelukes, the Goths and the Cossacks. 

Let us conclude with a recollection of the 
opinion voiced by Herodotus about Khufu having 
lived after Ramses II, while the modern commen-
tators “explain” it to us that Herodotus was wrong 
and the real order should be the reverse ([163], 
page 119; also [163], page 513, comment 138). 
Nowadays we can finally determine whether Her-
odotus had actually been correct or not. As we 
can see, the criticisms of his Scaligerite adversar-
ies are completely unjustified, since Ramses II 
does predate Khunaten, or Khufu, according to 
our reconstruction. 

4.2. The two other large pyramids

The second large pyramid was erected by Khe-
phren, who was also known as Khaphra, Kephren 
and Habries. He was a brother or a son of Khufu 
([99], page 131). His name, Khaphra (Hat-Ra, 
Khet-Ren or Khab (t) Ries obviously includes 
the “Hittite” root “Khet,” which is synonymous to 
“Goth.” The name Khet-Ra may have translated as 
“King of the Goths.” With “Ries” or “Rus” we shall 
read the name as “Russian Goth,” or once again as 
“Goth-Rex” (“King of the Goths”). Also, could the 
name Habries be a slight corruption of the Slavic 
word “khrabriy,” which stands for “brave”? 

It is reported that “the pyramid of this king 
was called Urt, or “the Great”; it stands right next 
to the Pyramid of Khufu” ([99], page 131). The 
name Urt is very similar to the word Horde  = 
Artha  = Rat (the army), as well as to “Ruthia” 
(or Ruthenia). ALl of the above is in good corre-
spondence with our reconstruction. 

The creator of the third large pyramid was 
known as Mencaura or Menkheres ([99], page 
135). The name “Menkheres,” or “Meng-Res” 
might be a repercussion of Mong-Res or Mong-

Rus – the “Mongolian” (Great) King, or the “Rus-
sian Mongol.” 

Here is the name of another pyramid, which 
has fortunately survived: “After Merenrah [the 
Marine King?  – Auth.] his brother Noferkarah 
ascends to the throne. His pyramid was called 
Menkh-Ankh” ([99], page 150). This name 
sounds similar to “Mongol-Khan.” 

However, Herodotus reports the following: 
“One count a 106 years during which the Egyp-
tians were afflicted by all sorts of troubles, and 
their locked-up temples didn’t open. Egyptians 
loathe these kings so much that they’re reluctant 
to say their names aloud, ascribing the pyramids 
to the shepherd Philitis, whose herds were graz-
ing in these very fields, as the legend tells us” 
([464], pages 304-305). 

It is obviously useless to interpret this text lit-
erally. It is unlikely that a shepherd, even a very 
gifted one, could have built the three greatest 
pyramids of Egypt in spare time – or just one of 
them, for that matter. The Khufu pyramid weighs 
around 6.5 million tons. Such outstanding shep-
herds only exist in Scaligerian chronicles. 

However, let us recollect that the term “shep-
herd” was applied to the Hiksos dynasty, qv above. 
Therefore, the words of Herodotus are likely to 
mean that the Egyptians ascribed the construc-
tion of the pyramids to the Hiksos dynasty, or the 
first Orthodox dynasty of the Cossack Pharaohs 
that reigned as such until the introduction of 
Islam by Khunaten or one of his heirs at the end 
of the XVI century. The next Egyptian dynasty 
was the “Lunar dynasty” of the Ottomans, who 
were Muslims. 

Apparently, Herodotus, being a Greek, con-
tacted with the Orthodox Coptic populace of 
Egypt. One must think that the XVI-XVII cen-
tury Copts weren’t too fond of their new Muslim 
rulers. On the contrary, the old Orthodox dynasty 
of the “shepherd” kings was remembered with 
warmth. 

By the way, shortly after 1550 AD “Pierre 
Belon, the doctor of the Parisian Faculty of Med-
icine, published the description of his journey 
to the Orient, wherein … he said that the third 
pyramid was in such an excellent condition that 
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The corollary is very simple. Neither the great 
pyramids nor the Great Sphinx existed in the 
epoch when this detailed inlay was made. We 
encounter yet another serious contradiction in-
herent in Scaligerian history. 

It is however possible that the inlay dates 
from the time when Europeans were no longer 
allowed in Egypt. This epoch is known to us well 
enough  – the XVI-XVIII century when Egypt 
became virtually closed by the West Europeans. 

We believe that this truly remarkable Roman 
inlay was created in the XVI-XVII century, when 
the mutinous Reformist Europe, already sepa-
rated from African Egypt by religious and ideo-
logical barriers, the conception of Egypt became 
rather blurred. There was some memory of cer-
tain wonders, but vast arrays of actual data were 
lost. Westerners only returned to Egypt after the 
Napoleonic invasion to “rediscover the country.” 

Coming back to the inlay, one instantly notices 
just how evasively and cautiously historians com-
ment it ([726], page 101). Haven’t they noticed the 
absence of the pyramids, the Great Sphinx and the 
rest of the famous monuments associated with the 
“ancient” Egypt? They must have – as we see, they 
chose to remain silent about the whole affair so 
as not to draw any attention to this circumstance, 
which is truly amazing within the framework of 
Scaligerian history. The latter instantly turns out 
to conceal many grave inconsistencies.

4.3. The sarcophagi of the Pharaohs and the 
Russian matryoshka dolls

4.3.1. The structure of an Egyptian sarcophagus

It is commonly known that the Egyptian sar-
cophagi that used to contain the mummies of 
the pharaohs were designed in a very ingenuous 
way – there were several concentric coffins of dif-
ferent size, and the mummy was in the smallest 
one. Each of the coffins had the shape of a human 
figure, hollow inside – with a face and wearing a 
hat, dressed in garments adorned with symbols 
of power. Each coffin was painted and lavishly 
decorated. Thus, the scheme of Tutankhamen’s 
multilayer sarcophagus is reproduced in figs. 19.4 
and 19.5.

Incidentally, the six “telescopic” coffins found 
inside a stone sarcophagus served Napoleon as a 
final resting place after his second burial in 1861 
([1329], page 74 and [1272], page 153; see also 
fig. 19.6). The creators of this sepulchre in Paris 
obviously wanted to make the decorations as lux-
urious as possible – hence the design. 

Doesn’t the design strike the reader as famil-
iar? Of course – the first thing that comes to mind 
is the famous Russian matryoshka doll – several 
hollow figures housing smaller figures. Only the 
last one isn’t hollow. Each doll is painted and rep-
resents a human being. To the best of our knowl-
edge, this symbol, or the matryoshka doll, is only 
typical for Russia these days. 

It turns out that the “ancient” Egyptians were 
also familiar with the matryoshka design. 

Could this mean that the Russian folk art has 
preserved the memory of an Old Russian tradi-
tion – namely, to bury kings in telescopic coffins? 
It would be natural to expect that the Czars, or 
Khans, of the Horde (Russia) and the Ottoman 
(Ataman) Sultans of the XIV-XVI century would 
be buried in the imperial graveyard of African 
Egypt in accordance with this Russian custom. 

4.3.2. The anthropomorphic sarcophagi of Suzdal 
and Vladimir Russia. 

Our opponents might want to ask whether any 
such “telescopic” sarcophagi were found in Russia. 

We shall reply as follows. Apparently, today we 
are already confused about the old Russian customs 
common for the Horde, which also concerns the 
burial rites – this means every epoch that precedes 
the first Romanovs. In Chron4, Chapter 14:6, we 
cite some data to prove that the Romanovs insti-
gated an ecclesiastical reform between 1632 and 
1636 – in particular, this concerned Russian burial 
rites, which were changed drastically. Then, as we 
have told the reader earlier, the old Russian cem-
eteries were raided and in many cases destroyed. 

One feels obliged to note the old Christian 
graves of the pre-Romanovian period that look 
strange from the modern point of view – namely, 
anthropomorphic sarcophagi, or coffins shaped 
in the image of a human body ([305]). The “an-
cient” Egyptians did the same!
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Apart from that, we must mention the find-
ing made in the fifth pyramid – “a sarcophagus 
similar to the ones found in Khefren Pyramid … 
No sculptures or hieroglyphs were found in the 
tomb – nothing save a few lines from the 112th 
Sura of the Koran, which could be read on the 
plaster that covered the southern wall” ([464], 
page 83). 

 It turns out that similar Arabic inscriptions 
were found inside a few other pyramids – the sec-
ond and the third in particular, or the pyramids of 
Khefren = Russian Goth and Mencaur = Mongol 
Czar, qv above ([464], page 83). 

Therefore, one can hardly complain about 
the total absence of Arabic inscriptions from the 
pyramids. 

4.5. The Egyptian pyramids, or burial mounds, 
and “Paskha,” the ritual Christian pastry

As we have pointed out above, Egyptian pyramids 
are most likely to be yet another modification 
of the Scythian burial mounds. On the other 
hand, modern Egyptology is “still clueless about 
the origins of the word ‘pyramid.’ According to a 
popular opinion (see E. Littré, Dictionnaire de la 
langue française, Paris, 1886; also A. Erman, Die 
Religion der Aegypter, Berlin, 1934), the word 
‘pyramid’ is derived from the Greek ‘pyramis’ (cf. 
‘pyros’), which stood for a certain kind of pastry 
made of honey and flour. These pastries were 
conical in shape, and the Greek pilgrims likened 
them to pyramids” ([464], page 49). 

The readers may have already guessed the 
exact nature of the pyramidal pastry as mentioned 
by the Greeks  – Orthodox Christian pilgrims 
(incidentally, one must note that the pyramids 
were the actual destination of their pilgrimage). 
Indeed, this Christian Orthodox symbol remains 
alive until this very day – it is known as “Paskha.” 
This pastry has the shape of a pyramid, whose 
sides usually depict an egg, a ladder and the let-
ters ХВ, which stand for “Christ Resurrected,” a 
standard ecclesiastical formula. Nowadays the 
“Paskha” is usually made of cottage cheese, but 
it may well have been baked in the days of yore. 

Therefore, we see that the Egyptian pyramids, 

or burial mounds, symbolise Christian Easter, 
likewise the “Paskha” pastry. As it was mentioned 
earlier, the final religious schism between Islam 
and Orthodox Christianity occurred as late as in 
the XVII century. Under Khunaten, Islam must 
have made its first steps towards becoming an in-
dependent religion, so there is nothing surprising 
about the fact that a Reformist ruler could erect a 
pyramid to commemorate the Easter. 

The fact that the Egyptian pyramids and the 
Christian “Paskha” pastry are in fact the same 
symbol isn’t even a hypothesis of ours (see above). 
We have learnt this from a number of ancient 
documents. 

As it turns out, the famous “ancient” author 
Pliny traces the word “pyramid” to the Greek 
“pyros” (“flame,” qv in [464], page 49). Since the 
Egyptians confused the sounds “R” and “L,” the 
word “pylamid” would be very close to the Slavic 
equivalent of “pyros,” which is “plamya.” The 
Greek root is manifest in a number of modern 
words as well. 

Therefore, the Russian words “pirog” (“pie” or 
“pastry”), “plamya” (“flame”) and “piramida/pil-
amida” (“pyramid”) possess a common root – it 
could be that they are all derivatives of the Slavic 
“plamya.” 

Even if we don’t swap “R” for “L,” the word 
“pyramid” is close to the Slavic word “pir,” which 
translates as “feast” or “ceremonial dinner.” This 
possible proximity is confirmed by the fact that 
the “Paskha” is eaten during the Easter Feast, 
which celebrates the Resurrection of Christ. Or-
thodox Christians still have the symbol of pyra-
mid on their tables every Easter. 

And now for the most interesting part. We 
know that Christian symbols can be found on 
the sides of the pyramidal “Paskha” to this very 
day. What was carved on the gigantic stone sides 
of the Egyptian pyramids? Could it be the same 
symbols?

Our theory about the symbolic link between 
the Egyptian pyramids and the Christian Easter 
is directly confirmed by the “ancient” Egyptian 
customs and artwork. It turns out that the “an-
cient” Egyptians were very fond of the so-called 
“pyramidions” – small pyramids whose size varies 
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It might be that the pyramidal shape of the 
“Paskha” reflects the “ancient” appearance of cer-
tain Egyptian pyramids  – the way they looked 
right after their construction in the XIV-XVI 
century, which is when they were visited by the 
Orthodox Greek pilgrims ([464], page 49). 

If so, the sides of the pyramids could have been 
decorated by Christian symbols  – ХВ (“Christ 
Resurrected”), an egg and a ladder or some such. 
Quite obviously, in the XVII-XVIII century this 
may have been perceived as an insult by some 
parties – possibly, the new Muslims, or the West-
erners who were “directing Egypt towards the 
light.” 

European travellers wrote that the deconstruc-
tion of the pyramid jacketing was conducted at 
the orders of the Sultans ([464], page 46). “On 
the top of one of these granaries [Europeans used 
the term “granaries of Joseph” for referring to the 
pyramids – Auth.] we have noticed a few masons 
who were tearing off large slabs of polished stone, 
which had formed the pyramid jacketing, and 
taking them down to the ground… Nowadays 
only about one half of it [jacketing – Auth.] re-
mains intact” ([464], page 46). 

Historians date this account of Seigneur d’An-
glure to 1395. However, this dating strikes one as 
highly suspicious, since most of the jacketing was 
still intact in the middle of the XVI century. This 
is what Jean Cheneau, Secretary of the French Em-
bassy in Egypt, claimed in 1548 ([464], page 48). 

According to the evidence of Pierre Belon, 
whom we have mentioned already, the jacketing 
of the third pyramid was still in a pristine con-
dition in the second half of the XVI century, “as 
though it were newly built” ([464], page 48). 

Therefore, the epoch when the stripping of 
the pyramid jacketing was initiated should not 
predate the end of the XVI century AD, or the 
epoch when the Reformation mutiny flared up 
in Europe, and the tension between Orthodox 
Christianity and the nascent Islam was already 
great enough. 

This is how the destruction of the Orthodox 
symbols depicted on the sides of the Gothic pyr-
amids built by the Horde in the XIV-XVI century 
commenced.

4.7. Inscriptions on pyramids

There are some very interesting mediaeval re-
ports that tell us about a great variety of inscrip-
tions set in different languages on the Egyptian 
pyramid jacketing.  

Abd al-Latif, a doctor from Baghdad who had 
lived in the alleged XII-XIII century AD, wrote 
the following about the two great pyramids: “The 
stones are covered in ancient lettering, which can 
no longer be read today [this was written by a 
medic  – most probably, in the XVI-XVII cen-
tury – Auth.] … There are so many writings here 
that, should anyone wish to copy just the ones 
found on the surface of two pyramids, they would 
take up more than ten thousand pages” ([464], 
page 42). 

In the alleged X century AD Masudi wrote 
that the pyramids “were covered in various in-
scriptions made in different languages spoken by 
nations long extinct” ([464], page 43). 

“A few years later Ibn Khaukal also mentioned 
the signs and the lettering found on the sides of 
the Great Pyramid, which he calls Graeco-Syrian” 
([464], page 43). Graeco-Russian, in other words 
(see above). 

“Finally, Abu Maskhar Djafar [who lived the 
alleged XIII century AD  – Auth.] also reports 
the existence of seven different kinds of letter-
ing: Greek, Arabic, Syrian, Musnad, Khimyarit 
(or ancient Hebraic, according to the chronicles), 
Latin and Persian” ([464], page 43). 

Modern commentators should know better 
than replacing “ancient Hebraic” by “Khim-
yarit” – in Chron4 we have already voiced our 
hypothesis that the term “Hebraic,” which was 
frequently used in the old Christian texts, didn’t 
really refer to proto-Hebrew as we understand it 
today, but rather the old hieroglyphic transcrip-
tion of words. 

“Christian travellers confirm the reports of the 
Arabic authors [about the inscriptions on the pyr-
amids  – Auth.]. Thus, William de Boldenseele 
wrote in 1336 [allegedly – Auth.] that apart from 
different writings in all sorts of languages he 
found six Latin poems” ([464], page 43). 

Moreover, the jacketing of the pyramid may 
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marily the epoch of the XIV-XVI century, when 
Egypt in Africa became the central necropolis of 
the Czars, or Khans, of the Great = “Mongolian” 
Empire. 

It is for this reason that the Pharaohs were 
called “sons of Ra” ([2], page 4). Historians are 
trying to convince us that the formula refers to 
the God Ra. However, it is commonly known 
that Ra is the old name of the River Volga, qv 
in Chron2, Chapter 4:1.1. This is how certain 
“ancient” authors call it ([797], page 1084). There-
fore, “sons of Ra” could have meant “natives of 
the Volga region,” which is in perfect correspond-
ence with our reconstruction, since the Czars, or 
Khans, of the Great = “Mongolian” Empire had 
their capital in Novgorod the Great, also known 
as Yaroslavl – a city which stands on River Volga. 

5.2. Russian Prince Dmitriy and 
Tutankhamen

Let us conclude with another observation con-
cerning Tutankhamen. It would be very interest-
ing indeed to find out who he was. We have to ex-
plain that when we call this ruler Tutankhamen, 
we are following the interpretation of the Egyp-
tian hieroglyphs that transcribe his name in his 
tomb, and, possibly, certain texts as well. It is most 
likely that his real name was different. In our re-
construction the royal Egyptian graveyard was 
the funereal complex of the “Mongolian” Empire. 
Therefore, Tutankhamen was one of the Empire’s 
princes. 

Let us remind the reader that he died in his 
youth ([1366], pages 24 and 117). One might 
assume that his grave is one of the most recent 
on the royal graveyard. Bear in mind that all the 
graves in the Valley of the Kings were carved in 
the sides of hills. The actual valley is a long and 
narrow crevice situated among hills of soft stone. 
In the middle of the crevice there is a hill that 
resembles a burial mound; there is a large num-
ber of royal graves carved in its sides. There are 
also many graves in the sides of the crevice. How-
ever, it is possible that the central hill, or burial 
mound, was believed to be the most honourable. 
There must have been no place left in the hill for 

Tutankhamen’s grave, which is why its entrance 
was made in the ground nearby and not the hill 
itself. Then the tunnel made a curve underground 
and led under the hill, which is where one finds 
Tutankhamen’s burial chamber. 

It appears that the plan was to bury him right 
in this place of honour. However, since it was im-
possible to bury him in the regular fashion due to 
a lack of space, the gravediggers chose this idio-
syncratic method, which wasn’t used for any other 
tomb of the Valley  of the Kings. To put it briefly, 
one gets the impression that Tutankhamen’s tomb 
was added to the complex at the very end, as one 
of the last graves in the royal graveyard. However, 
according to our reconstruction, this implies that 
the historical original of Tutankhamen has to be 
searched in the epoch of the XVI century, the one 
that immediately preceded the dissolution of the 
Great = “Mongolian” Empire. 

It is difficult to make any definite claims about 
the historical identity of Tutankhamen  – how-
ever, we feel obliged to voice our opinion on this 
matter. The fact that he died in his youth, as well 
as the daggers on his belt (which must have had 
a special significance), leads us to the thought 
that Tutankhamen may possibly be identified as 
Russian Prince Dmitriy. Dmitriy died at the end 
of the XVI century, accidentally stabbing himself 
to death with a dagger in a game. This is what 
one of the versions is telling us about his death, 
at least. Whether this is true or not can only be 
estimated from a research of his grave, in par-
ticular, a chemical analysis of the gold, which 
can identify the mines that it came from. Apart 
from that, it is known that Tutankhamen’s body 
was found floating in some mysterious viscous 
liquid. It is normally assumed to be a thickened 
mixture of incense and perfumed oils, which may 
be true. However, it may also be honey, which was 
occasionally used in Russia for embalming the 
dead bodies. There was an abundance of honey 
in Russia, which means the method in question 
may have been used. It is unlikely that such a 
practice existed in the regions that lay further 
south, however. 

All of the above lends some special significance 
to the fact that a medical expertise discovered a 
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cut in the left side of Tutankhamen’s mummy. It 
is on the left side of the mummy’s stomach and 
runs from the bellybutton – almost horizontally, 
a little bit towards the bottom ([1366], page 117). 
Experts use the word “strange” for referring to 
the location of the cut, nonetheless considering 
it related to embalming. Yet it is possible that a 
cut in such an unusual place appeared before 
embalming, possibly being the very fatal wound 
inflicted by a dagger that killed Prince Dmitriy. 
The embalmers may have later used the orifice for 
embalming purposes. Moreover, a bone fragment 
was found in Tutankhamen’s skull – also a possi-
ble cause of death ([1366], page 118). No official 
statement about the reasons why Tutankhamen 
died has been made to this day. The opinion of the 
expert medics is as follows: “Murder as the cause 
of Tutankhamen’s death is beginning to look more 
and more plausible” ([1366], page 118). 

As for the coffin of Prince Dmitriy, parts of 
which are exhibited in the Armoury of the Krem-
lin, it is known to have been manufactured in the 
XVII century – 1630, to be more precise ([187], 
page 74). Let us recollect that Prince Dmitriy was 
canonised already in the epoch of the Great Strife, 
and possibly even later. Romanovian history 
claims that it happened under Vassily Shouyskiy 
([85], Volume 14, page 356). Incidentally, the hag-
iography of Prince Dmitriy saw its first publica-
tion as late as in 1879 ([85], Volume 14, page 357). 

Let us now discuss the authenticity of Tut-
ankhamen’s tomb and the objects found therein. 
The discovery of the tomb was accompanied by 
a number of strange circumstances, and the cate-
gorical opinion about all artefacts being forgeries 
has already been voiced in the press – one might 
cite the article of Konstantin Smirnov as an ex-
ample (“The Discovery of Tutankhamen’s Tomb 
in Need of Revision,” published in the “Tekhnika 
Molodyozhi” magazine, April 1998, pages 62-64). 
We are of the opinion that the issue requires a 
meticulous study involving laboratory analysis. 
The falsification hypothesis cannot be proved in 
any other way. Apart from that, it is possible that 
the falsification was of a partial nature. H. Carter 
may have indeed found some authentic artefacts, 
but a different amount and in a different place. 

Or, alternatively, most of the authentic ancient 
artefacts that he found were completely outra-
geous from the Scaligerian viewpoint and needed 
to be replaced by “correct objects” manufactured 
on the spot. The “embarrassing” originals may 
have been hidden or even destroyed. We are of 
the opinion that some of the objects found inside 
Tutankhamen’s tomb are authentic; however, this 
doesn’t mean no forgeries are present there. There 
may be a significant amount of those, maybe even 
the predominant part of all findings in total. We 
believe any finite conclusion to be premature 
so far; yet the issue needs to be considered. At 
the same time, the actual underground chamber 
found by Carter gives one good reasons to ques-
tion its authenticity, qv below. 

Let us give a brief synopsis of some oddities 
pointed out by K. Smirnov. 

Firstly, the excavations carried on for five years, 
and were constantly put on hold by Carter with-
out any coherent explanation. He opened and 
re-sealed it a number of times. Had everything 
been legitimate, such procrastination would seem 
very strange. Indeed, the discovery of priceless 
treasures would normally be made known to the 
public as soon as possible, with all the circum-
stances of the finding documented in detail. This 
is the natural wish of any discoverer. However, the 
falsification version makes Carter’s unhurried ap-
proach perfectly understandable – he needed time 
for negotiations, the manufacture of numerous 
“ancient artefacts,” finding sponsors and so on. 

Another suspicious detail is the alleged mul-
tiple penetration of robbers into the tomb – rob-
bers that didn’t take anything with them, no less. 
They have even carved a passage in the rock to 
divert one of the inner doors – yet they haven’t 
stolen a single thing! At the very least, enormous 
piles of gold have remained intact. The strangest 
thing is that the “robbers” blocked up the en-
trance to the tomb once again, as Carter reports. 
In the forgery scenario this passage could have 
served the purpose of adding more “antiquities” 
to the sealed-up chamber. 

The third conspicuous circumstance concerns 
the so-called “Pharaoh’s Curse.” The excavations of 
the tomb began in 1923. By 1930, the only actual 
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According to Professor I. Davidovich, he man-
aged to read the recipe for the manufacture of 
concrete in the ancient times, which was tran-
scribed as a hieroglyphic inscription on a stele 
dating from the epoch of Pharaoh Joser ([1086] – 
[1093]). The hypothesis of I. Davidovich is occa-
sionally mentioned in popular press. See, for in-
stance, the article entitled “Concrete Pyramids?,” 
which cites the UPI as the source, published in 
the Komsomolskaya Pravda on 27 December 
1987. However, as far as we know, historians and 
Egyptologists still pretend to know nothing of the 
research of I. Davidovich. The ignorance may also 
be feigned – or deliberate. 

The idea of I. Davidovich allows for a radically 
new conception of how certain particularly large 
“ancient” constructions were built. According 
to our theory, they were built in the XIV-XVII 
century; the use of concrete during that epoch 
appears to be perfectly natural and in full cor-
respondence with the mediaeval level of con-
struction technology. The veil of mystery is lifted 
from the “ultra-ancient” megalithic construction 
works, which transform into a routine procedure 
all in all, albeit a complex one. 

The idea that the Egyptian pyramids were 
made of concrete may provoke a variety of re-
actions. For instance, it can be considered “yet 
another theory” in a long list of other unsub-
stantiated theories. We wouldn’t write about it in 
so much detail if it hadn’t been for just a single 
circumstance, namely, the existence of irrefutable 
proof that the Cheops Pyramid, for one, was in-
deed made of concrete.

The proof in question is perfectly material – a 
fragment of a stone block from the Cheops Pyr-
amid taken from its external masonry the height 
of 50 metres. This fragment broke off a block’s 
top corner. The fragment is a mere 6.5 centime-
tres long, qv in figs. 19.58, 19.59, 19.60, 19.61, 
19.62, 19.63 and 19.64. The fragment was kindly 
lent to us by Professor I. V. Davidenko (Moscow), 
who also called our attention to the circumstance 
that identifies said fragment as a piece of concrete 
without a shade of ambiguity. 

As we can see in the photograph, the surface 
of the block was covered by a thin net. A careful 

study demonstrates it to be the mark of the mat-
ting from the inside of the wooden casing. In figs. 
19.58, 19.59 and 19.61 we can see it perfectly well 
that the matting was folded at a right angle along-
side the edge of the block, with another piece of 
matting overlapping over it at a short distance 
from the edge. We can see that the end of the 
second mat forms a fringe. No transverse threads 
are to be seen anywhere alongside the edge, they 
have fallen off the way it happens to the plain 
edges of the rough fabric used for such matting. 

The top surface of the block is very uneven, qv 
in figs. 19.63 and 19.64. A part of the fragment’s 
top surface was sawed off for chemical analysis. 
The rest has retained the original knobbly shape. 
This is just how the surface of a concrete block 
looks when it solidifies; nowadays special vibra-
tors are used in order to smoothen the hardening 
concrete surface. The Egyptians of the XIV-XVII 
century obviously didn’t have any such machin-
ery, hence the uneven surface of the blocks. We 
are referring to the top side of a block – the rest 
of them are even, but bear the marks of the mat-
ting. In case of a carved block, all sides would 
look the same. 

According to the report of our eyewitness, 
who has chipped a piece off one of the Cheops 
Pyramid’s blocks (he needed to purchase a special 
licence for this purpose), such matting marks can 
be seen on every block comprising the section 
of the pyramid that the fragment comes from. 
Let us emphasise that the section in question is 
situated at the height of 50 metres, and pertains 
to the side of the pyramid that opposes the exit. 
No tourist groups are usually taken there; the 
average tourist can only see the bottom rows of 
masonry from ground level, where one sees no 
matting marks. They could have been chiselled 
off deliberately, but not necessarily so – the sand-
storms so frequent in these parts carry fine sand 
that polishes the bottom blocks, which are rather 
soft – like plaster or a human fingernail. There-
fore, sandstorms could have polished the surface 
of the blocks at the bottom completely, destroying 
the matting marks from the casing. However, the 
wind doesn’t carry any sand at the height of fifty 
metres above ground level, and the blocks from 
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that part of the pyramid have retained such marks 
as a result. 

It would be hard to assume that the modern 
specialists who deal with the pyramids have failed 
to notice this amazing fact. We believe that the 
only plausible explanation is that they noticed 
everything perfectly well, yet remain stubbornly 
silent, trying to maintain the attractive legend of 
the pyramids’ great antiquity as devised by the 
Egyptologists. After all, we realise it perfectly well 
that if the pyramids are actually made of concrete, 
their age may by no means amount to thousands 
of years. 

Incidentally, this also solves many other “pyr-
amid mysteries” – for instance, the conspicuous 
absence of cracks from the pyramid blocks. Ge-
ologists are well aware that natural limestone has 
a layered structure, being a sedimentary rock. 
Therefore it inevitably starts sporting cracks at 
some point, which run alongside the layers – un-
like concrete, which is a uniform and amorphous 
material consisting of ground and mixed particles 
and therefore immune to cracking. This also ex-
plains the absence of the so-called “tan” on the 
surface of the pyramid blocks. This “tan” appears 
on the exposed surface of any natural rock over 
the course of time – it darkens under the influ-
ence of the chemical elements that rise to the sur-
face. This effect is produced by the crystalline 
structure of natural rock. However, the surface 
of concrete is virtually immune to the “tan,” since 
the crystals break up when the rock is ground 
into powder. 

This also solves another “mystery” of the Che-
ops Pyramid. It was noticed long ago that some 
parts of the Cheops Pyramid such as its inner 
chambers “have joints so thin that they initially 
seem to be mere scratches made on the surface 
of the stone, occasionally being altogether invis-
ible – their width … is 0.5 mm on the average” 
([464], page 32). The Egyptologist J. P. Lauer ad-
dresses the reader as follows, with pathos galore: 
“Do you imagine the sheer volume of effort took 
to make blocks fit so closely together, although 
they often weigh many tonnes?” ([464], page 
32). Indeed, it is hardly possible to imagine such 
a thing, especially given that the top side of the 

blocks has an uneven texture. We are supposed to 
believe that a block can be placed on top of such 
surface in such a way that the gap between them 
will virtually cease to exist – a block of some 15 
tons, no less. Historians don’t offer any coherent 
explanation of this fact  – they “aren’t interested 
in such matters.” 

However, now we see everything fall into 
place. If the top block was made of concrete on 
site, no gap could have formed between a given  
block and the one below it. The cement poured 
into the wooden casing from the top would natu-
rally reflect the uneven surface of the block below. 
So where do the “fine gaps” between blocks come 
from? It turns out that the gaps are really very 
thin layers of limestone mortar, “which has sur-
vived until this day as a barely noticeable line, 
thin as a leaf of hammerred silver” ([464], page 
32). Therefore, the builders of the pyramids were 
deliberately separating adjacent blocks so as to 
avoid their concatenation. Prior to moulding a 
new block on top of the construction, they used 
a special kind of mortar designed to prevent the 
blocks from merging together. This was a very 
reasonable thing to do – otherwise the pyramid 
would transform into a single monolith without 
any joints. Such a colossal construction would 
inevitably crack under the influence of inner 
tensions as well as the substantial temperature 
differentials characteristic for this part of Egypt. 
The only way of avoiding it was to build the pyr-
amid from individual blocks of concrete so that 
it could “breathe,” relieving the forming tensions. 

As for the quarries on the other bank of the 
Nile that exist until this day, as well as the descrip-
tions of how the rock was transported towards 
the pyramids ([464], page 189), they only relate 
to the stone jacketing, which had once covered 
the entire surface of the Cheops Pyramid. Some 
remains of the granite and limestone jacketing 
have survived until this very day – for instance, 
near the top of the Khefren Pyramid. 

By the way, early European travellers that vis-
ited Egypt also mention cement as part of the pyr-
amid construction. In particular, the Frenchman 
Paul Lucas, who visited Egypt in 1699-1703 and 
in 1714-1717, claimed that the pyramid jacketing 
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wooden machinery used for the elevation of stone 
blocks weighing 15 and even 500 tons ([464]). 
It is perfectly obvious that no wooden devices 
could be used for this purpose; therefore, histo-
rians are forced to consider the report of Hero-
dotus untrustworthy ([464], page 193). Historians 
suggest the theory of earthen mounds instead. 
However, the German engineer L. Kroon “uses 
lengthy calculations in order to prove the impos-
sibility of using such mounds for construction 
purposes  – he believes that their construction 
would require as much labour as the construction 
of the pyramid itself, and even in that case the last 
few metres of the pyramid’s top would remain 
unfinished” ([464], page 194). The book of the 
Egyptologist J. P. Lauer ([464] dedicates about 15 
pages to the problem of raising the blocks to the 
top of the pyramid (pages 193-207); however, he 
doesn’t provide us with anything in the way of a 
satisfactory explanation. 

However, if we are to read deeper into the 
text of Herodotus, we shall easily recognise it as 
the description of the wooden casing used for 
“lifting” the concrete blocks – casting them step 
by step, in other words. Herodotus is describing 
a simple construction  – something along the 
lines of a knockdown wooden box made of short 
planks, which was filled with concrete. When the 
concrete hardened, the box would be disassem-
bled and taken to the next step. 

What we encounter here is a vivid example of 
modern historians being reluctant to let go of any 
theory that made its way into history textbooks 
once, no matter how absurd. We consider the fear 
of tampering with Scaligerian chronology to be 
their primary motivation  – after all, if one be-
gins to doubt this chronology, the entire edifice of 
the “ancient” and mediaeval history according to 
Scaliger and team falls apart like a house of cards. 

Coming back to the “ancient” Egyptian ob-
elisks, we can now voice the idea that many of 
them were either cast of concrete or simply built 
of small blocks. The whole construction would 
then be covered by a layer of concrete or plaster. 
This is precisely how the famous 25-metre obelisk 
of Constantine was built, the one that stood at the 
Hippodrome of Czar-Grad, qv in fig. 19.65-66. It 

is presumed that the obelisk was erected by Con-
stantine VII Porphyrogenetus in the alleged year 
940 ([1464], page 48). The column was presum-
ably “coated in gilded bronze plates with reliefs 
depicting the heroic deeds of the Emperor’s uncle, 
Basil of Macedonia [the King of Macedonia, in 
other words – Auth.]” ([240], page 167). The con-
crete coating peeled off over the course of time, 
revealing the numerous small blocks of stone that 
the obelisk was built of, qv in fig. 19.67. A propos, 
the column was also known as the “Walled-Up 
Column or the Golden Column (Colossus)” 
([240], page 166). 

7.  
THE GREAT FORGOTTEN INVENTION OF 
MEDIAEVAL ALCHEMY: GEOPOLYMERIC 

CONCRETE OF THE EGYPTIAN PYRAMIDS, 
TEMPLES AND STATUES

As we have mentioned earlier, the learned French 
chemist Joseph Davidovich proved that not only 
the Pyramid of Cheops, but also countless stone 
monuments and other objects, such as sarcoph-
agi, amphoras etc, were really made of a special 
kind of concrete ([1086], [1087], [1088], [1089], 
[1090], [1091], [1092] and [1093]). The method 
of its manufacture became lost eventually, and has 
only been rediscovered recently by I. Davidovich. 
At present it is successfully used by European and 
American manufacturers; I. Davidovich is the 
patent holder for this technology. 

The word “concrete” should by no means con-
fuse the reader. One mustn’t think that the “an-
cient” Egyptian concrete should necessarily resem-
ble its modern counterpart that we customarily 
see used for construction purposes. Concrete is 
artificial stone made of ground-up rock treated in 
a special way – cement, in other words. It can be 
relatively soft, like limestone. This is the very kind 
of concrete used in the construction of pyramids – 
one can easily make it crumble with a pocket knife. 
It turns out, however, that artificial concrete can be 
a whole lot harder than the kind that we’re accus-
tomed to. As I. Davidovich has discovered, it can 
be just as hard as granite or diorite, and virtually 
indistinguishable from said minerals. 
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endless and fruitless endeavours of the mediaeval 
alchemists searching for the Philosopher’s Stone 
came into being. The experiments were even-
tually abandoned, and the term “Philosopher’s 
Stone” took on a fantasy hue, coming to mean a 
miraculous stone that could transform iron and 
other metals into gold. 

Incidentally, the history of alchemy claims that 
the Egyptians had already known the secret of 
the Philosopher’s Stone, but lost it at some point 
([1461], Volume 2, page 216). There is a mediaeval 
story about a certain Egyptian named Adfar, a na-
tive of Alexandria, who found the book of Hermes 
with the instructions how to make the Philoso-
pher’s Stone. Adfar passed this knowledge on to 
Morienus, a young Roman (fig. 19.78). A while 
later, the Egyptian King Kalid ordered his alche-
mists to make him the Philosopher’s Stone. They 
failed to comply; however, Morienus came to Kalid 
and made the stone. The king ordered for the other 
alchemists to be decapitated. However, Morienus 
disappeared without revealing the secret. After a 
while one of the king’s servants managed to find 
Morienus and started to pester him with questions 
about the manufacture of the stone. Morienus an-
swered the questions. Apparently, the Philosopher’s 
Stone consisted of four compounds. Morienus said 
that in order to get a stone one needed to break a 
stone first ([1461], Volume 2, page 217). It is pos-
sible that the legend has preserved a memory of 
the fact that the artificial geopolymeric stone was 
made of destroyed (ground-up) rock. 

The necessity to use several compounds (ap-
parently, four of them altogether) is also in per-
fect correspondence with the actual manufacture 
of artificial geopolymeric stone, which is a prod-
uct of a chemical reaction of several components 
([1092], pages 69-70). Morienus used allegori-
cal names for referring to the compounds of 
the Philosopher’s Stone, such as “white smoke,” 
“green lion” etc ([1461]). Later on the alchemists 
attempted to interpret these symbolic names, but 
without any success, since they haven’t managed 
to come up with the Philosopher’s Stone. 

Nowadays, after the discovery of Davidovich, 
the mystery of the Philosopher’s Stone, the 
Egyptian pyramids, the English Stonehenge and 

other similar constructions made of stone ceases 
to exist. This understanding could only have 
dawned upon us after the rediscovery of geopol-
ymeric concrete, which must have been a pro-
fessional secret of the alchemists of the Great = 
“Mongolian” Empire. 

Let us note that specialists believe the very 
word “chemistry” to be a derivative of the Egyp-
tian word “Kham” or “Khemi,” which had stood 
for “Egypt” ([245], page 11). We see that the name 
of the scientific discipline is associated with the 
country where the artificial stone was used in 
construction the most extensively. “Alchemy” 
must have stood for “Great Chemistry,” and pos-
sibly an even older translation would be “Great 
Kham” (Khan). It is thus possible that chemistry 
was considered an imperial science, or the science 
of the Great Khan. 

In fig. 19.79 we have reproduced an ancient 
map called Tartaria Sive Magni Chami Imperium. 
A close-in of the map can be seen in fig. 19.80. 
What we read clearly translates as “Tartary, or the 
Great Kham’s Empire.” It is perfectly obvious that 
we see an antiquated spelling of the Khan’s title 
here – he can be identified as the Biblical Ham, 
one of Patriarch Noah’s sons (Genesis 9:18). Fur-
thermore, according to the Bible, “Ham was the 
father of Canaan” (Genesis 9:18). Thus, the names 
Kham, Khan and Canaan were in close relation 
and must have had similar translations. 

Thus, the Great  = “Mongolian” Empire was 
also known as the Empire of the Great Kham (or 
Khan). We have seen a vestige of this name in the 
old name of Egypt – Kingdom of Kham. Let us 
remind the reader that according to our recon-
struction the Biblical Egypt can be identified as 
Russia, or the Horde, of the XIV-XVI century. 

One has to note that mediaeval alchemy widely 
employed the word “Tartar” (or “Tartarus”)  – 
Great Tartary. For instance, neutral potassium 
tartrate was known as “Tartarus Tartarisatus,” 
iron tartrate was “Tartarus Chalybeatus” and so 
on ([245], pages 65-66). The latter may be related 
to the word “Caliph.” Also, “potassium tartrate … 
was known as ‘Tartarus’ since the time of the al-
chemists … which is when it was also used for re-
ferring to different salts – this usage has outlived 
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the alchemists” ([245], page 80, Comment 5). In 
fig. 19.81 we see a page from the book of Lavois-
ier dating from 1801 with a table of acetylformic 
acid compounds ([245], page 143). We see the 
term “Pyro-tartrite.” There was a whole scientific 
discipline of “Tartarology,” and there were pub-
lications under that title ([245], page 65). Tartar 
science, perhaps? 

The picture is perfectly clear. Chemical re-
search was an important issue for the state, and 
so the “Mongolian” Empire was financing it in the 
epoch of the XIV-XVI century, hence the connec-
tion with the name “Tartar.” It was much later that 
word “Tartar” took on a negative connotation in 
the Reformist Europe  – it became threatening: 
“Tartarus … is the underworld, or inferno in the 
ancient Greek mythology; Homer describes it 
as the abyss where the Titans and Kronos were 
thrown by Zeus” ([245], page 79, Comment 4). 
In general, everybody needed to know what a 
horrendous place Tartary was. 

8.  
CONCRETE IN THE “ANCIENT” ROMAN 

EMPIRE

It has to be said that Scaligerian history did in 
fact preserve some information concerning the 
use of concrete in the “ancient times” – namely, 
the epoch of the “ancient” Roman Empire ([726]), 
which historians believe to postdate the construc-
tion of the Egyptian history by many centuries. 
Therefore, some of them remain calm about the 
possibility that the “ancient” imperial Roman 
constructions may have been built of concrete. It 
has to be said, though, that even in this case their 
references to the “Roman” concrete are rather 
cautious and restrained. It is easy to understand 
why – Scaligerian history is of the opinion that 
the “ancient Roman” concrete was forgotten in 
the dark Middle Ages to be “reborn” many cen-
turies later. We must however state right away 
that the substance in question is most likely to be 
different from the geopolymeric concrete that we 
have described at length above – its manufacture 
involved a more simple procedure. Let us linger 
on this issue for a short while. 

Historians tell us the following: “The imperial 
builders have developed a unique style of their 
own; concrete was the key to this new architec-
ture. As early as in 1000 BC the Cretans, as well 
as the Greek settlers in the South of Italy (Great 
Greece), were using mortar made of sand, lime 
and water. But it was only in the II century BC 
that the Romans improved this solution, having 
created a recipe of concrete of their own, which 
was amazingly firm and almost fire-resistant. 
This concrete was made of water, gravel, lime 
and puzzolana  – reddish-crimson fine sand of 
volcanic origin. This volcanic sand is an impor-
tant part of hydrosylicate synthesis and allows 
the concrete mass to become denser… Roman 
architects bravely began their experimentation 
with concrete. Massive foundations, wide arches 
supported by mighty concrete pillars, long ar-
cades, sturdy concrete walls with brick and mar-
ble jacketing, domed roofs made of concrete – all 
of this was gradually changing the appearance 
of Rome. One of the largest constructions built 
of concrete was the Porticus Aemilia  … In the 
beginning of the I century concrete was widely 
used for the construction of the gigantic Roman 
thermae – public steambaths, in other words [pre-
sumably – Auth.] … Basilica Iulia was the first 
basilica built of concrete. It was named after Julius 
Caesar, since its construction began during his 
reign” ([726], pages 25-26). 

For instance, one of the most famous concrete 
buildings of the “antiquity” is the gigantic Pan-
theon in Rome, Italy. We learn that “the Pantheon 
was a temple built to honour all the gods by Had-
rian [apparently, the Horde – Auth.] … it remains 
one of the greatest monuments built in the An-
cient Rome… It was built between 118 and 128 
AD [allegedly more than fifteen hundred years 
ago – Auth.] … There is an enormous facade with 
pillars… Every granite pillar equals 12.5 in height 
and 1.5 metres in diameter, weighing nearly 60 
tons … the crown of the Pantheon’s glory is its 
enormous dome… The inside of the dome is 
made of concrete, with 140 caissons… The mass 
of the dome diminishes as it curves towards the 
top – its weight was estimated as equalling 5000 
tons. The thickness of the concrete layer equals 
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Therefore, it would be difficult to formally 
accuse the Napoleonic artists of premeditated 
forgery, although it is obvious to us that their 
hand wasn’t stopped by a mere lack of time, but 
rather the circumstance that was revealed to them 
right there and shocked them deeply – the enor-
mous wide Orthodox cross on the throne of an 
“ancient” Egyptian statue. It is perfectly obvious 
that this fact, which must have caught them by 
surprise, worried them greatly. It is possible that 
the French encountered many similar testimo-
nies that the “ancient” Egypt of the Pharaohs had 
been a Christian country. Another example of 
an Orthodox cross on the back of an “ancient” 
Pharaoh’s throne was reproduced in fig. 19.39. 

All such facts radically contradicted Scali-
gerian history, which was already perceived as 
correct by Napoleon’s artists as well as the ar-
chaeologists and historians that accompanied 
them. One must think that after some consid-
eration they made the decision that must have 
been the only one possible for them  – namely, 
to reproduce nothing that would contradict the 
version of the “ancient” history that they were ac-
customed to, and to include no details that could 
have provoked amazed enquiries into the albums 
and reports that they published. There may have 
been recommendations to chisel off such “hereti-
cal” artwork, best of all without any witnesses. 
Cannonballs were used for the objects located 
too far above the ground level, fired from point 
blank range for extra security. This was the case 
with the face and headdress of the Great Sphinx 
([380], page 77). Kegs of gunpowder were used 
for constructions of tough basalt. In general, an-
cient history was in need of some amendments. 

We are confronted by an important question 
in this regard. Are all the drawings made by the 
French artists of Napoleon available for research-
ers today? Did all of them get published? Appar-
ently, the answer is in the negative. It seems as 
though a certain part of Egyptian monuments 
that were a menace to Scaligerian history, possi-
bly a large part, was altogether omitted from the 
copies. Even if such “incorrect drawings” were 
made, they must have got buried in the depths of 
historical archives, away from the scientific com-

munity so as to raise no suspicions concerning 
the correctness of Scaligerian history. 

We have witnessed it many times that it makes 
a lot of sense to compare different drawings of the 
same historical artefact made by different scien-
tists and travellers in the XVII-XIX century. It 
would also be interesting to compare these pic-
tures to modern photographs of the same object 
that represent its modern condition. We often 
discover significant changes in the condition of 
the monument that occurred over the last two or 
three hundred years. In some cases, we can clearly 
see the results of the tendentious Scaligerian edit-
ing performed in the XVII-XIX century. 

For example, let us consider the drawing of 
the Egyptian Colossus of Memnon as mentioned 
above, which was made in 1832 by the famous 
artist and traveller Frederick Catherwood (fig. 
19.122). Unlike the French artists of Napoleon, 
Catherwood reproduced the wide Orthodox 
cross from the back of the throne very faithfully. 
Moreover, he was very accurate in his attempt to 
reproduce the hieroglyphic inscription that cov-
ered the entire vertical stripe of the cross. When 
we compare it to the modern photograph (fig. 
19.44), we see that the text is virtually invisible 
today. It is possible that someone used a chisel for 
making the inscription illegible. It would be very 
interesting to use the old drawing of Catherwood 
in order to read it. As we have mentioned above, 
Napoleon’s artists failed to reproduce the cross, 
let alone the lettering upon it. 

Let us consider the modern photograph of the 
Memnon Colossus attentively once again (fig. 
19.44) and compare it with the French drawing 
in fig. 19.121. Another noteworthy circumstance 
catches our attention. Fig. 19.121 makes it per-
fectly obvious that in Napoleon’s epoch there was 
a long inscription at the bottom of the statue, cov-
ering all of its sides. There is nothing of the kind 
here today. The inscription has been chiselled off, 
as we can clearly see in fig. 19.44. Therefore, the 
methodical destruction of Egyptian monuments 
continued after Napoleon. 

Another interesting fact is as follows. The hair 
of the southern Colossus is tied into a braid (fig. 
19.121) – in the exact same fashion as was pop-
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Our main conclusion is as follows. The “an-
cient” builders of the Pharaoh’s rowboats must 
have used saws – it is very difficult to make such 
boards in such a quantity with nothing but axes. 
The saws had to be made of iron or steel. 

Therefore, the rowboats must date from the 
epoch of the XIV-XVII century – the 1600 years 
of their alleged age are right out of the question. 
Yet we are told that the “ancient” Egyptians who 
lived in the epoch of the Pharaohs were still unfa-
miliar with the metallurgy of iron, let alone steel 
saws. Therefore, the iron artefacts occasionally 
found in the tombs of the Pharaohs are usually 
declared rare and unique, or “later artefacts” that 
accidentally ended up in the royal tombs in later 
epochs. 

17.  
SLAVIC ORNAMENTS ON THE “ANCIENT” 

EGYPTIAN CLOTHING

In fig. 19.153 we see an “ancient” Egyptian shirt 
found in the Memphis region. It is adorned with 
an ornament; a close-in of said ornament’s frag-
ment can be seen in fig. 19.154. This ornament is 
known to be Slavic. At the centre we see a cross 
surrounded by four circles and circumscribed by 
a square. Apart from that, the embroidery has 
many Qatar crosses circumscribed by circles. An-
other “ancient” Pharaoh’s shirt with Slavic orna-
mentation can be seen in fig. 19.155. It is believed 
that the Christian Qatar crosses originated from 
Bulgaria, and later propagated all across Europe. 
See Chron6 for more details. 

We cite mediaeval Slavic ornaments for com-
parison in figs. 19.156, 19.157 and 19.158. They 
were depicted in the mediaeval Serbian frescoes 
([276] and the inlays of the ancient Bulgarian cap-
ital – Velikiy Preslav ([1411]). One of the most 
common elements of these ornaments is a cross 
inside of a square – a straight cross (fig. 19.156) 
or a slanted cross (figs. 19.157 and 19.158) sur-
rounded by four marks – usually circles or dots. 
The same ornament can be seen in the centre of 
the “ancient” Egyptian embroidery.

Our reconstruction explains the Slavic attire of 

the “ancient” Egyptian mummies perfectly well – 
Egypt was the graveyard of the rulers and high 
ranking officials of the Great = “Mongolian” Em-
pire, whose ethnic origins were Slavic and Turkic. 

Finally, let us discuss the issue of the general 
style of the “ancient” Egyptian funereal artwork. 
It seems unique and quite different from what we 
see in Europe and in Russia. At the same time, 
our reconstruction demonstrates that Egypt was 
the royal graveyard of the Great = “Mongolian” 
Empire. How could this be? Why does the style of 
the mediaeval Russian sepulchres differ from the 
Egyptian? We believe the explanation to be as fol-
lows. Egypt must have been the ancient ancestral 
graveyard of the Czars. It was guarded well, and 
no trespassers were allowed. Therefore, a unique 
school of decorative art evolved there. The dis-
tinctly abstract character of the “ancient” Egyp-
tian artwork can be partially explained by the fact 
that the Egyptian artists who decorated the royal 
tombs appear to have lived a secluded life, almost 
without any contacts with the outside world. The 
Valley of the Craftsmen is located near the Valley 
of the Kings, with ruins of an old settlement still 
intact. The residents of this settlement were the 
builders and the decorators of the royal tombs. 
It was a monastery in every sense of the word. 
There isn’t a single tree in these parts – nothing 
but sand, rocks and stones. Food for the monks 
was delivered from afar. One gets the impression 
that many of the things depicted by the monastic 
artists were only familiar to them by hearsay; they 
didn’t actively participate in the events reflected 
in their artwork. This must have resulted in the 
formation of the characteristic abstract style of 
the Egyptian funereal artwork. 

It has to be noted that the Egyptian artwork is 
often rather frivolous, with many phallic symbols. 
This may also be explained that the artwork in 
question wasn’t meant to be seen by the general 
public – only a narrow circle of the initiated. Only 
the members of the royal family came here, as well 
as certain high-ranking associates. It was virtually 
impossible for a stranger to reach Luxor (the Bight 
of the Kings) – the Nile was easy to guard, and the 
road across the desert was all but unreal.



We continue our motion forward in time fol-
lowing the history of the “ancient” Egypt and 
approach the epoch of the famous conqueror 
Thutmos, or Thutmos III. According to our re-
construction, this is already the XV century of the 
new era – a few millennia later than it is assumed 
in Scaligerian chronology. Apparently, this new 
dating can also be obtained with the aid of the 
independent astronomical method.

1.  
THE ASTRONOMICAL DATING OF THE 

REIGN OF THUTMOS III BY THE ZODIACS 
OF DENDERA CONCURS WITH THE NEW 

CHRONOLOGY OF EGYPT

The famous Temple of Dendera contains inscrip-
tion that allowed the Egyptologists to estimate that 
it was built by Pharaoh Thutmos III ([99], pages 
774 and 776). Brugsch cites the following trans-
lation of this inscription: “The great foundation 
of [the temple in] Dendera, the reconstruction 
of the memorial building endeavoured by King 
of Upper and Lower Egypt, Lord of Both Lands, 
Ra-Men-Kheper [or Men- Kheper-Ra], son of the 
Sun, crowned monarch Thutmos [the Third] after 
the finding of this [presumably, the plan of the 
temple to be – Auth.] in the ancient writings from 
the times of King Khufu” ([99], page 776).

We see Thutmos III refer to King Khufu (Che-
ops) in the traditional pronunciation – the Khut 
or the Goth, in other words. Therefore, it appears 
that the Great Sphinx and the Great Pyramids 
were built before the Temple of Dendera. This 
order corresponds to the one that is customary 
for the Scaligerian chronology. The New Chro-
nology yields the same order, which means that 
it is probably correct.

Another version of the “ancient” Egyptian leg-
end of the construction of the Dendera Temple 
is as follows: “King Thutmos III ordered to erect 
this building [to erect and not to reconstruct – 
Auth.] in memory of his mother, the goddess 
Hathor, Lady of Ant (Tentira)” ([99], page 375).

We have the unique opportunity to estimate 
the lifetime of Thutmos III or his immediate pre-
decessors, namely, Thutmos II and Thutmos I. 
The inscription cited above tells us nothing about 
the “number” of Thutmos. The arbitrary num-
ber enclosed in parentheses is an invention of 
the Egyptologists.

Let us remind the reader that the ceiling of 
the Dendera Temple is adorned with two graph-
ical representations related to astronomy  – the 
Round and the Long Zodiac, which demonstrate 
the planetary dispositions in constellations. These 
zodiacs can be dated astronomically; all of the 
above is related in detail in Chron3, Part 2.

Pharaoh Thutmos III the Conqueror  
as the Ottoman = Ataman Mehmet II, 

a conqueror from the XV century

chapter 20
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Over the course of twenty years, the great 
Pharaoh launched more than thirteen campaigns 
against foreign nations” ([99], page 302).

Our reconstruction suggests the following 
identification. The Ottoman = Ataman conquest 
started in the XV century. It continued until the 
end of the XVI century. Apparently, the “ancient” 
Egyptian chronicles describe it as the conquests 
of Thutmos, who might be a collective image, 
primarily based on the famous Mohammed II 
the Conqueror, also known as Sultan Mehmet 
II, regnant in 1451-1481 AD ([797], page 797). 
An ancient portrait of Mehmet II can be seen in 
fig. 20.1.

3.  
THE CAPTURE OF KADESH = CZAR-GRAD 

BY PHARAOH (ATAMAN) THUTMOS IN 1453

One of the main events that took place during 
the reign of Pharaoh Thutmos III was the cap-
ture of the city of Kadesh ([99], pages 306-308). 
Above, in our analysis of the biography of Ram-
ses II, we already identified the city of Kadesh as 
mentioned in the “ancient” Egyptian chronicles 
as Czar-Grad. After the Trojan War of the XIII 
century Czar-Grad remained the capital of Byz-
antium for a short while, although it was already 
controlled by Russia, or the Horde, and the Ot-
toman = Ataman Empire in the XIV-XV century.

4.  
RELATIONS BETWEEN RUSSIA, OR THE 
HORDE, AND THE OTTOMAN = ATAMAN 

EMPIRE IN THE XV CENTURY: TWO PARTS 
OF THE GREAT EMPIRE

We shall briefly relate the history of this period 
in its Scaligerian version, which is correct, in a 
way, yet in need of a serious rethinking. In order 
to understand the events in question one must 
simply retain the awareness that Czar-Grad was 
already controlled by Russia and the Ottomans 
in the XIV-XV century, as we have already men-
tioned, yet strived to regain some degree of in-
dependence.

Apparently, in the beginning of the XV century 

Constantinople swayed towards siding with the 
West European vicegerents of the Horde, and its 
rulers entered a union with the Western affiliate 
of the “Mongolian” Authority – Vatican (named 
after Batu-Khan) in the newly founded Italian 
Rome. Scaligerian history describes this event 
somewhat distortedly – as the recognition of the 
Italian Catholic Pope’s supremacy by the Byzan-
tine Church at the famous Council of Ferrara and 
Florence of the alleged years 1438-1439, qv above.

As a result, the relations between Constan-
tinople and the Horde, or Russia, and the Otto-
mans (or Atamans) were severed immediately, 
since, according to our reconstruction, Islam had 
still been one with the Orthodox Christianity as 
practised in the Empire  – the religious schism 
between the Horde and the Ottomans took place 
somewhat later.

Having strained the relations with the Im-
perial capital, Czar-Grad automatically sealed 
its fate, having made its fall imminent. 14 years 
later, in 1453, it was taken by Mehmet II, whose 
troops included Russians, as we demonstrate in 
CHRON4. The participation of Russian troops 
in the storm of Constantinople is a hypothesis of 
ours, since every trace of this event was wiped out 
from Russian history by the Romanovian histori-
ans with the utmost diligence. Nevertheless, the 
information that we have at our disposal allows 
us to regard said fact as definite (see Chron4).

The fall of Czar-Grad, or the Byzantine Rome, 
is a crucial event in the history of the Great  = 
Mongolian Empire. Our reconstruction of the 
ensuing events is as follows (see fig. 20.2).

The Russians and the Ottomans regarded the 
capture of Czar-Grad as the final sanctification of 
the Great = “Mongolian” Empire by the author-
ity of the Evangelical Jerusalem = Czar-Grad = 
Troy  – the city where Jesus Christ (Androni-
cus-Christ 1152-1185) lived and was crucified 
finally became part of the Empire and somehow 
passed on its primary Christian halidoms as well 
as its supreme ecclesiastical authority.

As a result, Russia (or the Horde) remained 
the key military and administrative centre of the 
“Mongolian” Empire, whereas the Ottoman  = 
Ataman Empire became the proud owner of 





chapter 20 pharaoh thutmos iii as the ottoman = ataman mehmet ii …  |  523 

expressed in the famous formula about Moscow 
being the Third Rome.

In the consensual “Romanovian” rendition 
of the Russian history the fact that Russia was 
paying a symbolic tribute to the Ottomana  = 
Atamans during those thirty years transformed 
into the “tragic three hundred years of slavery” 
suffered by the Russian nation under the yoke 
of the monstrous Tartar invaders, whereas the 
refusal of Ivan III to pay tribute was interpreted 
by the Romanovian historians as “the end of the 
Great Tartar Yoke in Russia.”

One must think, Ivan III would be greatly sur-
prised to learn how his epoch would be described 
a mere 200 years later by Tatishchev, Miller, Bayer, 
Schlezer, Karamzin, Klyuchevskiy, Solovyov and 
other “specialists in the field of Russian history.”

Let us however return to the XV century. The 
above sequence of events was perfectly natural. 
Both Czar-Grad and Moscow were capitals of two 
enormous parts of the Great Empire. The tem-
porary prevalence of Constantinople after 1453 
wasn’t that great, and the first event to interfere 
with the normal flow of things, namely, the death 
of Mehmet II, put an end to this prevalence im-
mediately.

This explains the oddities inherent in the Mil-
lerian and Romanovian rendition of “the end of 
the Tartar Yoke in Russia,” which falls over pre-
cisely this year, 1480. It is believed that after the 
refusal of Ivan III to pay tax the “Russian” and 
the “Tartar” troops faced each other for battle at 
River Ugra.

“The troops of the opposing parties stand on 
either coast of the Ugra, reluctant to engage in 
battle” (“The Ugra Stand”)” ([942], age 40). This 
meditative “stand” is declared to have ended the 
horrendous Tartar yoke – the bloody epoch of 
foreign rule came to its end peacefully and sur-
reptitiously.

We are of the opinion that everything is per-
fectly clear. There was no yoke and no reason 
for the Russians and the Ottomans to engage in 
battle in 1480. One must be aware that during 
the epoch of Czar-Grad’s capture Mehmet II and 
Ivan III (or Vassily II) were allies according to our 
reconstruction, and possibly friends. Therefore, 

there were no problems between the allies while 
Mehmet II was still alive. Ivan III recognized the 
religious leadership of Mehmet II and paid the 
symbolic tribute without any qualms – one must 
also remember that Mehmet II was older than 
Ivan III.

However, recognizing the superiority of Me-
hmet II, Ivan III could by no means recognize 
that of Mehmet’s successor. The accumulating 
discrepancies – religious, for instance, between 
Russia, or the Horde, and the Ottomans, have 
led to certain disputes, but by no means military 
action – the two parties managed to remain on 
friendly turns up until the very epoch of the Ro-
manovs.

The pro-Western Romanovs initiated an end-
lessly long and useless war with Turkey, which 
diverted Russia from all other affairs for centuries 
to come and resulted in the dissolution of Turkey.

However, let us once again return to the XV 
century. The Western Europe, which was con-
quered by the “Mongols,” or the Great Ones, as 
early as in the XIV century, was largely controlled 
by the Horde, or Russia – to a greater extent than 
by the Ottomans (or Atamans). Apparently, the 
greater part of the tribute paid by the Westerners 
went to Russia. Therefore, the Ottomans must 
have regarded the Western Europe as an integral 
part of Russia, or the Horde – to the extent of 
calling it Ruthenia (the Horde, or Russia).

Below we shall see this circumstance reflected 
in the “ancient” Egyptian chronicles from the 
epoch of Thutmos, which date from the second 
part of the XV century in reality. The Egyptian 
chronicles of stone use the word Ruthenia, or 
Russia, for referring to the whole of Europe, the 
East and the West alike. The fact that Ruthenia 
was a mediaeval name of Russia is mentioned in 
[517] and in Part 6 of the present work.

Also, one has to keep in mind that the same 
Great  = “Mongolian” (primarily Russian) con-
quest of the XIV century resulted in the transfer 
of many Russian names to the territory of the 
Western Europe.

We shall simply cite a single example that we 
believe to be vivid enough – the name Ruthenia 
transforming into Luthenia (R -- L), or Latinia 
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(Italy in reverse: TL = LT). The Etruscans were 
the ones who brought the Russian names to Italy 
in the XIII-XIV century, among them – the name 
Ruthenia, which has eventually become Latinia 
and then Italy. Therefore, every time we see Ru-
thenia, or Latinia, mentioned in the stone chron-
icles of the “ancient” Egyptians, we must find out 
which country was referred to exactly – Russia, 
Italy, Prussia etc.

Our final comment is as follows. We may never 
have managed to reconstruct and understand the 
XV century history if we weren’t suddenly helped 
by the history of the “ancient” Egypt, or the stone 
chronicles of the pyramid land, transferred into 
the distant past by the Scaligerian “chronology.” 
As we understand today, the hieroglyphic writ-
ings of Egypt in Africa tell us a lot about the his-
tory of Europe – and, in particular, the history 
of Russia. They contain a more or less complete 
rendition of the XIV-XVII century history, some-
times with amazing details that were either lost 
elsewhere or destroyed in the creation of the false 
Scaligerian version.

It was only owing to the fact that the Egyptolo-
gists and the Scaligerite historians in general failed 
to recognize the whole significance and the mean-
ing of the authentic “ancient” Egyptian documents 
carved in stone, hence their survival despite the 
endeavours of the hammer and chisel artists.

Western European Scaligerites were a great 
deal more successful. For instance, we don’t know 
whether the long lists of items sent to the rulers of 
the “Mongolian” Empire by their vessels as tribute 
in the XIV-XVI century have survived anywhere 
at all. Let us recollect that the vassals were very 
punctual about the tribute, doing all they could 
so as not to cross the Sulltan, or Ataman, and the 
Horde, or Israel (see Chron5, Chapter 12:3.3). 
Most likely, no such documents have survived 
in Europe, the reasons being obvious enough. 
However, such lists do exist on the walls of the 
“ancient” Egyptian buildings – and they are very 
detailed indeed. We shall cover them below.

Now let us go over the “ancient” Egyptian 
chronicles carved in stone and see what they tell 
us about the events of the XIV-XVII (or even the 
XVIII) century.

5.  
THE ATAMAN CONQUEST OF THE 

MEDITERRANEAN REGION, ASIA MINOR 
AND EUROPE IN THE XV CENTURY, 

ACCORDING TO THE “ANCIENT” EGYPTIAN 
TEXTS

5.1. The conquest of Kadesh by Thutmos III

The wars of Thutmos III were described in the 
detailed “ancient” Egyptian chronicle in stone 
cited by Brugsch in [99], pages 303-325. Before 
we proceed to analyse this source, let us note it 
right away that the lettering in question suffered 
greatly from the chisels of later researchers – 
many names of people, cities and nations have 
been destroyed completely, especially in such in-
teresting places as the description of the actual 
storm of Kadesh etc [99], page 307).

The lengthy list of 119 cities conquered by 
Thutmos III and the cities of his allies begins with 
the city of Kadesh on the Orontes (99], page 329). 
As we already know from the biography of Ram-
ses II, it is most likely to identify as Czar-Grad, 
the largest and most important city conquered 
by Thutmos III, hence its placement at the top 
of the list.

The second city in the list of Thutmos III is 
Maketa, or Megiddo. The name is obviously a 
reference to Macedonia.

The chronicle calls the king of Kadesh on the 
Orontes enemy of Thutmos III ([99], page 304). 
The king of Kadesh is the ally of the king of Ma-
keta = Megiddo, or Macedonia – they both fight 
against Thutmos III.

This is what we learn from the lettering: “Then 
they (the enemies) ran to Megiddo, with terror on 
their faces, and left their horses and their chariots 
of silver and gold, and were taken up the walls of 
this city by their garments as if they were ropes, 
for the city was locked in fear of King  … [fol-
lowed by a chiselled-off part] …

As they were pulled up the city walls in their 
garment, o, had the King’s warriors resisted the 
urge to capture the possessions of their ene-
mies … [another chiselled-off part] … Megiddo 
that very hour. For the abject king of Megiddo 
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manner, qv in [544]). It is a Slavic name for-
merly used for referring to Byzantium. In other 
languages Byzantium was called differently – 
Romea, for example.

Most probably, this “ancient” Egyptian obelisk 
was built by Mehmet II = Thutmos III after the 
capture of Czar-Grad = Troy in 1453. Incidentally, 
one of the implications is that regular people who 
passed by the obelisk could still understand hier-
oglyphic writing in the XV century.

5.3. Another obelisk of Thutmos III = Mehmet 
II in Italy

However, it wasn’t just Byzantium that Thutmos 
III = Mehmet II conquered. Another obelisk of 
his can be seen in Italian Rome. Brugsch reports: 
“One of the obelisks  … was taken to Rome by 
the Romans and installed on the square known 
as Lateran today. The name of Thutmos III was 
read upon it; inscriptions mention him in the fol-
lowing context:

‘The king ordered to build this great obelisk 
in front of the main entrance to the temple in 
the region of Apa as the first of many royal obe-
lisks at Ous to be built’ … Elsewhere we read the 
following words: ‘The king has ordered to build 
this great obelisk at the top entrance to the Tem-
ple of Apa, facing the City of Ous’” ([99], pages 
376-377).

We have removed the explanatory notes of 
Brugsch that he places in parentheses. Brugsch 
tries to locate the places referred to in the letter-
ing on Egyptian territory. One must admit that 
he isn’t very successful here – instead of Apa he 
proposes “Karnak,” apparently finding no better 
option, and instead of Us, “Thebes” – also having 
found nothing better? But Brugsch has nowhere 
to retreat, since the Egyptologists are certain that 
the obelisk was brought to Italy from Egypt, and 
may therefore mention nothing but Egyptian ge-
ography.

Yet the obelisk stands in Italy, and was erected 
here by Mehmet II, as we understand – or Thut-
mos III. He had no need to order for an old Egyp-
tian obelisk to be brought here – he could easily 
install a new obelisk in Italy, which he conquered 

for the second time, as we understand now. There 
was plenty of inexpensive work force there. He 
was also familiar with the hieroglyphs, likewise 
most people around him. We have already cited 
photographs of the Italian obelisk in Chron1, 
Chapter 7:6.3.

Let us now take a closer look at the names 
mentioned in the lettering on the obelisk of Thut-
mos. We instantly notice the famous Italian name 
Apa – Apulia. This is the name of the Italian pen-
insula’s “heel.” The entire peninsula is also known 
as the Apennines – we see the same root used 
([797], pages 67 and 70).

The city of Ous as mentioned on the Obelisk 
of Thutmos also strongly resembles the name 
Rous (or Lous).

Let us now regard the map of Apulia. We shall 
instantly see the large city of Lecce; the coastal 
part of the Apulian peninsula is also called Leuca 
(more precisely, ‘Cape of St. Mary of Leuca.’ Given 
the constant flexion of R and L and vice versa, we 
can also read the names as “Rus.”

However, we do not insist on this interpreta-
tion of the name “Ous” as mentioned by Thut-
mos. Given what we already know about the 
Etruscans, it makes no sense to meditate on the 
meaning of the mysterious “Ous” in the lettering 
of Thutmos. It meant “Rus” – possibly, the same 
root as in the word “Etruscan,” or a reference to 
either Lecce or Leuca.

The largest city of Apulia is Taranto – “tyrant” 
or “pharaoh,” in other words! This must be where 
the Obelisk of Thutmos was installed initially – in 
the city proudly bearing the name of the Phar-
aoh, or Taranto. It wasn’t until much later, when 
the Italian Rome founded at the end of the XIV 
century as the “Mongolian” affiliation of the Im-
perial Catholic Church was transformed into the 
centre of the “new Catholic Church” in the XVII 
century, that the obelisk from Taranto, the City 
of the Pharaoh, was taken to Rome, after many a 
tribulation. This must have happened already in 
the XVII century of the New Era – the “ancient” 
Rome was busy hoarding antiquities aimed at 
proving its “great age.”

This must be when the obelisk “was taken to 
Rome and installed on the Lateran square” ([99], 
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cian Khalu, who had lived near the sea and were 
called Tsakhi by the Egyptians” ([99], page 334). 
Here we see a list of nations that inhabited the 
Northern (or European) coast of the Mediter-
ranean – the Khalu  = the Gauls (France), then 
the Phoenicians (or Venetians), and, finally, the 
Tsakhi (the Czechs = the Austrians).

Brugsch goes on and on, still failing to realise 
anything: “Their main city [“they” = the union 
of the Ruthens – Auth.] was Aradus” ([99], page 
334). This is simply a reference to the fact that 
Russia was led by the Horde, or Aradus. Then, 
having conquered many a nation in the XIV 
century, the Horde has left its mark there – in 
particular, as the Russian names of the cities, ge-
ographical regions, rivers, mountains and lakes. 
This must be how the city of Arad appeared in 
Romania, likewise the city of Oradea. They are 
right next to the Hungarian border, qv in the 
modern map.

Furthermore, “the same union [the union of 
the Ruthen nations, or Russia – Auth.] was joined 
by the Kiti, also known as Khittim (or Khettei) of 
the Holy Writ [! – Auth.]” ([99], page 334).

Let us remind the reader that nearly every sin-
gle name cited by Brugsch is already known to us 
quite well. The two last names – Kytia, or China 
(Scythia), alias Russia (see Part 6) and “Hittites” 
(Goths, or Cossacks) are so blatant (given the 
sum total of our knowledge at this point) that 
we can be positive enough when we claim that 
the union of the Ruthen tribes as described in 
the “ancient” Egyptian chronicles is Russia, or the 
Horde, in the XIV-XVI century.

We must also point out that Russia, or the 
Horde, already included the entire Western Eu-
rope in the epoch described above, France being 
no exception (see above).

5.5. The new Ataman conquest of Europe in 
the XV century by Pharaoh Thutmos = 

Mohammed

Let us carry on with reading the Egyptian chron-
icles – a most fascinating pastime, once we realise 
what they are really telling us about.

We are about to proceed with reading about 

the history of the Ottoman = Ataman conquest 
of Europe in the XV century, which is known to 
us well enough from mediaeval history. It can be 
considered a “new conquest,” after the Great  = 
“Mongolian” conquest of the world in the XIV 
century as described above. Let us now add a few 
important details thereto. As we have discovered, 
a meticulous account of this conquest is also pro-
vided by the monuments of the “ancient” Egypt. 
Let us linger on our reconstruction of the con-
quest for a longer while.

In the XIV century, or about 100 years be-
fore the events in question, Russia, or the Horde, 
already conquered a large part of the Western 
Europe, Asia and Africa, founding the Great  = 
“Mongolian” Empire as a result.

However, the monolithic nature of the empire 
would eventually collapse due to reasons laid out 
in Chron6. Towards the beginning of the XV 
century the imperial vicegerents founded more 
or less independent countries all across the em-
pire, and those were striving for independence. 
A power struggle began between the descendants 
of Georgiy  = Genghis-Khan and Ivan Kalita  = 
Batu-Khan. This is why the Russian chronicles 
describe the first half of the XV century as a time 
of strife.

The Ottoman = Ataman Conquest of the XV 
century was, in particular, aimed at strengthen-
ing the unity of the Great = “Mongolian” Empire. 
This was implemented successfully. As we men-
tioned above, the time in question, or the period 
of roughly 30 years that followed the conquest of 
Czar-Grad, was when the authority of the Ataman 
Czar-Grad, or Judea, was even recognized by the 
capital of the Great Empire, or the Horde itself.

Therefore, the Ataman conquest of the XV 
century was de facto a reaction to the interne-
cine power struggle within some of the Great = 
“Mongolian” Empire’s provinces.

This is what Brugsch writes about the cam-
paigns of Thutmos: “The main battlefield was 
the triangular area between Kadesh, Semira and 
Arad” ([99], page 334). It is perfectly easy to lo-
cate said triangle on the modern map of Europe.

1) The city of Constantinople, referred to as 
“Kadesh” by the “ancient” Egyptian lettering.
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2) The city of Smyrna, or the modern Izmir 
in Turkey, to the south of Constantinople. The 
“ancient” Egyptian lettering calls it “Semira.” It 
has to be remarked that Smyrna is the “ancient” 
Greek name of Izmir ([797]), which was naturally 
used in the “ancient” Egyptian lettering.

3) The city of Arad in modern Romania, to 
the northwest of Constantinople. The “ancient” 
lettering calls it Arad, or the Horde.

Let us linger on the “ancient” Egyptian name 
of the “Land of Rivers,” or Nakharain ([99], page 
342). Egyptologists believe it to be the old name 
of Mesopotamia ([99], page 342). We have sug-
gested several other (European) versions of its 
identification.

First version. Initially (in the old chronicles) 
this name stood for the Nogai Land or the Nogai 
River (Volga?) = Nogai-Rhone.

Second version. Nakharain  = “nagornaya 
strana,” or the “hilly land” (Greece).

Third version. In later chronicles, dating from 
the epoch when the “Mongolian” Empire spread 
wider and swallowed the entire Western Europe, 
“Nakharain” may have been voiced as the Ger-
man “nach Rhein” – “towards Rhine,” the famous 
German river.

Germany also inherited the moniker “Assyria,” 
or “Asher,” imported from Russia, or the Horde, 
as well as “Prussia,” while its inhabitants started 
to refer to themselves as to “Goths.”

5.6. A list of the numerous conquests of 
Pharaoh Thutmos = Sultan (Ataman) Mehmet

Brugsch reports the following: “A closer study of 
the remaining victory records in the list, which 
describe every campaign of the king starting with 
the Battle of Megiddo [in Macedonia – Auth.], 
reveals that Thutmos III launched a total of 14 
campaigns between the 23rd and 40th year of his 
reign … Insofar as the chisel marks permit [sic! 
– Auth.], we are referring to the data contained 
in this list” ([99], page 340).

It is known that, having captured Constan-
tinople and the Balkans in the XV century, the 
Ottomans launched their main strike at the West-
ern Europe – in particular, the Latin countries, 

including Italy and Austria, which also figure in 
the “ancient” Egyptian chronicles as “Luthenia.” 
The main territory of the “Luthenia” (or Ruthe-
nia) identifies as Russia, or the Horde.

Brugsch wrote: “The name of the Ruthennu 
(or Luthennu) nation was mentioned often and 
played an important part in the history of the 
18th dynasty” ([99], page 243).

Thus, after the XIV century the Latin Western 
Europe became known as Latinia, or Luthenia – 
a province of the Great = “Mongolian” Empire. 
One of its centres was in Austria, Vienna being 
the capital. The name Vienna is likely to be a de-
rivative of the Russian word “venets,” “crown,” or 
the name of the Slavic tribe – the Venedes, qv in 
Orbini’s book and in Chapter 9 of Chron5.

Moreover, the very word Austria (as Austr-
riki) is one of the old names borne by Russia (the 
Horde), also known as Scythia – see more in the 
Scandinavian geographical tractates in Part 6 of 
the present book. It is little wonder, then, that the 
European Austria, assaulted by the Atamans, was 
called “Ruthena” or “Luthena” – Latinia, that is, 
in the “ancient” Egyptian chronicles, as we shall 
see below.

Therefore, the name “Ruthena” as used in the 
“ancient” Egyptian chronicles stood for the actual 
Horde, or Russia, and also Latinia (the Western 
Europe) in the more recent chronicles. This is 
why Brugsch refers to two Ruthens, apparently 
failing to understand the matter at hand:

“Upper Ruthen was the hilly Palestine, which 
included Lebanon, whence the travellers came to 
Lower Ruthen, or Syria” ([99], page 328).

Since Lebanon is most likely to identify as the 
European Albania, and Palestine is the Italian 
Palestrina, “Upper Ruthen” must be the name of 
Latinia, or the entire Western Europe. The word 
“upper” shall translate as “western” in this case. 
Let us remind the reader that the ancient maps 
were often inverted in relation to their modern 
counterparts, qv in Chron1. The Syrian Ruthen 
identifies as Russia, or the Horde, the heart of the 
Empire, as we already mentioned above. The word 
“lower” shall be referring to the East in this case.

Brugsch sums up as follows: “The primary tar-
gets of Thutmos over the course of several years 
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were the follows: Ruthen [Luthen – Auth.] and 
Tsakhi [the Czechs – Auth.]” ([99], page 303). 
The countries in question are the West European 
Latinia and the land of the Czechs.

“After the victories of the Pharaoh, both coun-
tries had to recognize the victor as their suzerain” 
([99], page 303). Everything is perfectly correct 
– Italy, the Czechs and several other nations of 
the Western Europe start paying tribute to the 
Ottomans = Atamans, as well as to the Horde (see 
Chron5, Chapter 12:3.4).

Brugsch cites the following list of the cam-
paigns of Thutmos, which he took from the “rem-
nants” of the “ancient” Egyptian lettering.

“In the year 23 we have the first campaign 
against the Ruthens [or Latinia  = the Western 
Europe – Auth.].

In 24-28: the second, third and fourth cam-
paigns against the Ruthens [or Latinia = the West-
ern Europe – Auth.].

In 29: the fifth campaign. The assaulted cities 
are Tunep [apparently, a derivative of “Danube” 
– Auth.] and Arad [possibly, the city of Arad in 
Romania – Auth.]. The land of Tsakhi is laid 
desolate [most likely, the land of the Czechs and 
not Phoenicia (or Venice), as Brugsch appears to 
think – Auth.]

In 30: the sixth campaign against the Ruthens 
[or Latinia = the Western Europe – Auth.]. The 
cities of Kadesh [Constantinople – Auth.], Semira 
[Smyrna, or the modern Izmir – Auth.] and Arad 
[Arad in Romania – Auth.] are laid under tribute.

In 31: the seventh campaign against the Ru-
thens [possibly, Southern Russia in this context 
– Auth.]. The king reaches Nakharain [the Nogai 
River? Or could it be the Rhine in Germany? – 
Auth.], installing two memorial stones next to 
the river. Contribution is paid by the following 
cities and lands: Anarut [possibly, Italian Turin 
read in reverse – Auth.], Ni [? – Auth.], Lebanon 
[Albania – Auth.], Singara [the Holy Mountain? 
Zion? – Auth.] and Kheta [the Goths; possibly, 
Germany – or Crimea, which was also within the 
Ottoman Empire’s domain of influence – Auth.]. 
Nubia and Ethiopia offer their tribute as well.

In 32: the 8th campaign against the Ruthens in 
order to collect tribute – among others, it is paid 

by the King of Assur [or, alternatively, Prussia/
southern Russia – Auth.].

In 34: the 9th campaign against the Ruthens 
[Luthens, or Latins = Western Europe – Auth.] 
and the Tsakhi [the Czechs – Auth.].

The king of the island Acebi (Cyprus) pays a 
tribute. Nubia and Egypt also serve the tribute 
that they are taxed. (If according to Brugsh, Egypt 
pays tribute, then the pharaoh-sultan already sits 
in Constantinople-New Rome – Auth.)

In the 35th year: the 10th campaign against the 
land of Tsakha (Czech – Auth).

In the 36th year: the 11th campaign.
In the 37th year: the 12th campaign.
In the 38th year: the 13th campaign.
The land of Tzachi (that is, Czech  – Auth.) 

pays a tribute, same as the island of Acebi (Cy-
prus) and the king (of lands) of Arrekh (Jerich) 
(the Latin REX, that is, the king?). Ethiopia and 
Nubia are among the tributaries.

In the 39th year: the 14th march into the land 
of Ruten. The recovery of the tribute from the 
Arab-Shaz (?  – Auth.) And from the people of 
Tsakha (Czech – Auth).

In 40: the 15th campaign against the Ruthens” 
([99], pages 340-341).

What was the “ancient” Egyptian custom of 
conquering cities? We learn of the following: 
“Enemy cities were first offered the option of 
surrender. Surrendering cities were treated ami-
cably, and only needed to pay a moderate tribute. 
Alternatively, the city was taken by storm, with a 
heavy tribute laid upon its inhabitants. Repeated 
attempts of resistance led to the destruction of 
cities and plantations, as well as taking hostages 
and increased wartime taxation” ([99], page 341).

This is a description of a “Mongolian” custom 
already known quite well to us, qv in Chron4.

5.7. A list of cities conquered by Thutmos 
(Mehmet)

Brugsch: “The king’s first campaign against Upper 
Ruthen [Latinia  = Western Europe – Auth.], 
whose memory is recorded on many a monu-
ment, was the most important and significant 
campaign of all. Recollections of said campaign 
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away as well. Did the children of 119 cities gather 
for the battle, too? Further text clarifies the true 
meaning of the narration. Apparently, what we 
see is an account of a migration – namely, the 
colonization of Apeh (Apa), which, as we un-
derstand now, probably identifies as Italy or the 
Apennines. This colonization is the result of the 
first campaign – one that the pharaoh was only 
preparing for around the time in question.

We suggest a different interpretation of this 
lettering. Apparently, Thutmos, or Mehmet, 
collected the inhabitants of 119 cities that were 
under his command in order to populate the con-
quered Italian lands – in other words, he needed 
them as settlers after his new conquest.

Since the Great  = “Mongolian” Empire cov-
ered vast amounts of land, this list of 119 cities 
includes the inhabitants of different parts of the 
world, Russia (or the Horde) being no exception.

Let us now provide a few examples of easily 
identifiable cities, whose inhabitants settled in 
Italy and in the Western Europe in general after 
the conquest of the XV century ([99], pages 329-
333). The Pharaoh may also have given orders 
for the actual inhabitants of the Western Europe 
to relocate – for instance, from the seaside areas 
of Italy towards the centre of the peninsula. And 
so, the settlers hailed from the following cities:

• Kadesh = Constantinople.
• Maketa (Megiddo) = Macedon
• Libina (Lybna) = Albania.
•  Maroma (Merom) = the Sea of Marmara 

and its environs, or Byzantian.
•  Tamasku = Damascus. Brugsch agrees with 

us here.
• Byzant = Byzantium.
• Mosech = Moscow.
• Kaanau = the Khan’s Land.
• Alan = the Alanians.
• Makut or Makeda = Macedon again.
•  Atamem (Adamaim) = Atamania, or the 

Ottoman Empire.
• Kazuan = Kazan.
• Taanak = Tana or Azov (the Danube).
• Riaima = Rome (Romea?)
• Kenut = Genoa in Italy, mentioned twice.

• Luten = Ruthenia, or Russia.
• Ribau (Ravva) = Ravenna in Italy.
• Saltah (Tsartan) = Land of the Sultan.

5.8. The Muscovite Kara-Kitais mentioned in 
the “ancient” Egyptian lettering

The lettering carved in stone that describes the 
life of Pharaoh Thutmos’s military commander, a 
certain Amenemkhib, claims that he took part in 
a war of some sort – possibly internecine, against 
“the people of Kari-Kai Mesh” (99], page 335). 
This is an obvious reference to the Muscovite 
Kara- Kitais, already well familiar to us.

It is likely that the “ancient” stones of Egypt 
have also recorded the memories of one of the 
Cossack Ottomans (Atamans) who fought in the 
Horde (or Russia), right next to the city of Moscow.

5.9. The land of the Russian Khan in Italy

Another interesting fragment of an “ancient” 
Egyptian papyrus is as follows: “Likewise, you 
know not the name of Khanrots in the Land of 
Aup; it is a bull standing at his borders: also, it is 
the very place where they watch over the battles 
between all the strong men (knights)” ([99], age 
339). Brugsch adds that the land of Aup “borders 
with the Khalu nation, or the Phoenicians” ([99], 
page 339).

This is obviously a reference to the land of “the 
Russian Khan” (Khan-Rots) located in Aup, or in 
Italy (the Apennines, qv above). We see a refer-
ence to France (Khalu = Gaul), which lies nearby, 
and Phoenicia (Venice), an even closer state.

Therefore, what we see is a fortunately pre-
served excerpt from a chronicle of the XIV cen-
tury conquest of Italy by the “Mongols”  = the 
Etruscans.

5.10. The land of Kitti = Phoenicia, a.k.a. 
Venice, a.k.a. Scythia

Kitti ([99], page 308) or Ket ([99], page 320) is 
mentioned among the countries conquered by 
Pharaoh Thutmos. Egyptologists identify it as 
Phoenicia ([99], page 234) – Venice, in other 
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that Roan (Rhone) is simply a synonym of “river” 
– therefore, we need to find “lake or river Nes” – 
indeed, we have the river of Lusatian Neisse, or 
Luzicka Nisa, that flows into the Oder.

This river (Lusatian Neisse) must have been 
mentioned in the “ancient” Egyptian text, which 
is presumed to date from the XV century BC. The 
word “Luzicka” transformed into “lake” after it 
was translated from the hieroglyphs (cf. the Slavic 
“luzha,” which stands for “pond” or “puddle”).

It goes on in this manner – we shall cease our 
list of items paid as tribute to Pharaoh Thutmos 
here, since everything is more or less clear to us 
in general – as for smaller details, there are lots, 
but their analysis requires a special dedicated re-
search.

As we have seen, the “ancient” Egyptian his-
tory can now start telling us more and more new 
and interesting details, not merely about the life 
of Egypt, but also – and, possibly, even primarily, 
about the life of Europe and Asia.

6.  
THE EGYPTIAN OBELISK, THE SERPENT 

COLUMN, THE GOTHIC COLUMN, AND THE 
KNIGHTLY STATUE OF EMPEROR 

JUSTINIAN IN ISTANBUL. THE NAME OF 
MOSCOW

Let us return to the Egyptian obelisk of Thutmos 
III, which we mentioned above. It can be seen in 
Istanbul to this very day – right next to the Hagia 
Sophia, on the square where the famous Hippo-
drome used to stand (see figs 20.3 and 20.7). It 
is one of the most important sights in modern 
Istanbul. It is curious that the gigantic obelisk of 
pink granite “was installed on a marble pedestal 
with statues that reflected the life and the heroic 
deeds of Theodosius” ([240], pages 163-164). Ac-
cording to Jalal Assad, the height of the column 
equals 30 metres, and the width of the obelisk at 
the bottom equals two metres ([240], pages 163-
164). The pedestal of the Obelisk of Thutmos (or 
Theodosius) can be seen in figs. 20.8 and 20.9.

Let us remind the reader that Theodosius I was 
the famous Romean emperor of the alleged IV cen-
tury AD. On the pedestal of the obelisk we see 

the following phrase in Greek and in Latin: “The-
odosius I, with the aid of the praetorian prefect 
Proclus, installed this rectangular column, which 
had lain on the ground, upright” ([240], page 164).

Scaligerite historians are obviously going out 
of their way in order to “explain” the combination 
of two great names upon a single monument – 
the former belonging to the Egyptian Thutmos 
III, and the latter, to the Romean Theodosius I. 
The two rulers are believed to be separated by 
millennia. Historians offer us the version about 
this obelisk being “erected by the Egyptian King 
Thutmos III in Deir el Bakhri in the XV century 
BC. Some 2.000 years later, Emperor Theodosius 
I took the monolith away to Istanbul – in 390 AD” 
([1464], page 48).

Suddenly we find out that there is no ac-
cordance among historians even insofar as the 
identity of the person who brought the obelisk 
to Constantinople is concerned. According to 
Dethier, the column was erected in 400, during 
the reign of Arcadius” ([240]), page 164). The 
northern bas-relief on the monument’s base is 
presumed to represent “Arcadius and his wife 
Eudoxia chanting a Kathisma” ([240], page 165). 
However, according to the very same Scaligerian 
history, Arcadius reigned after Theodosius I!

What do we get as a result? First Theodosius 
I installs a monument with his own effigy. Arca-
dius, his successor, gives orders for his own image 
to be carved on the monument. Destroying some 
of the inscriptions dating from the epoch of The-
odosius, perhaps? All of this looks very strange, 
and may be nothing but a quirk of the Scaligerian 
chronology.

A meticulous study of the pedestal whereupon 
the Thutmos Obelisk is installed immediately tells 
us that the lettering on the memorial was altered 
without a doubt – we claim blatant forgery to be 
the case in one instance at least (the name Pro-
clus, which obviously came to replace some other 
name, one that had been chiselled off. A photo-
graph of the lettering on the base of the obelisk 
can be seen in fig. 20.10. The forgery is an obvious 
fact (see fig. 20.11). Some word was chiselled off, 
which has resulted in the formation of a rectan-
gular groove that is deeper than the rest of the let-
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“mescit” in Turkish. This might be related to the 
Russian word “skit” in some way, which trans-
lates as “skete” (small monastery). The existence 
of such a link is perfectly plausible, given that the 
Horde and the Ottomans formed a single empire 
for many centuries. Also, one might dwell on the 
homonymy of the English words “mosque” and 
“Moscow” (and also “Mecca”).

7.  
SOME PARALLELS BETWEEN THE 

BIOGRAPHIES OF ALEXANDER THE GREAT 
AND SULTAN SULEIMAN I THE 

MAGNIFICENT

Above we have made many references to the “an-
cient” Egyptian pharaoh Thutmos III, a double 
of Sultan (Ataman) Mehmet II, who lived in the 
XV century. Simultaneously, according to the 
mathematical and statistical result as related in 
Chron2, Chapter 3:18, Mehmet II also became 
reflected in history as the “ancient” Philip II the 
Conqueror – the father of Alexander the Great. 
One should therefore expect to see another fa-
mous sultan as a successor of Mehmet II – the 
person whose biography served as yet another 
source of legends about Alexander the Great.

The most interesting thing is that our expec-
tations are met – there is but one candidate for 
this role, the famous Sultan Suleiman I the Mag-
nificent (the Conqueror), who lived in 1495-1566 
and reigned between 1520 and 1566 ([797], page 
1281). He was known as Suleiman Canuni in Tur-
key (ibid). The name “Canuni” may be a slight 
modification of the word “Khan,” which is well 
familiar to us. This leader is supposed to have 
“taken the Ottoman Empire to the very summit of 
its political might” ([797], page 1281). Suleiman I 
was also known as “Lawgiver” ([240], page 322).

We didn’t analyse the biography of Sulei-
man I in that much detail – however, we have to 
point out several vivid parallels that one notices 
instantly. First of all, Alexander the Great is be-
lieved to be the son of the “ancient” king Philip 
II the Conqueror (797], page 1406). His partial 
prototype, Suleiman I, was the great-grandson 
of Mehmet II the Conqueror ([1404], page 561), 

a possible prototype of the “ancient” Philip II the 
Conqueror. However, Suleiman’s epoch isn’t too 
far away from that of Mehmet II – the latter died 
in 1481, whereas Suleiman I was born a mere 13 
years later, in 1494.

Thus, both versions, the “ancient” and the 
mediaeval, report a close blood kinship between 
the two greatest conquerors: father −→ son   or 
great-grandfather −→ great-grandson.

Furthermore, the wives of the “ancient” Alex-
ander of Macedon and the mediaeval Suleiman 
I the Magnificent were all but namesakes – the 
wife of Alexander was called Roxana ([1370], 
page 219), and the wife of Suleiman I bore the 
name Roxelana ([1464], page 61).

Incidentally, mediaeval sources report that 
Roxelana was Russian ([1464], page 61). In gen-
eral, during the epoch of the Ataman Empire, “the 
beauty  … of the Russian, Georgian and Cher-
kassian girls made them the first candidates to 
be taken to the palace [of the Sultan – Auth.]” 
([1465], page 79).

Michalo Lituanus, a mediaeval author, calls 
Roxelana “the favourite wife of the regnant Turk-
ish Emperor” ([487], page 72), while the com-
mentator reports that “Roxelana … the Ukrainian 
wife of the Turkish Sultan Suleiman I the Mag-
nificent … had a great influence over the affairs 
of state” ([487], page 118). A portrait of Roxelana 
can be seen in fig. 20.16.

In the “ancient” version Roxana, the wife of Al-
exander the Great, is a Bactrian princess ([1370], 
page 219). We instantly recollect that, according 
to Scaligerian history, in the XIII-XIV century 
Egypt was ruled by the Bakharit Mamelukes, or 
the Bagherids, and then by Cherkassians ([99], 
page 745). They identify as the Ottoman Cos-
sacks, or the founders of the Ottoman (Ataman) 
Empire. In this case the Bactrian princess Roxana 
is likely to be identified as a Bagherid = Bakharit 
princess, or a Cossack woman from Russia (or 
the Horde).

At the centre of Istanbul one finds the enor-
mous mosque of Suleiman I, which was built 
in the middle of the alleged XVI century AD 
([1464], page 59). “It is a magnificent construc-
tion that towers over the top of the hill overseeing 
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the Golden Horn Bay” ([240], page 242; see fig. 
20.17).

Right next to it we find a graveyard, which is 
believed to be the resting place of “Suleiman I him-
self and his Russian wife Roxelana” ([1464], page 
61; also [1404], pages 554-555). It seems odd that 
a great conqueror should be buried on a common 
graveyard, even given that his mausoleum (“turbe” 
in Turkish) is larger than the rest. It is an octagonal 
construction with a dome ([240], page 250). The 
actual sepulchre of Suleiman I (the coffin, that is) 
is covered in “shawls and embroidered garments of 
great value” ([240], page 251). Next to the turbe, or 
sepulchre, of Suleiman I, we find that of “Roxelana, 
the wife of Suleiman” ([240], page 251).

Taking the above into account, one cannot 
fail to notice that the splendorous royal palace 
of Topkapi is located in the immediate vicinity 
of the mosque of Suleiman I – this is where the 
luxurious “ancient” sarcophagus of Alexander the 
Great is kept (see fig. 20.18). Could this be the 
authentic original sepulchre of Suleiman I?

One way or another, the sarcophagus of Alex-
ander the Great is located in Istanbul, which was 
the capital of the Great Sultan Suleiman the Mag-
nificent. The sarcophagus of Alexander the Great 
“has the shape of a Greek temple; it is decorated 
with sculptures” ([1464], page 15). A propos, the 
famous “ancient” marble bust of Alexander is also 
kept here (see fig. 20.19).

8.  
THE LOCATION OF MEMPHIS AND 
THEBES – THE CAPITALS OF THE 

“ANCIENT” EGYPT

It is believed that the famous cities of Memphis 
and Thebes were the two capitals of the “ancient” 
Egypt. It goes without saying that the modern 
guides have no qualms about showing the tour-
ists the “ruins” of both cities, allegedly located in 
African Egypt. However, the actual identification 
of their historical locations is far from being an 
easy task.

N. A. Morozov writes: “Of course, from the 
strategic point of view the foundation of the Egyp-
tian capital in this particular place, at the entrance 

to the delta of the Nile, appears inevitable. The city 
of Cairo exists here until the present day – had 
it been identified as the ancient Memphis, one 
would find it problematic to disagree. However, 
tradition locates the ancient Memphis some 50 
kilometres to the south of Cairo – and on the op-
posite bank of the Nile to boot, which is a desert 
by nature. What traces of the city could survive 
there?” ([544], page 1118).

Egyptologists have long been embarrassed by 
the fact that the place where they had to draw 
Memphis on the map “is completely void of 
anything resembling noticeable ruins of a city.” 
According to Brugsch, “the only remains of the 
sometime great and glorious city amount to a pile 
of rubble left from shattered columns, sculptures 
and altar stones …

Anyone who goes to Memphis in hope to see 
an area whose very ruins would be worthy of the 
fame of the famous world centre on the banks of 
the Nile will be bitterly disappointed by the sight 
of nondescript rubble and stones.

Only one’s mind’s eye can invoke the whole 
glory and magnificence of Memphis from the 
past,” as Brugsh sadly tells us. “One needs to be 
aware of this if one decides to undertake a jour-
ney, or, rather, a pilgrimage to the remains of 
the ancient capital – the former location of the 
famous Shrine of Ptah… Nowadays it is but a 
forest of palm trees and a large field cultivated 
by the fellahin next to the Arabic settlelment of 
Mit-Rakhine” ([99]. Pages 106-107).

“All the numerous excavations of the soil 
where the ancient Memphis had stood, aimed 
at the discovery of monuments possessing some 
historical significance, haven’t led to any results 
worthy of mentioning,” as Brugsch dejectedly 
concludes ([99], page 108).

Being confronted by the necessity of explain-
ing the current whereabouts of the stones, if 
nothing else, remaining from the allegedly oblit-
erated Memphis the Great, Brugsch proposes the 
following version: “It appears beyond any doubt 
[? – Auth.] that the gigantic stones used in the con-
struction of the temple were gradually taken away 
to Cairo and used for building mosques, palaces 
and houses of the Caliphs” ([99], page 108).



chapter 20 pharaoh thutmos iii as the ottoman = ataman mehmet ii …  |  543 

The situation with the Thebes isn’t any better.
This is how N. A. Morozov summarises the re-

ports of the Egyptologists: “Not a single thing has 
remained of the city… The magnificent remnants 
of the academic temples of Luxor and Karnak 
still stand on the Eastern bank of the Nile; they 
have preserved well. On the other bank we find 
the remains of the temples of Kurna, Remesseum 
and Medinet-Abou, still standing tall and also 
remaining in a good enough condition. Yet there 
isn’t a single trace of the actual city anywhere – 
the Thebes of 100 Gates have vanished without 
a trace!”

Morozov proceeds to report that the city 
“is said to have been destroyed at the orders of 
Ptolemy Soter II Latirus, who reportedly lived 84 
years before Christ …

Where are the stones, one wonders? Nowhere 
to be found. It is said that they were washed away 
by the yearly floods (Mariette, “Monuments,” 
page 180). Yet has any flood ever managed to 
wash away stones, as though they were floating 
logs?  … Also, who could have come up with 
the wild idea of building one’s capital on a site 
where the floods can wash away the very stones?” 
([544], pages 1116-1117).

Given everything that we have found out by 
now, it would make sense to enquire whether we 
are actually looking for Memphis, or the famous 
capital of the “ancient” Egypt, in the correct place? 
Also – was it actually located in Egypt in the first 
place? After all, we have seen that the stones of 
Egypt bear many memories of events from the life 
of other lands, including Europe, Asia etc.

Firstly, let us pay some attention to the fact 
that the modern capital of Egypt is called Cairo – 
a noble name of royal origin, since Cairo = CR = 
Czar (Caesar).

Other options are also possible. Let us turn to 
the “ancient” names of Memphis. According to 
Brugsch, “the most frequently encountered name 
of the city was Mennofer, as we mention above. 
The Greeks transformed it into “Memphis,” and 
the Copts, into Memphi” ([99], page 106). As for 
the name of the settlement where the “ruins of 
Memphis” are located today – the “royal” name 
of Mit-Rakhine must have been given to it for a 

good reason and already in a later epoch, when 
the Egyptologists already started their quest for 
Memphis in Egypt – it is derived from the “an-
cient” Egyptian name Menat-Ro-Khinnu ([99, 
page 107).

Considering the sum total of the new informa-
tion on the “ancient” Egypt that we have obtained, 
we shouldn’t rule out the possibility that the 
name Menat-Ro-Khinnu is a derivative of MN-
TR-KHAN, which might stand for “The Great 
Tartar (or Turkish) Khan.” The most common 
name of the capital (Men-nother) also sounds 
like MEN-TR, qv above. Could this really be yet 
another version of “The Great Troy,” or “Mon-
gol Troy”? We are referring to Czar-Grad = New 
Rome = Biblical Jerusalem = Troy (Trinity)?

The proximity of Troy and the “ancient” Mem-
phis is mentioned by the Egyptologists them-
selves. According to Brugsch, “the builders quar-
ried for white limestone, which they had used 
in the construction of the royal pyramids, in the 
caves of the Taroau Ridge (near Memphis), which 
the Greeks knew as Troy, and modern Arabs call 
Tura” ([99], pages 112-113).

There is nothing surprising about this passage 
if we are to assume that Memphis and Troy were 
in fact the same city. Later on, their names were 
falsely indicated on the maps as pertaining to the 
territory of the modern Egypt – this occurred 
during the arbitrary relocation of many European 
and Asian events to these parts (as chronicle re-
cords).

Our hypothesis can be formulated in the 
following way. The “ancient” Memphis can be 
identified as Czar-Grad, of the Great Troy. The 
city exists until the present day – we know it as 
Istanbul. During certain periods of its history it 
was indeed the city of the Khans, and for a long 
while, at that – this goes to say that it was ruled 
by the Ataman Cossack Khans. This provides an 
instant explanation to the “strange” fact that no 
visible ruins of Memphis have been found any-
where in African Egypt to this very day.

We have reached the end of the famous 18th 
Dynasty of the “ancient” Egypt, or the XVI cen-
tury AD, as we have discovered. This epoch 
marks the end of the Pharaohs’ “ancient” history.
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9.  
CONCLUSION

We have merely analysed a couple of the “ancient” 
Egyptian dynasties (out of 30). Nevertheless, we 
have concentrated on the most famous ones – the 
dynasties that were mentioned the most often in 
the historical sources. Indeed, the fundamental 
work of Brugsch entitled “History of the Phar-
aohs” ([99]), which provides a consecutive de-
scription of all 30 dynasties based on the surviv-
ing “ancient” Egyptian texts, devotes about a half 

of its entire volume to the to the events of the 
Hiksos epoch (the 18th and the 19th dynasties), 
minus the introduction and the annexes. There-
fore, even a cursory glance at the book of Brugsch 
reveals the importance of the epoch that we have 
just covered to the Egyptologists.

As we see, other dynasties are covered in doc-
uments to a much lesser extent. We shall with-
hold from studying them in detail presently, and 
merely formulate the hypothesis that they are also 
phantom reflections, or duplicates of the XIV-
XVII century epoch.



Part VI.

ANCIENT RUSSIA, WORLD 
 HISTORY AND GEOGRAPHY  

IN MEDIAEVAL SCANDINAVIAN 
GEOGRAPHICAL TRACTATES



1.  
HOW WE COMPILED THE LIST OF 

GEOGRAPHICAL IDENTIFICATIONS

Herein we shall cite the alphabetic list of geo-
graphical identifications that we have compiled 
as a result of our study of the mediaeval Scandi-
navian tractates. We have based it on the research 
of Y. A. Melnikova [523]. We have added some 
identifications of our own to the ones that she has 
found; all such cases are indicated accordingly. 

In the resulting list, the symbol “=*=” refers 
to the geographical identifications and syno-
nyms pointed out by the Scandinavian authors 
themselves, as well as the ones discovered and 
validated by Y. A. Melnikova. When we cite such 
identifications, we invariably indicate the page 
numbers of the book ([523]) where this or the 
other identification is mentioned or validated. 

As we list the identifications of geographical 
names discovered by Y. A. Melnikova, in certain 
cases we complement her observations by identi-
fications of our own – collations, as it were (they 
are marked by the symbol “=”). They are based on 
either a coincidence or proximity between unvo-
calized names, under which we understand the 
roots of names formed by consonants exclusively, 
or on collations that were discovered earlier with 
the application of statistical methods. 

We have also accounted for the well-known 
cases of alternative readings of certain letters, 
such as:

•  the Roman letter V (as well as the Roman U 
and Y), as well as the Greek letter Upsilon 
and the Slavic “Izhitsa” could be read as U 
or I; sometimes also as V;

•  the Roman letter B and the Greek Beta 
could be read as V or B;

•  the Roman letter C could stand for K, Ts, 
Ch or S. 

Therefore, some of the names that might strike 
the modern reader as different initially are merely 
different ways of reading the same word.

The word “Thracia” could sound as Thracia, 
“Turkia” or “Turkey.” In this case, the first letter 
is subject to flexion, and so on. 

One has to keep this in mind all the time when 
one reads the list of identifications as published 
below. It is constructed according to the following 
principle, which we can illustrate with an actual 
example. 

If some passage of the Scandinavian tractate 
tells us that Russia is the same land as Gardariki, 
whereas another passage identifies Gardariki as 
Ruzcia, and yet another claims Ruzcia to be the 
same as Ruzaland, as well as Ruthenna, Ruthehia 

The meanings of the familiar  
modern geographical names  

in the Middle Ages.  
The opinion of the Scandinavians

chapter 21
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or Ruthia, we record the following chain of iden-
tifications:

Russia =*= Gardariki =*= Ruzcia =*= 
Ruzaland =*= Ruthenna =*= Ruthenia =*= 

Ruthia. 

Under the above we understand that in different 
epochs and old documents Russia, or some parts 
thereof, were referred to by the names in ques-
tion. 

Whenever a name is preceded by the word 
“Scandinavian” in parentheses, it emphasises the 
fact that this is the very form of the word used by 
some Scandinavian tractate or map. Scandinavi-
ans also commonly used the Latin names of the 
countries. Y. A. Melnikova reports the following 
in re the spelling of the Scandinavian geograph-
ical names, which we transcribe here in accord-
ance with [523]:

“Ancient Scandinavian geographical names … 
are given in transliteration, with geographical 
terms such as “-borg,” “-land” etc preserved” 
([523], page 7).

Let us reiterate that after the symbol “=*=” we 
indicate the pages of Y. A. Melnikova’s work that 
mention the identification in question. 

2.  
AUSTRIA

Austria = Austrriki. This is one of our identifi-
cations. Furthermore, Austrriki =*= Russia. We 
must emphasise that the latter identification is 
not a hypothesis of ours, but rather a direct in-
dication contained in the Scandinavian tractates 
([523], pages 87 and 89). Let us continue. 

Austrriki =*= Russia =*= Gardariki =*= Rusia = 
Ruzcia =*= Ruzaland ([523], page 46) = The 

Great City ([523], page 46) =*= Austrriki ([523], 
pages 87 and 89). 

The fact that Austria = Austrriki identifies as Rus-
sia as per the old Scandinavian maps reflect what 
we have already discovered earlier, namely, the 
fact that after the “Mongolian” conquest the area 

of the modern Austria was part of the Great = 
“Mongolian” Empiew (in the XIV-XVI century). 
After the decomposition of the Empire, a mem-
ory of said state has remained on the territory of 
its Western European fragment that we know as 
Austria today. 

We must recollect that the German name of 
Austria is Österreich, which stands for “Eastern 
Kingdom.” 

Another name of the ancient Russia, Gar-
dariki (usually also Gard-Riki, qv in [523], for 
instance) is usually translated as “Land of the 
Cities,” “grad” translating as “city” (cf. the Slavic 
“grad” or “gorod”), and “riki,” as “land,” “Reich” 
or “kingdom.” Therefore, the “riki” compound 
inherent in the Western European name of Rus-
sia (Garda-Riki, similarly to Austr-Riki) appar-
ently stands for “Reich” (Empire). On the other 
hand, the name “Gard” very obviously stands for 
“Horde” (or “Horda”), possibly also related to the 
Slavic word for “proud” – “gordiy.” 

3.  
ASIA = LAND OF THE AESIR.  

THE AZOV SEA

Asia was populated by the offspring of Shem 
([523], page 32). According to the Scandinavian 
chronicles, “Asia was named after some woman 
that ruled the state that comprised the entire 
Eastern half of the world” ([523], page 144). Vin-
cent refers to Asia as to the “Eastern Empire” (Im-
perium orientis, qv in [523], page 148). 

Our hypothesis is as follows. The name Asia 
is derived from the name Jesus (or Iesus). This 
is precisely why the Scandinavians believed that 
Asia was populated by the Aesir – followers of 
Jesus, or Christians, in other words. 

The Azov Sea =*= Meotis (Meotis Paludes in 
Scandinavian sources). This name was used in 
the “antiquity” as well as the Middle Ages ([523], 
page 211). 

It might be that the very name Azov is a de-
rivative of the word Asia or the nation of the 
Aesir – the inhabitants of Asia, according to the 
Scandinavian mythology. The same applies to the 
toponymy of the Azov City. 
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4.  
ARMENIA

Armenia = Germany. This is one of our identifi-
cations, and we shall provide a detailed account 
thereof in the “Africa” section, qv below. More-
over, there is another Armenia in the Caucasus. 
Apart from that, we know the name Great Ar-
menia (Ermland Hinn Mikla in Scandinavian 
sources) = Romland = Romea =*= Byzantium. 

Apparently, the name Armenia must have 
referred to Romania = Romea = Byzantium, as 
well as the Roman Empire, or the Horde (Russia) 
of the XIV-XVI century. After the dissolution of 
Empire in the XVII century, this name only sur-
vived as attached to a few of its shards – namely, 
Germany in Europe, qv below, and the small ter-
ritory of the modern Armenia in the Caucasus. 

Our explanation is simple. The decline of the 
Great Empire has resulted in the secession of 
some of its former provinces with their “Mongol” 
vicegerents. Each of the seceded areas declared 
itself independent and based its local history on 
the old “Mongolian” chronicles, which had en-
compassed the history of the whole Empire. The 
scale of events described therein became com-
pressed as a result, with the claim that the events 
in question pertained to nothing but the tiny local 
territory. As a result, the formerly united history 
of the Empire became multiplied into several ver-
sions of the local history, which eventually ceased 
to resemble one another after many a copy. 

The fact that the Great Armenia (Scandinavian 
“Ermland”) was, among other things, one of the 
old names borne by Germany or Prussia as parts 
of the Great Empire is confirmed by the following 
direct indication of Y. A. Melnikova. She reports 
the presence of “the name Ermland in the list of 
the Eastern Prussian lands, a tribal territory of the 
Varmies (one of the Prussian tribes), whereupon 
the Episcopacy of Ermland was founded in 1243” 
([523], page 202).

Incidentally, according to Y. A. Melnikova, 
the mediaeval “Saga of Hrolv the Wanderer men-
tions Ermland being subordinate to Russia twice: 
“Ermland is the residence of one of the konungs 
[principalilty – Y. M.] in Gardariki”” ([523], page 

202). Let us remind the reader that Gardariki 
was one of the names of Russia, according to the 
Scandinavian texts.

Apparently, the mediaeval authors often “con-
fused” Germany and Armenia, as the modern 
commentators appear to believe. This is, for in-
stance, what Y. A. Melnikova reports in reference 
to one of the Scandinavian texts: “Armenia is a 
misnomer. The list AM 227 fol indicates ‘Germa-
nia’… In reality, we should see Garmania here, 
which is the case with the world map” ([523], 
page 149). 

In general, it turns out that the name Ermland 
was often read by the mediaeval authors as 
“Hermland,” or simply “German land.” Y. A. 
Melnikova is perfectly correct to remark that 
the name Ermon is the same as Hermon ([523], 
page 203). By the way, it is believed that Mount 
Hermon (German Mountain) was located in the 
Great Armenia. 

We see that certain mediaeval texts must have 
used the name Armenia in order to refer to the 
whole Great Empire, but has only survived in 
some of its former parts after the dissolution of 
the Empire in the XVII century. 

Let us recollect that in Chron1, Annex 6.5, 
A. T. Fomenko discovered the parallelism between 
the Armenian Catholicoses (whose list begins 
with the alleged I century AD) and the Roman 
and German Emperors of the Great = “Mongo-
lian” Empire of the German Nation of the alleged 
X-XIII century AD with the use of altogether dif-
ferent methods. Therefore, we see a good concur-
rence between independent corollaries here. 

5.  
AUSTRRIKI

Austrriki =*= Eastern Kingdom =*= Russia  
(ancient Russia; see [523], page 87). 

Modern commentary is as follows: “We see the 
same to be the case with the ‘Guidebook,’ which 
however calls the Asian domain Austrhaalf, or 
‘Eastern Half ’ … the term Austrriki, which is 
most vague indeed, may have been used in a 
number of different meanings – the broader one 



550  |  history: fiction or science? chron 5  |  part 6

referring to all the lands to the east of Scandina-
via, and the more specific standing for the ancient 
Russia” ([523], page 89).

It would make sense to voice the hypothesis 
about Aus-Tr-Riki being the Asian (Tartar) King-
dom, where Reich = Riki. Apparently, the modern 
Austria was once a part of the mediaeval Great = 
“Mongolian” Empire, known as Austrriki in gen-
eral. Its centre was the ancient Russia, or the Horde. 

Furthermore, Austria  =*= Australia as in-
dicated in the Scandinavian chronicles ([523], 
page 196). It turns out that “Australia = Austria, a 
duchy that seceded from Bavaria in 976” ([523], 
page 196). A trace of the mediaeval name Aus-
tralia must have remained in the name of the Eu-
ropean city of Austerlitz. 

6.  
AFRICA. WHAT DID THE NAME STAND FOR 

IN THE MIDDLE AGES? WHERE CAN WE 
FIND IT ON THE MAP, GIVEN THAT 

“AFRICA” WAS INHABITED BY MANY 
EUROPEAN AND ASIAN NATIONS?

Africa (or Affrica, as the Scandinavian sources 
spell it)  =*= Blaland, or “Black Land” ([523], 
page 34). As a matter of fact, the name could have 
stood for “White Land” initially, if we are to con-
sider the possibility of the name’s Slavic origin. 

However, apart from the understandable 
“black” moniker, Africa was also referred to by 
a plethora of other amazing names in the Middle 
Ages, some of which would rather not be heard 
by the modern historians at all, so as to evade the 
unnecessary and potentially harmful questions. 

6.1. Armenians used to live in Africa

The mediaeval understanding of the term “Africa” 
is very interesting indeed; in some chronicles it is 
radically different from the modern. The readers 
will be much surprised to learn that Africa used 
to be inhabited by Armenians – still, this is pre-
cisely what the Scandinavian chronicler is telling 
us ([523], page 119). 

And it wasn’t just the alleged ignorance of the 
mediaeval Scandinavian that placed Armenia in 

Africa (as seen from the viewpoint of the Scal-
igerite historians). Apparently, the “ancient” Sal-
lust opined similarly: “The location of the Arme-
nians in Africa is also based on a report made by 
Sallust” ([523], p. 120). Moreover, Sallust also lo-
cated the inhabitants of Mydia in Africa – a region 
ascribed to Central Asia nowadays ([523], p. 120).

Therefore, different geographical regions were 
known as Africa in different epochs. 

6.2. Scythia, including the Caspian North, 
was located in Africa

Africa is believed to be inhabited by the descend-
ants of the Biblical Ham ([523], page 32). Some 
of the mediaeval Scandinavian texts claimed that 
Scythia, which they also called Great Svitjod, was 
located in Africa. This is what the Scandinavians 
said in this respect: “The other third of the world 
is called Africa: this is where we find Serkland the 
Great, or Scythia, which we know as the Great 
Svitjod today” ([523], page 88). This mediaeval 
claim provokes a perfectly understandable irri-
tated reaction from the part of the modern com-
mentators. 

This is what Y. A. Melnikova has to say about 
it: “In an earlier … tradition, when the name Serk-
land, with all its vagueness, was used for referring 
to the Northern Caspian territories [sic! – Auth.], 
it was believed that it bordered with Scythia in 
the west, also known as the Great Svitjod. The 
compiler of the tractate, having transferred Serk-
land [the Northern Caspian area – Auth.] to Af-
rica, automatically relocated the neighbouring 
Scythia” ([523], page 90).

This comment makes us even more fascinated, 
seeing as how the mediaeval author didn’t only 
locate Scythia in Africa, but also the Northern 
Caspian area!

6.3. Our hypothesis: Africa in the Middle 
Ages = Tartary = Thracia = Turkey

So what is the matter here? We shall refrain from 
considering ourselves confronted by yet another 
evidence of the mediaeval scribe’s “ignorance,” 
and attempt to find a rational explanation instead. 
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We don’t have to search for too long. Unvo-
calized, the name “Africa” sounds as FRK – vir-
tually the same as “Thracia,” “Francia” etc. FRK 
and TRK are virtually the same word, due to the 
frequent flexion of F and T. 

However, we already know the name TRK per-
fectly well. It stands for the same regions as we 
have already mentioned – Tartary, Turkey, France 
and Thracia. Hence the obvious hypothesis that 
in some old documents the name Africa applied 
to Tartary, Thracia and Turkey. In this case, the 
mediaeval Scandinavian author was perfectly 
right to locate Scythia in Africa. 

Thus, the name Africa obviously altered its 
meaning with the course of time and drifted from 
one place to another on the map. As we can see, 
in some of the epochs it was closely associated 
with Scythia, or Tartary – the large state known as 
“Great Svitjod,” in other words. This is the reason 
for us to introduce another sequence of synonyms 
into our list of geographical identifications: 

Africa = Thracia = Turkey = Turcia = Tartary = 
Scythia =*= Great Svitjod. 

6.4. African Germany

What other countries were considered parts of 
Africa in the Middle Ages? According to the 
Scandinavians, Germany should be counted 
among them. The Scandinavian geographical 
tractates locate Germany in Africa, dubbing it 
“Garamannia” ([523], pages 105 and 106). This 
fact alone clearly demonstrates that the name Af-
rica was prone to relocating on the map. We shall 
once and for all have to perish the thought that 
the modern geographical names have always been 
attached to the same regions, ever since the deep-
est antiquity. Mediaeval maps clearly demonstrate 
this to be false. 

6.5. Byzantium was believed to be part of 
Africa

Furthermore, it turns out that the mediaeval 
Scandinavians were certain about Byzantium 
being part of Africa! We see it in the list of Afri-

can countries as “Bizancena” ([523], page 105). It 
is referred to as “the most fertile land Bizancena” 
([523], page 108). Y. A. Melnikova simply makes 
the following cautious comment in re the name 
“Bizancena”: “an adjective from the toponym 
‘Byzacium’” ([523], page 110).

Given that, as we see, the name Africa was 
used for referring to large territories in Europe 
and Asia in certain epochs, which identifies it as 
Tartary = Thracia and the entire Greater Scythia 
in general, qv below, we get a natural explanation 
of the mediaeval report that Africa was populated 
by Armenians ([523], pages 119 and 120). The 
matter is that the name Armenia was sometimes 
used as the synonym of “Germany,” qv above in 
paragraph 4. As we have already mentioned, it is 
assumed that the mediaeval authors often “con-
fused” the terms “Armenia” and “Germany.” Mod-
ern commentators try to correct the Scandinavi-
ans: “The reference to Armenia is erroneous. The 
list AM 227 fol indicates ‘Germania’ … in reality, 
we should see ‘Garmania,’ as on the world map” 
([523], page 149). 

6.6. African Albania

It would make sense to point out that the “early 
ancient” name of Africa was different – Libia, 
usually associated with the modern Libya. It is 
reported that “‘Libia’ was the early ancient name 
of Africa” ([523], page 210). However, even here 
we see vestiges of the initial European location 
of Africa. Libya is merely another version of the 
word “Alba,” which stands for “white.” And we 
must remember that White Russia (or Byelorus-
sia) was one of the main Hordes of the Great = 
“Mongolian” Empire. The country Albania still 
exists on the European map as a tiny remnant of 
the former vast lands of the White Horde. It was 
only later, when the name Tartary (Africa) spread 
over a great amount of lands and started to in-
clude the present African continent as a result of 
the Great = “Mongolian” conquest, that the name 
Albania travelled to North Africa, eventually 
transforming into the modern Libya. 

This hypothesis is also confirmed by the medi-
aeval English sources – see [517] and the table of 
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Samaria as mentioned in the Bible. However, all 
these countries are located in Europe and Asia 
today – not Africa. 

Let us linger on Samaria for a while. One of 
the countries bearing said name (Samaria or Sa-
marium in Scandinavian sources) was located in 
the Middle Eastern Palestine by the Scaligerite 
geographers ([523], page 215). However, we have 
to recollect the famous mediaeval nation of the 
Sarmatians (Sarmathe). Historians date them to 
the faraway epoch preceding the IV century AD, 
claiming that the Sarmatians resided to the North 
of the Black Sea ([523], page 215). Yet we find 
out that in mediaeval literature “the name [Sar-
matians – Auth.] was used for referring to any 
nomadic tribe residing to the north of the Black 
Sea, later becoming an alias of the ancient Rus-
sians” ([523], page 215). 

Therefore, Sarmatia =*= ancient Russia in the 
Middle Ages. 

Thus, the Scandinavian sources imply that the 
ancient Russia, or Sarmatia, was also located in 
Africa. 

6.8. The true identity of the “African” 
Mauritania

We all know that Mauritania used to be located in 
Africa – an African land known under that name 
exists until the present day. The reader might 
think that we won’t be able to find Mauritania 
anywhere else, apart from the modern Africa. But 
let us quote the Scandinavian chronicle, which 
gives us a list of African countries wherein Mau-
ritania is divided in two parts – “Mauritaniam Si-
tifensem” and “Mauritanium Tingitanam” ([523], 
page 90). We see direct references to Scythian 
Mauritania and Mauritania of the Tanguts (Tan-
Goths). 

Therefore, the first Mauritania was in Scythia, 
whereas the second appears to have been located 
in the area populated by the Don Goths (Tan-
Guts), as mentioned above. The name “Tanguts” 
eventually migrated to the East of the map; the 
reader can spot it right next to the Chinese border 
in the maps of the XVIII century, for example, as 
described in Part 1. 

6.9. How many African lands were located 
in Europe and Asia initially?

Before saying our farewells to Africa, it would be 
very edifying to count the percentage of “African 
lands” discovered in Europe and in Asia as per the 
Scandinavian texts, and to what extent the name 
“Africa” was associated with the Great = “Mongo-
lian” Empire. The answer is as follows. The Scan-
dinavian world map that we reproduced above, in 
fig. 11.6, for instance, lists 11 countries or regions 
as African ([523], page 108): Libya, Circatyrene, 
the kingdom of Pentapollis, the Trogita Province, 
the lands of Bizancena, Garamania and Getulia, 
Isle of Gaullo, Numidia, Mauritania (three lands 
bearing said name) and Ethiopia. Seven prov-
inces out of eleven can be identified more or less 
definitely as European and Asian countries. That 
amounts to two thirds. It is possible that a de-
tailed analysis of descriptions and comparisons 
of the other “African nations” will add a number 
of European regions to that list. At any rate, this 
is to be expected in the following cases: 

• Numidia (possibly, N-Mydia?), 
• Pentapolis (simply “Five Cities”), 
•  Circatyrene – CRCS-TRN, or Royal Tyrene 

(Tirana) – or, alternatively, “Royal Franks.” 

Let us remind the reader that the city of Tirana 
still exists in the Balkans as the capital of Albania. 
Apart from that, “tyrant” was a mediaeval Greek 
title of a ruler – therefore, “Tyrene” must have 
simply stood for “Tyrant’s City,” or “capital.” 

Taking the three names as mentioned above 
in consideration, we can locate ten names out of 
eleven in Europe. It would be expedient to study 
all the other maps as reproduced in [523] from 
this point of view. We haven’t done it so far. 

7.  
BLALAND = “BLACK LAND” OR BABYLON

Blaland translates as “Black Land”  =*= Africa 
([523], page 34). Above we have demonstrated 
that in the Middle Ages Africa was the name of 
large parts of Europe and Asia. The reader might 
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want to use the following counter-argumentation: 
“But wasn’t Africa known as Bla-Land, or Black 
Land, after all? What ‘Black Lands’ are there in 
Europe, anyway?”

First of all, let us recollect the Black Sea. It is 
right where we need it and it washes the coasts of 
Tartary = Turkey = Thracia = Scythia, or Africa, 
in other words (TRK/FRK unvocalized). 

Also, the mediaeval English used to call the 
Balkan Wlachia “Blachi” and “Black” – black, in 
other words, qv in [517] and in the table of geo-
graphical identifications that we have compiled 
after the book of V. I. Matouzova and reproduced 
in Chron4, Chapter 15:1.5. In order to leave us 
no doubts about the identity of the Wlachians, 
they were also called Turks in mediaeval England 
([517]). 

Finally, there is the European country known 
as Montenegro – the name translates as “Black 
Mountain” (cf. with the name of the Russian city 
Chernigov, which means virtually the same thing). 

Therefore, many areas of Europe have the word 
“Black” as part of their name. This brings us to the 
following question: when did the European con-
cept of “Black Africa” evolve (one of a continent 
populated by dark-skinned people)? As we have 
demonstrated above, this appears to have hap-
pened in the following manner. Firstly, the Great = 
“Mongolian” invasion carried many of the Russian 
(and European in general) names all across the 
world. They ended up in modern Africa as well. 

Furthermore, when the Scaligerite historians 
started to write the “new history of humanity,” 
they must have thought that “Black Africa” was 
the name of all the lands populated by black (or 
dark-skinned) people, which is why some part of 
the European map was relocated from Europe to 
the African continent as we understand it today. 
This was either a mistake or a premeditated act 
of disinformation. 

Let us now consider the ancient Babylon 
([523], page 79). Today it is believed to have been 
located in Mesopotamia, whereas the New Baby-
lon usually identified as Cairo in modern Egypt 
([523], page 79). According to Melnikova, “Bab-
ylon is mentioned twice – in the list of toponyms 
associated with the Middle East and Mesopota-

mia and also right next to Egypt. In the latter case 
the city in question is more likely to be identified 
as the New Babylon, or Cairo” ([523], page 110).

8.  
THE GREAT SVITJOD (SAINT) = RUSSIA = 

SCYTHIA

According to the Scandinavian authors, the 
Great Svitjod includes all of Russia – in other 
words, Russia =*= Scythia =*= Gardariki ([523], 
page 65) =*= Russ =*=  Rusia =*= Ruzcia =*= 
Rusland =*= Ruzaland ([523], page 226) =*= Gar-
dar ([523], page 46) =*= the Great City (Velikiy 
Grad/Gorod in Slavic – see [523], page 46) =*= 
Austrriki ([523], pages 87 and 89). We can add 
the abovementioned collations to these Scandina-
vian identifications, namely Russia (the Horde) = 
Austria = Africa = Thracia = Tartary = Turkey. 

Occasionally, the whole of the Great Svitjod 
(The Great and Holy, or “Velikaya Svyataya”?) is 
identified as Scythia and Russia. This is what Y. 
A. Melnikova reports, for instance: “‘Svitjod hinn 
mikla,’ or the Great Svitjod. The origins of the to-
ponym can be traced to the creation of the scien-
tific legend [obviously treated with scepticism by 
the learned historians – Auth.] about the Aesir, or 
the natives of Asia (Troy) being the forefathers of 
the Scandinavians [see Chron5, Chapter 11:3 – 
Auth.]. 

The term “Great” was used to distinguish be-
tween this great kingdom, populated by the an-
cestors of the Scandinavians, who were led to the 
North by Odin, and the Lesser Svitjod, or Swe-
den. The toponym must have been affected by the 
Western European name Great Scythia, directly 
identified as the Great Svitjod in the “Descrip-
tions of the Earth” (II and III), as well as other 
tractates” ([523], page 217). The Great Svitjod is 
populated by the Magon nation. 

Therefore, we can see that Magon, son of 
Japheth and grandson of Noah, lived in the Great 
Svitjod =*= Russia =*= Scythia ([523], page 65).

It is very interesting indeed that, according to 
the mediaeval Scandinavian authors, their land 
(Scandinavia) was populated by the Russians, or 
the inhabitants of the Great Svitjod (see Chron5, 
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Chapter 11:3). In turn, Russia =*= Great Svitjod 
(Great and Holy?) is reported to have been pop-
ulated by the Turkic peoples (ibid). 

Furthermore, the Scandinavians clearly tell us 
that the Great Svitjod = Scythia of the XIV-XV 
century was the land of Magog, or the land of the 
Mongols. 

This is the ancient text in question: “The east-
ernmost part of Europe is Scythia, which we call 
Great Svitjod. Philip the Apostle used to preach 
there. Gardariki [Russia, qv below  – Auth.] is 
where one finds Palteskja [Polotsk, qv below – 
Auth.] and Canguarde [Kiev, qv below – Auth.]. 
This was the first residence of Magog, son of 
Japheth, grandson of Noah. This land [Gard-
ariki – Auth.] is also where one finds Kurland and 
Kirjaland, Samland [Samara, or Samarqand? – 
Auth.], Ermland… Thracia is the same as 
Grikland. This is where Thiras, son of Japheth, 
grandson of Noah, lived initially. His descendants 
are known as the Turks” ([523], page 96). 

All these mediaeval data are telling us that the 
names as listed above date from the XIII-XIV 
century of the new era the earliest. As we have 
pointed out above, the name Great Svitjod is a 
possible derivative of “The Great and Holy,” or 
“God’s Land.” We thus learn another ancient 
name of Russia, or the Horde, in the XIV-XVI 
century. 

9.  
VINA. BYZANTIUM. VOLGA. EASTERN 

BALTIC REGIONS

Scandinavian texts also give us the following ge-
ographical synonyms: 

•  River Vina =*= Northern Dvina ([523], 
page 35). 

•  Byzantium =*= Grikland ([523], page 
34) =*= Girkland ([523], page 65). 

•  River Volga =*= Olkoga ([523], page 35).  
Some mediaeval authors also called Volga 
Ithil ([517]) and Rha (from the Russian 
“reka,” or “river,” qv above). 

•  Eastern Baltic regions =*= Ermland ([523], 
page 59). 

10.  
GARDARIKI = RUSSIA. GEON = NILE. 

GERMANY

Gardariki =*= Russia, or the ancient Russian state 
(see below). 

According to the mediaeval Scandinavian au-
thor, “Gardariki is located in the Eastern part of 
Europe” ([523], page 78). No other Eastern Eu-
ropean countries are mentioned, so one gets the 
impression that they are all included in Gardariki 
as parts of the gigantic Russian state. 

Modern commentators are also forced to point 
out this curious fact: “He [the Scandinavian au-
thor – Auth.] reports what he believes to be the 
most important information concerning this part 
of the world. He doesn’t utter a word about any 
of the different lands and nations of the Eastern 
Europe apart from mentioning a single state – 
Gardariki, or the ancient Russia, apparently re-
garding it as the greatest and most powerful in 
this region” ([523], page 80). 

Another mediaeval Scandinavian author re-
ports the same: “In the Eastern part of Europe 
we find Gardariki, with Grikland laying to its 
south – that is where Constantinople is” ([523], 
page 88). Two primary countries are named here: 
Gardariki, or Russia, and the Ottoman = Ataman 
Empire. The name Gardariki must have stood 
for “Garda-Riki,” or “Horde-Reich,” state of the 
Horde. 

The synonyms we learn from the Scandina-
vian authors are therefore as follows:

Gardariki =*= Scythia =*= Russia =*= 
Rusia =*= Ruzkia =*= Ruzcia =*= Rusland 

([523], page 226) = Gardar ([523], page 46) =*= 
Great City ([523], page 46) =*= Austrriki ([523], 
pages 87 and 89) = Austria = Africa = Thracia = 

Tartary = Turkey. 

Geon =*= Nile, a river in Egypt ([523], page 32). 
The source of River Geon is reported to be in Par-
adise ([523], page 64). This mediaeval claim leads 
us to several thoughts. According to the standard 
and popular mediaeval conception, Paradise was 
located in the East, qv below in the corresponding 
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section. However, the Nile flows from the south 
and not from the East. There appears to be some 
uncertainty here. 

Germany =*= Saxland ([523], page 34) = 
Armenia. 

According to the Scandinavian, “Germany is 
the name of the land that we call Saxland. It is a 
mighty state” ([523], page 65). 

Let us also cite the names of Germany used 
in the mediaeval English sources (see [517] and 
the table that we compiled after the book of V. I. 
Matouzova found in Chron4, Chapter 15:1.5). 

Germany, or Germania = Gothia = Mesia. The 
last name resembles Amazonia (land of the Am-
azons – ?) = Theutonia = Allemania = Jermaine. 
See more on the Amazons below, in the section 
called “Scythia.” 

The fact that Scandinavian and English 
sources identify Germany as Gothia demonstrates 
that there were close ties between Germany and 
Russia, formerly known as Gothia. 

11.  
THE CITY (“GOROD” IN RUSSIAN) = 

GRAD = THE GODS. SCANDINAVIANS AND 
EUROPEANS IN GENERAL CALLED RUSSIA 
“LAND OF THE GREAT GOD” AND “LAND 

OF THE GIANTS”

Let us provide a list of synonyms mentioned by 
the Scandinavian authors. 

Gorod =*= Grad (ancient Slavic) =*= Grhas 
(“house,” ancient Indian) =*= Gardas (“fence,” 
Lithuanian”) =*= Gards (“house” or “family” – 
Gothic) =*= The Great City =*= Gardariki =*= 
Russia =*= Rusia =*= Scythia =*= Ruzcia =*= 
Russland =*= Ruzaland ([523], page 226) =*= 
Gardar ([523], page 46) =*= Austrriki ([523], 

pages 87 and 89) = Austria = Thracia = Africa. 

The word “Grad,” especially such forms thereof 
as Gardas, Gards and Garda are very distinctly 
similar to the famous word “Horde.” 

Now let us consider a very interesting group of 

synonyms used by the mediaeval Scandinavians 
and reflecting the real opinion of Russia, or the 
Horde of the XIV-XVI century held by the medi-
aeval Europeans. As we shall see, it was respectful 
and quite unlike what we have seen on the pages 
of Scaligerian textbooks starting with the XVII-
XVIII century. 

The Goths =*= Gods =*= Godland (land of the 
gods) =*= Russia =*= Great Svitjod ([523], pages 

98-99) =*= Godiot = Godtiod = Gothia (Gotia, 
part of Scythia) =*= Gautar = Gothar = Jotaland 

(Sweden, see [523], page 205) = Land of the 
Giants = Jotunheim.

This is what we learn from Y. A. Melnikova. 
“Godiot, or Godtiot – the name is found in the 
legend about the Scandinavians being descend-
ants of the Aesir who came from Asia… It is used 
for referring to the descendants of the Asians led 
by Odin who settled in Scandinavia… We can 
think of a new meaning of the ethnicon Gautar 
(or Gotar), which can be a derivative of the word 
“god”… Godland is the mythical land in Northern 
Europe populated by the Asians led to Scandi-
navia by Odin. Gotia (Gothia) is an area to the 
north of the Black Sea, one of the three parts of 
Scythia according to the ‘Guidebook.’ We find it 
in early mediaeval literature starting with the end 
of the IV century [or the XIII-XIV century, ac-
cording to our reconstruction – Auth.] as an alias 
of Dakia, which was populated by the Goths back 
then” ([523], page 205). 

Here is another interesting piece of evidence 
found in an ancient Scandinavian manuscript: “A 
third of Gardariki [or ancient Russia, qv above – 
Auth.] is called Canguard; it is close to the chain 
of hills that separate Jotunheim [land of the 
Giants – Y. A. Melnikova] and Holmgardariki” 
([523], page 210). Canguard was the Scandina-
vian name for Kiev, qv below. 

It would be interesting to find out which part 
of the Great = “Mongolian” Empire was called 
Jotunheim, or Land of the Giants, by the medi-
aeval authors. It turns out that the Land of the 
Giants was also located in Scythia by the medi-
aeval English authors, qv in CHRON4, Chapter 
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15:1.5. The English also identified the giants as 
the nation of Gogmagog – the same old Goths 
and Mongols. Do the Scandinavian sources con-
firm this identification? 

They do indeed. Apparently, another Scandi-
navian name for the Goths was Jotir, and their 
land was called Jotaland ([523], page 205) – quite 
the same as Jotunheim. Therefore, the fact that 
the Land of the Goths can be identified as the 
Land of the Giants is confirmed by the English 
sources as well as the Scandinavian. 

Other Scandinavian names of the Ancient Rus-
sia used in the Middle Ages were Reidgotaland 
and Hreidgotar – Great Gothia or Gothia the Glo-
rious ([523], page 214). Both can be translated as 
“Land of the Great God” – an obvious name, given 
that the Great = “Mongolian” conquest also be-
came reflected in history as the famous crusades 
that spread the faith in Jesus Christ (Androni-
cus-Christ 1152-1185), or “Great God” all across 
the world, hence the association. The name “Great 
Svitjod” (“The Great Holy One”) must be of the 
same origin. As for “Holy Russia” – it was a for-
mula used quite actively up until the XIX century. 

The name Hreidgotar is encountered the 
most often in German sources. Y. A. Melnikova 
reports: “Reidgotaland is a toponym derived from 
the ethnicon Hreidgotar. There are more than 
10 mentions of either name in German sources, 
primarily used in the epic context… As for the 
works unrelated to heroic epos … the toponym 
Reidgotaland is used separately from all the other 
geographical names and referred to as archaic” 
([523], page 213). 

The last remark is of a particular interest to 
us. It shows that the German and Scandinavian 
chronicles have fortunately preserved the archaic 
name of the Ancient Russia used in the XIV-XVI 
century, namely, Reidgotaland, or Great Goth-
Land (alternatively, “Land of the Great God”). 

The meaning of the Scandinavian terms 
Reidgotaland and Hreidgotar is crystal clear – 
land of the Goths, we agree with the historians 
here. The word “hreid” translates as “great” or 
“glorious” ([523], page 214). It is derivative of the 
Russia words for “horde” and “proud” – “orda” 
and “gordiy,” respectively. 

Furthermore, it turns out that the famous 
Scandinavian author Snorri Sturulson “identifies 
it [Reidgotaland – Auth.] as the Gothland Isle in 
the ‘Ingling Saga’” ([523], page 214). Let us cor-
rect him a little – most probably, the Isle of Goth-
land is just a small Western remnant of the for-
mer glory of the enormous Land of the Goths – 
the Great = “Mongolian” Empire that comprised 
the whole of Europe in the XIV-XVI century. 

Nowadays the Scaligerite historians find them-
selves confused attempting to locate the Great 
Land of the Goths, or Reidgotaland, on the map. 
It has no place in the Scaligerian geography of the 
Middle Ages, the glorious name notwithstanding. 

Y. A. Melnikova concludes as follows: “Thus, 
the origin and the form of the toponym, its ap-
plication and the lack of a precise localization 
(although the region in question, namely, Scan-
dinavia and the Baltic States, happens to be stud-
ied very well) – all of the above lead us to the 
conclusion that it can be classified as an epic 
name, which has no parallel in real topography 
and therefore cannot be localized” ([523], page 
214). In other words – pay no attention to such 
fairy tales as the above. 

Indeed, there is no place for the Great = “Mon-
golian” Empire of the XIV-XVI century. Some 
things became obliterated, and the rest was cast 
into deep and nebulous antiquity. 

12.  
GREECE = GRIKLAND = LAND OF  

ST. GEORGE

According to the Scandinavians, the names listed 
below all referred to the same geographical re-
gion. 

Grikland =*= Byzantium ([523], page 
34) =*= Girkland = Grikkland =*= Gricland 
(Grickland) =*= Grecia ([523], page 205). 

The following claim of a mediaeval Scandinavian 
author is particularly interesting to us: “Girkland 
was named after Konung Girgia” ([523], page 65). 
The Scandinavian original runs as follows: “Heitir 
Girc land vid pat, er Girgia konungr kendr” 



558  |  history: fiction or science? chron 5  |  part 6

([523], page 205). Girgia is the same as Georgiy, 
though – St. George the Victorious, also known 
as Genghis-Khan and Ryurik, as we are beginning 
to realise. 

Modern commentators raised on Scaligerian 
history are naturally sceptical about this Scandi-
navian claim. However, they admit the following: 
“The etymology of the name Grickland was bor-
rowed from Isidore or Honorius … and can be 
traced back to Pliny” ([523], page 71). Therefore, 
it turns out that the “ancient” authors concurred 
with the Scandinavians about the name of Greece 
being a derivative of the name George, or Georgiy 
(Grigoriy). Let us repeat the question: could 
the person in question be identified as Georgiy 
Danilovich, perhaps, also known as Georgiy 
Danilovich and Genghis-Khan – the brother of 
Ivan Danilovich Kalita, or Batu-Khan?

The fact that Greece (Grecia) can be identified 
as “The Land of St. George” is confirmed by an-
other mediaeval report. It is known perfectly well 
that the Caspian Sea was known as “Hircanum 
Saulum” ([523], pages 222 and 223) – possibly, 
also due to its being located in the land of Gyur-
giy (Georgiy, or George). The sea next to Italy was 
also known as the Girkland Sea ([523], page 65). 
All of the above appear to be surviving traces of 
the Great, or “Mongolian” conquest of Europe by 
Gyurgiy (Genghis-Khan) and Ioann (Batu-Khan). 

The tale of Andrew the Apostle preaching in 
Russia is a common mediaeval theme. It is com-
pletely at odds with the Scaligerian chronology. 
At the same time, according to a mediaeval Scan-
dinavian author, “Andrew the Apostle preached 
in Girkland” ([523], page 65). Modern commen-
tary is as follows: “In later literature the sphere of 
Andrew’s missionary activity grows and begins to 
include Thracia and Greece, eventually also the 
Ancient Russia” ([523], page 72).

Andrew the Apostle appears to have “reached 
the Great City of Sebastus (or Sevastopol)” ([500], 
Vol. 1, p. 92). Further on we find out the following: 
“His [the apostle’s – Auth.] journey continued – 
he reached Novgorod and even the Varangians” 
([500], Vol. 1, p. 96). Furthermore, Andrew the 
Apostle turns  out to have reached Poland as well 
and preached there ([500], Vol. 1, p. 97). 

In Scaligerian chronology we would have 
the state of Poland existing as early as in the I 
century AD, which is the Scaligerian dating of 
Andrew’s lifetime. According to our reconstruc-
tion, Andrew the Apostle lived in the XII century 
AD – not the first (emperor Andronicus-Christ 
1152-1185, also called Russian Prince Andrey 
Bogolyubsky, idem Apostle Andrew the First, see 
our book “The Czar of the Slavs “).

13.  
DNEPR. DON. THE DANUBE. EUROPE. 

EGYPT. THE WESTERN DVINA

According to the Scandinavians, River Dnepr (or 
Nepr in some sources – see [523], page 35) =*= 
Danpr ([523], page 212). 

River Don =*= Tanais (see [523], page 
32) =*= Tanakvisl ([523], pages 40 and 111) = 

the Danube =*= Danubius ([523], page 222) =*= 
Dun ([523], page 40) =*= Danubium =*= 

Dyna  =*= Hister (Hyster) =*= Istr = Dniester = 
Don = Tanais ([523], page page 32) =*= 

Tanakvisl ([523], page 40) = Duna =*= Northern 
Dvina ([523], page 35) = Dan =*= Jordan (or 
Iordan as per the Scandinavian sources, qv in 

[523], page 201) =*= Jor + Dan  
([523], page 208). 

Scandinavians believed that Europe was popu-
lated by the descendants of Japheth ([523], p. 32). 

Also: Egypt =*= Egiptaland =*= Mitzraim. 
According to Y. A. Melnikova, “Egiptaland was 

the original dwelling place of Mitzraim, son of 
Ham, grandson of Noah” ([523], page 96). Isidore 
also refers to “Mezraim, the legendary forefather 
of the Egyptians” ([523], page 139). 

The name Mitzraim obviously contains 
“Rome” as its part. N. A. Morozov, for example, 
suggested that it might translate as “Rome the 
Arrogant” ([544]). We aren’t quite as interested 
in the translation of the word’s first part – it is 
more important to us that the name Rome was 
directly associated with the “ancient” Egypt by 
the ancient authors. It is nevertheless possible 
that Mitz or Mis can be translated as Meshech, 
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or Moscow, in which case Mitzraim shall mean 
“Muscovite Rome.” We shall come back to this 
issue in Chron6. 

Furthermore, it turns out that the following 
names were also synonymous to the Scandina-
vians: 

The Western Dvina =*= Duna ([523],  
page 35) = Danube (Scandinavian  

“Danubis”) = Don =*= Tanais. 

14.  
INDIA

14.1. The three Indias as the three Hordes

The Scandinavians believed that India included 
the Caucasus, or the Capagus Mountains ([523], 
page 63) as well as River Idus (the name could 
be related to “Judea”). We have already demon-
strated that the initial India (a derivative of the 
ancient Russian word “inde,” or “over there,” 
which simply translates as “faraway land”) used 
to be the Great = “Mongolian” Empire = Scythia = 
Russia, or the Horde. The Latin word “inde” (“far 
away”) is of the same origin. 

Apparently, Scandinavian chronicles reveal the 
initial conception of India being Russia, despite 
the layers of Scaligerian plaster. According to 
Melnikova, “in the mind of the mediaeval geogra-
phers, India occupied the better part of Asia … It 
was divided into three parts: Greater India, Lesser 
India and Third India (Sind, Hind and Zini in 
Arabic sources). The first two are located in Asia; 
the third is African [or Scythian? See above for 
Africa and Scythia identified as two names of the 
same land – Auth.]” ([523], page 207). 

Further also: “The division of India into three 
parts … is traditional for the mediaeval Euro-
pean geography” ([523], page 79). This division 
corresponds to the traditional division of the 
Great = “Mongolian” Empire into three Hordes. 
Namely, Lesser India identifies as the Lesser Rus-
sia, Greater India = as Greater Russia, whereas the 
Third India is the Russian Tartary. It is possible 
that the word “third” (TRD) as used in certain 
chronicles really stood for Tartary. 

The fact that the Scandinavian author locates 
the Third India (or the Tartar India) in Africa 
means that it was really part of the TRK land – 
Turkey or Tartary. This fact is explained perfectly 
well by our reconstruction. 

Our hypothesis about the three Indias (or 
“three faraway lands”) identified as the three 
Hordes of the Great Empire is also confirmed by 
the following passage of a Scandinavian chronicle: 

“There are three Indialands: one is right next 
to Blaland [or Africa  = TRK  = Turkey  = Tar-
tary – Auth.], the other – near Serkland [Scythia, 
qv below – Auth.], and the third – at the edge of 
the world, between the sea the Land of Darkness” 
([523], page 207). 

The Land of Darkness and the sea must be 
referring to the polar and adjacent regions of 
the Great = “Mongolian” Empire and the Arctic 
Ocean. The long winter nights (Polar night) ob-
served here became reflected in the name “Land 
of Darkness” – therefore, it is futile to look for one 
in the tropical India; it is more likely that the ref-
erence in question was made to northern regions. 

14.2. The horrendous and dangerous India 

Late authors of the XVI-XVII century, such as 
Isidore, already got into the habit of scaring their 
simple-minded readers telling them about the 
“horrible and dangerous tribes” allegedly inhab-
iting India ([523], page 66). 

The text found on one of the world maps cited 
in [523] (p. 108) directly refers to India as to “India 
the Monstrous.” Modern commentators are con-
founded by this fact, suggesting several interpre-
tations of the word “monstrous” – such as “India, 
the Land of Monsters,” “the monsters of India” and 
the “birthplace of the monsters”; hardly all that dif-
ferent from the initial definition. The meaning is 
quite clear – the mediaeval cartographer saw some 
danger in India – the modern commentator is per-
fectly correct to note that “the mention of the ‘dan-
gerous tribes’ reflects the popular mediaeval leg-
end of the nations Gog and Magog” ([523], p. 67). 

Let us recollect how the frightened Matthew 
of Paris described the “Satanic nation of Gog and 
Magog,” and the horrified tones of the English 
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chronicles telling us about the Tartars (possibly 
edited in the XVII-XVIII century, qv in Chron4, 
Chapter 18:17). 

Therefore, the mediaeval sources call India, 
or “faraway land,” the home of Gog and Magog. 
However, in Chron4 we already gave a detailed 
account of there Gog and Magog, or the Goths 
and the Mongols, lived in reality – the Great = 
“Mongolian” Empire, being none other than the 
Cossacks and the Russians in general. Once again, 
it turns out that India as mentioned by the au-
thors of the Middle Ages identifies as Russia, or 
the Horde, of the XIV-XVI century. 

15.  
CAIRO = BABYLON. THE KAMA. THE 

CASPIAN SEA. KIEV. CONSTANTINOPLE. 
KANUGARDR = KIEV. KYLFINGALAND. LAKE 

LADOGA

According to the Scandinavians, Cairo, or the 
modern capital of the African Egypt, was known 
as New Babylon ([523], page 79).

Further also: River Kama = Kuma ([523], page 
35) =*= Kinna ([523], page 208). 

The Caspian Sea =*= Hircan Sea ([523], page 
148). 

The Russian city of Kiev  =*= Kanugardr 
([523], pages 45 and 223) =*= Kio =*= Kiu ([523], 
page 111). See the corresponding section below 
for more details. 

The mediaeval English sources (see [517]) also 
mention Kiev under the names of Chyo, Cleva 
and Riona.

According to the Scandinavians, Constantino-
ple =*= Miklagardr ([523], page 45). 

Kanugardr  =*= Kiev  =*= Kio  =*= Kiu is a 
Russian city ([523], pages 45, 210 and 223) =*= 
Cleva =*= Riona ([517). 

Y. A. Melnikova reports: “The most realistic 
assumption is that the name in question happens 
to be a transcription of the archaic Russian name 
of Kiev … possibly, it its form of ‘Kian Gorod,’ 
or ‘City of the Kievites,’ particularly close to the 
transcription ‘Kiaenugardr’” ([523], page 210). 
The very word Kanugardr may be derived from 
Kan-Gardr, or “City of the Khans.” 

We have become accustomed to the idea that 
Kiev was the capital of the ancient Russian state. 
This is true for some periods of Russian history – 
more precisely, Kiev was the capital of one of the 
Hordes. However, Kiev wasn’t the primary capital 
in the epoch of the Great = “Mongolian” Empire, 
or the XIV-XVI century. Moreover, it was con-
quered by the Mongols, or the Great Ones. The 
capital was in Novgorod the Great, or the area 
around Yaroslavl, according to our reconstruc-
tion. Shall we find this confirmed by the Scan-
dinavian texts? 

The answer is in the positive. This is what Y. A. 
Melnikova tells us further on: “Ancient Scandi-
navian sources seldom mention Kiev; its leading 
position amongst the Russian cities is hardly re-
ferred to anywhere – as far as the Scandinavi-
ans were concerned, the capital of Russia was in 
Novgorod, or Holmgardr” ([523], page 210). 

Furthermore, the Scandinavians believed 
that Kylfingaland =*= Land of Bells =*= Gard-
ariki =*= Ancient Russia ([523], page 138). 

Y. A. Melnikova gives us several possible trans-
lations of the name Kylfingaland ([523], page 
209). The root “Kylf ” translated as “clapper of 
a bell” or “rod” = therefore, the name of Kulfin-
galand translates as “land of bells.” 

According to Y. A. Melnikova, the related word 
“huskolfr” stood for “group of people gathered 
with bell toll,” and has cousin words in Russian 
and Greek ([523], page 209). Also: “In this case, 
it becomes clear why the toponym Kylfingaland 
(lands of the Kylfing nation) was associated with 
Gardariki, or Russia” ([523], page 209). 

One must note that “Fingaland” forms a part 
of the above word – it could also be the prototype 
of the former word Finland, another part of the 
Horde’s domain. 

The Russian city of Ladoga became Aldeig-
juborg (see [523], page 36). 

16.  
MIKLAGARD IN THRACIA AND ROME IN 

SCYTHIA (RUSSIA)

According to the Scandinavian authors: Mik la-
gardr =*= Constantinople ([523], page 45). It is 
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named as a Thracian city. Also, “the very same 
Thracia that was named after Thiras [the Turk – 
Auth.], son of Japheth… In its eastern [part], 
great in power and glory, there stands the city of 
Rome, known as one of the most magnificent cit-
ies” ([523], page 147). 

The claim of the Scandinavians about Rome 
laying to the east of Thracia – in Scythia, or Rus-
sia, contradicts Scaligerian history drastically. 
The modern commentary is therefore brief and 
dry: “The Eastern European location of Rome 
isn’t repeated in any other ancient Scandinavian 
works on geography” ([523], page 150). 

“Embarrassing” reports of the mediaeval 
chroniclers are usually treated in the following 
manner: it is declared that the scribe made a mis-
take, or simply too ignorant. That method can be 
used to explain pretty much everything. 

We will offer another explanation, without ac-
cusing the chroniclers of ignorance.

Do we not meet here with yet another reflec-
tion of the well-known medieval point of view 
that Moscow is the Third Rome? Moving the 
center of political power in the XIV century from 
the weakened Tsar-Grad to the east – to the cap-
ital of the Great = “Mongolian” Empire of that 
time, first to Novgorod, and then to Moscow (in 
the middle of the 16th century), probably served 
as the basis to the emergence of the political for-
mula “Moscow is the Third Rome.”

Then the words of the Scandinavian author, 
that the country, whose capital is Rome in the 
East, “has great power and the great honor” 
sound good.   We talk here about the Great   = 
“Mongolian” Empire.

As we already realise, the power of the empire 
was truly great = up to the very American con-
tinent, both its Northern and its Southern part 
(see Chron6). 

In general, it would make sense to contemplate 
the origins of the formula “Great Rome,” which 
was introduced in the Middle Ages. If we are to 
read “Great” in Greek, we shall come up with 
“Megalion,” in which case it will be reasonable 
to suggest that “Mongolian” Rome was located 
at the very centre of the “Mongolian” Empire, or 
Russia. This is precisely what we learn from the 

Scandinavian authors, qv above. Incidentally, the 
word “Megas” (Megalion) might be derived from 
the Russian words “moguchiy” and “moshch” – 
“mighty” and “might,” respectively. The word 
“Magog” is of a similar origin. 

Once again we are led to the idea that the 
famous mediaeval formula “Moscow, or Third 
Rome” must have meant a great deal more than 
what Scaligerite historians suggest (according to 
them, it was a Russian term invented with some 
obscure political purpose). 

Our opponents might suggest that the word 
“Rome” is of a Latin origin. Are there any of its 
traces in Russia? Our response shall be as fol-
lows. The word “Rome” may be derived from the 
Russian word “ramo,” translated as “shoulder” or 
“confined space” (likewise the word “armour” and 
the Greek “Romea,” apparently). The common 
opinion about Rome being an “ancient” word of 
a purely Roman origin is directly implied by the 
erroneous Scaligerian chronology. 

Also, Rome was considered the name of the 
Roman state as a whole. In Latin, this fact was re-
flected as the two words “Urbis” and “Orbis” (“the 
city” and “the world,” respectively). The Russian 
equivalent is “mir”  – we know of many cases 
when old names were read in different directions, 
depending of the language that a given chronicle 
was written in. This is how “the Mongol World” 
could transform into “The Great Rome” etc. 

Obviously, we do not insist on the correctness 
of these hypotheses – however, everything we 
already know about ancient history tells us they 
shouldn’t be rejected offhandedly. 

17.  
THE CITY OF MUROM. THE NEVA. NEPR. 

NOVGOROD = HOLMGARD. RIVER OLKOGA 
AND THE CITY OF OLONETS

Scandinavians report the following: 
The Russian city of Murom  =*= Moramar 

([523], page 38). 
River Neva =*= River Niya ([523], page 35). 
River Nepr =*= River Dnepr ([523], page 35). 
The Egyptian River Nile  =*= River Geon 

([523], page 32). 
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The Russian city of Novgorod =*= Holmgard 
(or Holmgardr) =*= Holmgardar ([523], page 44). 

In Chron4 we demonstrate that the term 
“Novgorod” was more than a name of a single 
city – it referred to a whole urban agglomerate 
comprised of Yaroslavl, Rostov etc, a rather large 
territory. Our reconstruction is confirmed by 
the Scandinavian authors – it turns out that the 
Scandinavian sources really report that Novgorod 
was a whole “nest of settlements.” This is what 
we learn from Y. A. Melnikova: “All of the above 
gives us reason to believe that the name Holmgar-
dar initially applied to a territory with a ‘nest of 
settlements’ located thereon and not just a single 
city – possibly, the region that eventually grew 
into Novgorod the Great, or an even larger area” 
([523], page 47). 

Furthermore, Scandinavians report the fol-
lowing: 

River Olkoga =*= Alkoga =*= Volga, the great 
river ([523], pages 35 and 155) =*= Olga ([523], 

page 155) =*= Manga, or “Mongolian River” 
([523], page 156). 

Therefore, the Scandinavians were perfectly 
correct to use the word “Manga” for referring to 
River Volga – a “Mongolian” river indeed. Also, 
bear in mind that the “ancient” authors also called 
Volga “Ra” and “Ithil” ([517]; this issue is also dis-
cussed in Chron4). 

Also, the Russian city of Olonets =*= Alaborg 
([523], page 36). 

18.  
PARTHIA

Scandinavians suggest the following identifica-
tion: 

Parthia =*= Parthialand ([523], page 213) =*= 
“PRT-land” (unvocalized, it reads as PRF) = 

PRT = Prutenia = Russia (P + Russia). 

The latter identification is known quite well – not 
a theory of ours; one might find it in V. I. Ma-
touzova’s book, for instance ([517]). Let us also 

recollect River Prut in this respect. At any rate, 
Parthia and Russia = Scythia were closely related 
in the Middle Ages, according to our reconstruc-
tion. This is confirmed by the “ancient” European 
and mediaeval Scandinavian texts. 

Let us quote: “Parthia was conquered by the 
nation of the Parthians, who came from Great 
Svitjod [the Great Holy Land = Russia = Scythia – 
Auth.], and named their country after themselves. 
To the east of Parthia we have the Red Sea” ([523], 
page 145). 

However, it is commonly known that the an-
cient Russian word for “red” was “chermnoye,” 
which could be easily confused with “сhernoye,” 
or “black.” Therefore, it is likely that the chroni-
cler was really referring to the Black Sea, which 
was in Scythia. This state of confusion became 
reflected in mediaeval geography; this is why the 
issue of which sea was meant in reality has to be 
treated individually in each case. 

This is what we learn from Y. A. Melnikova: 
“the thought that Parthia was populated by the 
Scythians (the ‘Guidebook’ uses the local ‘aca-
demic’ term ‘Great Svitjod’ instead of the top-
onym ‘Scythia’) is common for the ancient and 
mediaeval literature” ([523], page 148). 

Therefore, all of the above is just a reiteration 
of the legend of the first European settlers, or the 
XIV century Scythians – told by the Scandinavi-
ans as well, as we see. The ancient Scandinavians 
had many correct ideas, after all.

19.  
PERM AND BJARMALAND

Y. A. Melnikova dedicates several pages to the 
discussion about “the land of Bjarma” ([523], 
pages 197-200). The matter is that modern histo-
rians still cannot locate the country in question. 
Our reconstruction suggests an answer, qv in 
Chron4, Chapter 14:20.3. Apparently, the an-
cient Bjarmaland, or the great Perm, can be iden-
tified as the part of the “Mongolian” Empire of the 
XIV-XVI century where one finds Germany, Aus-
tria and Italy today. Although the issue is more or 
less clear to us and has been discussed in Chron4 
already, let us nonetheless consider the undying 
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debates of the historians about this country in 
order to illustrate the whole scale of contradic-
tions introduced by the Scaligerian chronology 
into what might be regarded as a more or less 
clear picture. 

Bjarmaland is believed to be a region in the 
north of the Eastern Europe. “It is often men-
tioned in different Scandinavian sources: royal 
sagas, sagas about the ancient times, chronicles 
etc” ([523], page 197). 

Most modern historians locate Bjarmaland in 
the North of Russia or right nearby. According 
to the Scandinavian chronicles, “Bjarmaland is a 
wealthy country whose inhabitants possess great 
amounts of silver and precious jewellery. However, 
the Vikings don’t always succeed with the spoils – 
the natives of Bjarmaland are a militant nation, ca-
pable of defending themselves” ([523], page 198). 

It is most curious how “K. Meinander tried to 
associate Bjarmaland with the region of Yaroslavl 
on the basis of archaeological findings” ([523], 
page 198). E. Kvalin claimed that Bjarmaland was 
located in the Volga Bulgary ([523], page 197). 
Others believed that a memory of Bjarmaland is 
still reflected in the name of Perm, a city in Rus-
sia ([523], page 200). However, Y. A. Melnikova 
instantly explains that these identifications are 
rejected by many modern historians ([523], page 
200). We should hardly find this reaction sur-
prising – indeed, Scaligerite believe Bjarmaland 
to be an ancient country – at any rate, “Bjarma-
land and its inhabitants are mentioned in a great 
many sources starting from the late IX century 
AD” ([523], page 197). Perm is allegedly “a great 
deal younger.”

As a result, many historians of today prefer to 
consider Bjarmaland a mythical country and not 
a “real territory” ([523], page 200). According to 
Y. A. Melnikova, “it is possible that the accounts 
of voyages to Bjarmaland were embellished by 
details of a fantasy nature … and exaggerations” 
([523], page 200). 

Aren’t there too many mythical lands in Scal-
igerian history? We have the mysterious India, 
the kingdom of Presbyter Johannes, Serkland, 
Bjarmaland and many others… As soon as a me-
diaeval description of a given country begins to 

contradict the Scaligerian version, the country is 
instantly declared a fantasy, a myth and a fairy 
tale – something that never existed. This relieves 
the Scaligerites from the responsibility of answer-
ing a great many discomforting questions. A most 
convenient approach, isn’t it?

However, we are of the opinion that the ma-
jority of the so-called “mythical countries” can be 
identified as real countries of the XIV-XVI century, 
which failed to fit into Scaligerian mythology. 

Since most scientists associate Bjarmaland 
with the ancient Russia in one way or another, 
could the name stand for “land of the boyars”? In 
the epoch of the Great Empire the boyars were a 
rich ruling class that existed in every province of 
the Empire, and not just its central part – includ-
ing the modern territory of Germany, Austria and 
Italy, which our reconstruction identifies as the 
ancient Bjarmaland.

One must also remember that one of the royal 
attributes in the Horde was known as “barma” – a 
special kind of a precious necklace. 

20.  
POLOTSK. PARADISE. ROSTOV

According to the Scandinavians, the Russian city 
of Polotsk =*= Poltesk =*= Palteskja ([523], p. 38). 

Moreover, according to the Scandinavians, 
paradise is located in the East (or, possibly in the 
Far East – see [523], page 32). Let us remind the 
reader that the Russian word for “paradise” is “rai,” 
and that the River Volga was known as “Ra” in 
many “ancient” sources. According to a popular 
mediaeval opinion, there were four rivers whose 
sources could be found in the oriental paradise – 
see, for instance, the mediaeval map of Hans Rüst 
dating from the end of the alleged XV century AD, 
which we reproduce in its entirety in Chron1, 
Chapter 5:11. We shall now reproduce the part 
that depicts the paradise in the east and the four 
rivers that have their sources there (fig. 21.2). 

Thus, the mediaeval geographers used the term 
“paradise” for referring to some real geographical 
area. Which one? The highly arbitrary and abstract 
maps of the Middle Ages make this anything but 
an easy task. Yet it appears that we weren’t the first 
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Furthermore, Scandinavian geographical trac-
tates report the following: 

Russia =*= The Great Svitjod = Godland =*=  
the land of gods =*= Gothland =*= Gothia (land 

of the Goths; see [523], pages 98-99). 

The geographical identification of Russia and Go-
thia as the same territory, which we encounter in 
Scandinavian chronicles, is of the greatest interest 
to us. Let us linger on it for a longer while. Y. A. 
Melnikova reports: “In some works the rendition 
of the legend about Scandinavia populated by 
the natives of Asia, which is where the Aesir had 
lived before they migrated to Scandinavia, uses 
the term ‘Godland,’ or ‘Land of the Gods.” Sim-
ilarly: ‘They call this very Svitjod Mannheim, or 
‘the dwelling of humans’ (from ‘madr’ – human), 
whereas the Great Svitjod is called ‘Godheim’ … 
The identification of the homeland of the Aesir 
as the Great Svitjod, or Scythia, contradicts the 
‘Trojan’ theory of their origin” ([523], page 98). 

As we demonstrated in Chron5, Chapter 
3, there is no contradiction here in reality. The 
Scandinavian “Trojan theory” is correct, and only 
considered erroneous by the modern historians 
due to the influence of the erroneous Scaligerian 
chronology. 

Melnikova continues: “Yet one gets the idea 
that this contradiction wasn’t perceived as such by 
the Scandinavians themselves due to their rather 
perfunctory knowledge of the territories quite as 
distant” ([523], page 98). “Wasn’t perceived,” no 
less – most probably, because the Scandinavians 
were familiar with the territories in question quite 
well. Once again, historians are forced to hint at 
the “ignorance” of the Scandinavians. 

Further on, the Scandinavian chronicle tells us 
the following: “The lands populated by the natives 
of Asia were called Godland, whereas the nation 
itself was known as Godiod” ([523], page 95). The 
Scandinavian identification of Scythia = Great 
Svitjod as Godland, or the Land of Gods (alter-
natively, “Land of the Great God”), likewise the 
association with the land of the Goths (gods) is 
rather difficult to digest for the modern historian. 

Y. A. Melnikova writes: “This very identifi-

cation may have been based on the vague infor-
mation about the migration of the Goths to the 
north of the Black Sea region in the beginning of 
the new era [one sees how the authors are con-
stantly confounded by the erroneous Scaligerian 
chronology  – Auth.] The different variants of 
spelling the ethnicon Godiod … such as Cottiod, 
Gauta Tiod, Gotu-Tioda etc also imply close ties 
with the ethnicon ‘gotar,’ or ‘gautar’ – ‘Goths’” 
([523], pages 98 and 99). 

Let us also point out that the term Gotland 
as applied to Russia (translated as “Land of the 
Gods” by Y. A. Melnikova) reflects the name 
“God’s land,” which was actually used in the Mid-
dle Ages for referring to Russia. This waters down 
the pathos of the translation, making it easier to 
comprehend – it was a reference to the Orthodox 
Russia, which had spread the Christian faith all 
across the world – the belief in Jesus Christ, or 
“the great god.” 

One must applaud the skill of Y. A. Melnikova, 
who often suggests correct interpretations of 
many Scandinavian identifications that she has 
discovered in spite of the Scaligerian dates that 
constantly get in her way. Still she obviously at-
tempts to steer clear of “dangerous corollaries.” 

Let us quote another comment of hers: “Sim-
ilarly to the legend of the Asian homeland of the 
Scandinavians, the author of the tractate tried to 
place the history of the Scandinavian nations into 
a global context” ([523], page 99). This remark, 
as well as many similar passages of the modern 
commentators, appears to question the veracity of 
such claims made by the ancient Scandinavians. 
We are of the opinion that the mediaeval Scandi-
navians didn’t invent anything, but rather told the 
truth for the most part. 

22.  
SAXLAND. LESSER SVITJOD.  

NORTHERN DVINA

According to the Scandinavians, the word Sax-
land =*= Germany ([523], page 34). 

Furthermore, the Scandinavian Svitjod (or 
“Lesser Svitjod”) =*= Sweden ([523], pages 136 
and 138). 
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The modern name of Sweden is obviously re-
lated to the mediaeval toponym Svitjod, or the 
word “holy” (as applied to Russia), as we have 
seen above. Apparently, Lesser Svitjod was re-
garded as the country populated by the natives of 
the Greater Svitjod, qv above. 

Furthermore: Northern Dvina  =*= Vina 
([523], page 5). 

23.  
SERKLAND

Scandinavians suggest the following geographical 
identifications: 

Serkland =*= Land of the Seres =*= 
Saracenarnasland, or land of the Saracenes =*= 

Chaldaea (!) =*= Africa =*= Palestine =*= 
Mesopotamia = China. 

Let us reiterate that all the identifications listed 
above are Scandinavian. 

23.1. Is it correct that the land of the Seres, 
or Serkland, can be identified as the modern 

China? 

This is what Y. A. Melnikova has to say in this re-
spect: “Seres, Serir and Serki – the ethnicon is most 
likely to stem from the Chinese word for ‘silk’ ac-
cording to most researchers” ([523], p. 215).

Let us also add that the very word Seres may 
have come to the modern China from Russia and 
Europe – first as the name of the nation that came 
to China, and later as the name of silk – a product 
brought to China from Byzantium, for instance. 

We should also pay attention to the following 
passage: “Initially, it [the name ‘Seres’ – Auth.] ap-
parently referred to the sellers of silk and not the 
Chinese themselves” ([523], page 215). Everything 
is perfectly correct – the Seres must be the nation 
that initially supplied the Chinese with silk. The 
Byzantines, perhaps? Later on, the manufacture of 
silk was mastered by the Chinese as well. 

“Ancient geographers refer to the city of Sera 
(or Seres) and the nation of the Seres [the Rus-
sians? – Auth.], which they locate somewhere 

alongside the Great Silk Road, but the exact 
location remains in need of greater precision – 
somewhere beyond Bactria in the direction of the 
“Eastern Ocean,” between the Scythians and the 
Indians” ([523], page 215). In general, it turns out 
that ever since the “antiquity,” reports concerning 
the nation of the Seres, likewise the city of Sera 
(or Seres) “happen to be common for many me-
diaeval authors” ([523], page 149). 

Our hypothesis is as follows: the Seres can be 
identified as the Russians (with their name read 
in reverse). 

23.2. Silk and combed plants: anything in 
common?

Further on, the Scandinavian author tells us: 
“This land [Seres  – Auth.] is abundant with 
amazing leaves, which can be combed just like 
the wool of the sheep, and then sold abroad for 
the manufacture of clothing” ([523], page 146). 

Y. A. Melnikova also quotes the following re-
markable mediaeval passage: “Seres – a city in 
the east, which gave its name to the land and the 
people. The land of Seres forms a crescent start-
ing from the Scythian Ocean and the Caspian Sea 
and stretched towards the Eastern Ocean; it is fa-
mous because of the leaves that serve as a source 
of thread” ([523], pages 215 and 216). 

Modern historians are certain that the thread 
in question can be identified as silk. Our oppo-
nents might counter our hypothesis about the 
Seres identified as the Russians reminding us 
that there are no mulberry trees anywhere in the 
central part of the “Mongolian” Empire, and no 
silk was ever made there. And yet there is no con-
tradiction here. Firstly, the Great Empire of the 
XIV-XVI century was so enormous that it nat-
urally included areas which manufactured silk. 
In Chron5, Chapter 12:4.3, we already pointed 
out that for a long time the Russian and Ottoman 
markets remained the only source of silk for the 
Europeans. Therefore, it is hardly surprising that 
some West European texts should refer to the 
land of the Seres, or the Russians, as to the home 
of the silk manufacturers. 

Secondly, who said that the word “seres” re-
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ferred to silk initially? After all, we have wit-
nessed how many names were changing their 
meaning with the course of time. Let us once 
again consider the mediaeval Scandinavian re-
ports concerning the tread from the “land of the 
Seres.” The Scandinavians tell us about “combed 
leaves” – hardly applicable to silk, since it is spun 
and not “combed” – from silkworm cocoons and 
not any actual plants, to be more precise. 

Let us enquire about the plant that can be 
combed into a thread, or has thread growing on it. 
The answer is self-implied – cotton or linen. There-
fore, let us voice the following natural considera-
tion: initially, the word “seres” referred to cotton or 
linen. The manufacture of cotton, let alone linen, 
was commonplace all across the Great = “Mongo-
lian” Empire. It was only much later that the word 
“seres” started to translate as “silk.” 

However, the Europeans retained the memory 
about “seres” being “thread gathered from leaves 
by combing” for a long time – linen or cotton, 
after all! Also, this is what we learn from Y. A. 
Melnikova: “Although the Europeans became ac-
quainted with silkworms in the early Middle Ages 
[according to our version, it only happened in the 
XIV-XV century – Auth.], this passage remains in 
many encyclopaedias” ([523], page 149). That is 
to say, despite having been familiar with silk for 
a long time, the Europeans still refused to under-
stand its real nature. 

23.3. Serkland as the land of the Saracenes

Let us return to the analysis of Serkland. It turns 
out that the name “was used in XIII-XIV cen-
tury sources almost exclusively for referring to 
the population of the Muslim countries, or the 
‘Saracenes.’ … In geographical tractates the term 
applies to the lands with a Muslim population, 
which makes it synonymous to the toponym Sar-
acenarnasland – ‘land of the Saracens’.” 

Melnikova continues as follows: “No rigid 
localization of said term happens to be in exist-
ence, though. Different sources locate it in Africa 
or in Asia. The tractate ‘Countries of the World’ 
identifies Serkland as Palestine. Two other trac-
tates suggest Chaldea and Mesopotamia as likely 

identifications of Serkland. “Descriptions of the 
World” I and II are convinced that its real loca-
tion is in the north of Africa; the latter, which is 
extremely convoluted and contains numerous 
errata [as seen by the modern commentator – 
Auth.] locates Serkland the Great (Serkland it 
mikla) as follows: 

a) In North Africa. 
b) Also in Africa, but closer to the Scythian 

border [sic!  – Auth.], identified as Great Svit-
jod. ‘Descriptions of the World III’ lists Serkland 
among the African countries, but several lines later 
identifies it as Chaldaea [sic! – Auth.], universally 
recognized as an Asian country” ([523], page 216). 

The obvious implication is that during certain 
historical periods “Africa” was a name used for 
referring to Asia, or some part of Europe. Most 
likely, as we have mentioned earlier, European 
Africa is simply a corrupted version of the name 
Thracia = Tartary, later Turkey. 

Of course, modern commentators, who have 
grown accustomed to the belief that the name 
Africa always referred to the same territory  – 
namely, the modern African continent, are forced 
to believe that the name “Serkland” was a “vaga-
bond name” in the Middle Ages. However, in this 
case, why doesn’t one assume that Africa was a 
“vagabond name” as well? This is precisely what 
we claim – geographical names on the ancient 
maps were in a constant state of flux. 

Y. A. Melnikova tells us further: “Such lack of 
certainty in the localization of Serkland gives us 
reasons to believe that … Serkland was among 
the toponyms with a wide, uncertain and there-
fore mobile meaning” ([523], page 216). 

Incidentally, the Scandinavian author divulges 
a very important piece of information: “They say 
there are many such lands that possess two names, 
like Serkland and Chaldea” ([523], page 97). 

This is the very fact that we constantly demon-
strate in our work – the mobility and ambiguity 
of geographical names. A single country could be 
known to different parties under different names; 
also, a single name could refer to different coun-
tries in different historical epochs. 

Thus, we learn of the following identifications 
from the Scandinavians: 
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Serkland =*= Great Serkland =*= 
Mesopotamia =*= Chaldaea =*= Palestine =*= 

Great Svitjod =*= Scythia =*= Land of the 
Saracens =*= China. 

This is the country that the Scandinavians locate 
in Africa! The implication is that initially the 
term “Africa” applied to a part of Europe, namely, 
Thracia, Tartary and Turkey. 

Let us sum up. Virtually all of the Scandina-
vian identifications listed above are anything but 
random; they are also in perfect correspondence 
with our reconstruction. 

The readers have to get accustomed to the 
cascade of geographical identifications that pour 
over their heads from the pages of mediaeval 
Scandinavian works on geography. We simply 
quote from sources written in the Middle Ages. 
All the identifications in question strike us as 
uncanny for a single reason – the fact that ever 
since our childhood we have all been using the 
Scaligerian geography, which is apparently rich in 
errors of the gravest kind. The Scandinavian re-
ports are much closer to mediaeval reality, despite 
their vagueness and generally primitive nature. 

We should by no means interpret the Scan-
dinavian identifications literally. Their correct 
interpretation is as follows. In some epochs Serk-
land was identified as Great Svitjod = Russia = 
Scythia. Different sources referred to Russia as 
“China,” “Palestine,” “Chaldea,” “Mesopotamia” 
and so on. 

Later on, in the XVII-XVIII century, some 
of these names gained independent meanings, 
moving in different directions on the map and 
finally settling in the familiar places. We must be 
aware that the geographical names were in a state 
of flux, and only became rigid in the XVII-XVIII 
century, relatively recently. 

Our opponents might counter as follows: 
supposing we are correct and Serkland was in-
deed the term used for referring to Russia, or 
the Great = “Mongolian” Empire in general, how 
about the reports that Serkland was a Muslim 
country? There is nothing surprising about this 
fact. The Ottoman = Ataman Empire was part of 
the Great = “Mongolian” Empire for a certain pe-

riod of time; in the XVII-XVIII century became 
a Muslim country. Many Muslims appeared in 
Russia around that time as well. However, let us 
reiterate that the division of the formerly unified 
Christianity into the Orthodox, Catholic and 
Islamic branches took place in recent past – the 
XVII-XVIII century. 

24.  
SYRIA

The land of Syria = Syrland ([523], page 37). 
This name could refer to Sire-Land or Czar-

Land. Apart from that, the three ancient names 
considered synonymous (Syria  = Assyria  = 
Ashur) are simply reverse readings of the name 
Russia. In the period when Russia conquered the 
Western Europe, the name could apply to the 
territory of the modern Germany in the form of 
“Prussia,” or “P-Russia.” 

25.  
SCYTHIA

25.1. Scythia = Great Svitjod (Holy)

Scandinavian authors suggest the following iden-
tifications: 

Scythia =*= Sithia =*= Sytia =*= Cythia =*= 
Cithia ([523], page 215)  =*= Great Svitjod 
(Svitjod Hinn Mikla, qv in [523], pages 40 and 
226) =*= Sarmatia + Alania + Gothia. Scythia 
was divided into the three areas mentioned above 
([523], page 41). Furthermore, Scythia =*= Rus-
sia =*= Gardariki. 

Thus, Sarmatia was considered a part of 
Scythia, occasionally identified as another name 
of the latter. Let us also add the identifications 
discovered earlier by ourselves. 

Scythia = China = Africa = Thracia =  
Tartary = Turkey. 

A part of Scythia was called Kvennaland  =*= 
Land of the Amazons ([523], pages 178 and 
179) = =*= Kvennland =*= Quenland =*= Kunal-
and ([523], page 209) =*= Queen’s Land. 
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25.2. Scythia as Kitia, or China

As we have seen, China (or “Kitai”) was one of 
the old names of Russia. This instantly sheds 
light over the origins of the term “Kitai” (the 
Russian word for “China”) – initially, it stood for 
“Scythia,” or the Great Russia, also known as the 
Mongolian Empire. “Kitai” is one of the forms  of 
“Scythia” (or “Cithia”) common for Scandinavian 
literature, among other sources. 

China was also known as “Katai,” qv above. 
Mediaeval English sources use the term “Cathai” 
for referring to the Chinese ([517]) – once again, 
a derivative of “Scythia.” Also, let us consider the 
two spellings: “Scithia” and “Cithia.” What could 
the letter S stand for? 

Possibly, a vestige of “Asia,” or “Jesus”? In this 
case, “S-Cithia” could be a reference to the fact 
that the greater part of the country in question 
was located in Asia: Asian Cithia = S-Cithia, or 
Scythia. 

Let us also cite other names of Scythia as used 
by the mediaeval English sources as per [517]. See 
also the table of synonyms in Chron4, Chapter 
15:1.5. It turns out that Scythia was also known as 
Barbaria, whereas the Scythians were referred to 
as “Cit” – once again, “Kitai,” or the Chinese! See 
[517]. This fact is in good correspondence with 
our reconstruction.

25.3. Scythia or China in Africa

It is important that “Cithia” was a name of Scythia 
used by the “ancient” authors, or the European 
authors of the XV-XVII century, as we under-
stand today. This is what we learn from the histo-
rians: “The name was borrowed from the ancient 
authors by the West European geographers… In 
the Icelandic geographical tractates the name is 
associated with Great Svitjod, with Russia named 
as a separate geographical entity. ‘Description of 
the World II’ … locates Scythia in Africa” ([523], 
page 215). 

Therefore, initially the name “Africa” was 
applied to a part of Europe and Asia by certain 
chroniclers. Africa = Thracia = Turkey = Tar-
tary? The final move to the south must date from 

the XVII-XVIII century, which is when the term 
“Africa” became rigid and applied to the territory 
known as the African continent today. 

25.4. Scythia “named after Magog” and 
described as India

The Scandinavian author reports the following: 
“Scythia, which we call Great Svitjod, used to be 
an enormous land named thus after Magog, one 
of Japheth’s sons” ([523], page 146). 

This is followed by a description of Scythia 
that greatly resembles similar descriptions of 
the Kingdom of Presbyter Johannes. It is called a 
great and wealthy land populated by many peo-
ples – some “plough the land for food”; others, 
“monstrous and terrorizing, eat human flesh and 
drink blood … [once again, the Russians are ac-
cused of drinking blood instead of water – Auth.]. 
There are many lands that comprise this Scythia, 
most of them unpopulated, since many of the re-
gions rich in gold and gemstones are hardly ever 
visited by people” ([523], page 146). The descrip-
tion fits Yakutia perfectly well – the part of Russia 
that lies in the Far East, sparsely populated and 
rich in gold and diamonds. 

Although this account of Scythia is very inter-
esting, it is too lengthy to be reproduced herein. 
Let us merely point out that the educated Euro-
pean author, Matthew of Paris, wasn’t the only 
one to scare his readers by tales of the monstrous 
Russians, or Tartars, devouring human bodies 
and drinking steaming blood. 

Who was the first author of the “scare stories,” 
one wonders? 

The commentary of the modern historian to 
this text is very interesting indeed: “Likewise Vin-
cent, the compiler … transfers the legends associ-
ated with India to his accounts of Scythia” ([523], 
page 149). Nothing to be surprised about – medi-
aeval Western Europeans used the name “India” 
for referring to the Kingdom of Presbyter Jo-
hannes, or the Great = “Mongolian” Empire = 
Scythia = Ancient Russia, qv in Chron5, Chapter 
8.  Also, the ancient Russian word “inde” = India 
used to stand for “faraway land” (as seen from the 
Western Europe). 
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25.5. The gigantic size of Scythia and its 
individual parts – Alania, Dacia and Gothia

The Scandinavian text tells us the following: “The 
first region in Europe is Lower Scythia … laying 
between the river Danubius [Danube – Auth.], 
which we call Duna, and the North Sea near 
Germany. The first part of Scythia is called Ala-
nia; next to it there are Dacia and Gothia. Near 
Scythia as mentioned above there is the country 
that we know as Germany” ([523], page 147). 

Take a look at the map. It turns out that, ac-
cording to the Scandinavians, Scythia reached 
Germany  – moreover, the author tells us that 
Germany itself was populated by the natives of 
Scythia. This is in excellent correspondence with 
our reconstruction. 

It is curious that many mediaeval sources tell 
us the same thing, rather persistently. This is what 
the modern commentators have to say about 
the whole thing: “The compiler of the ‘Guide-
book,’ likewise the author of the ‘Description of 
the World III,’ uses the term Sithia (for Scythia) 
and paints a picture of the Eastern Europe typ-
ical for the Western European geography of the 
Middle Ages based on the ancient tradition that 
regarded all the lands between the Black and the 
“North” Sea, or the Arctic Ocean in the North, as 
Scythia … The division of Scythia into Alania, 
Dacia and Gothia is also traditional for the me-
diaeval geography” ([523], page 150). 

25.6. Scythia as the land of the Amazons

In Chron4 we have already cited the most inter-
esting mediaeval data – apparently, some of the 
“ancient” authors considered the ancient Rus-
sia – “land of the Amazons.” This information 
gets unexpected proof from the part of mediaeval 
Scandinavian geographical tradition. Having told 
us about the giants (bear in mind that Scythia was 
known as the land of giants in the Middle Ages, 
qv in Chron5, Chapter 21:11), the Scandinavian 
author continues: “Great Svitjod is populated 
by Albanians… There is also a country called 
Kvannaland there; these women [sic! – Auth.] 
live right next to the Albanians and wage wars 

among themselves, just like men in other places; 
those women are just as strong and clever as men 
elsewhere” ([523], page 178). 

Y. A. Melnikova is perfectly right to remark: 
“The author of the tractate doubtlessly refers to 
the mythical land of the Amazons in Asia” ([523], 
page 179). Why “mythical,” pray? In Chron4 we 
already told the reader that the Amazons were 
identified as the Russian Cossack women. The 
name Quenland is most likely to translate as 
“Land of the Queens.” 

“In accordance with the Western European 
tradition, which is based on the reports of the 
ancient geographers, the Amazons are located 
in Asia, the area that lies to the north of India 
between Bactria and Caucasian Albania” ([523], 
page 209). This land of the Amazons is called 
“Quenland I” by the historians. In this case, there 
must also be a “Quenland II.” 

Indeed, such a country does exist. How did 
Scaligerian history end up with two lands of the 
Amazons? It turns out that some mediaeval au-
thors claimed that the Amazons “lived in Asia, 
right next to India” ([523], page 209), whereas 
others were quite as unanimous in their claim 
that “the Amazons lived on the shores of the Bal-
tic Sea” ([523], page 209). 

Since Scaligerian history cannot allow for 
India to spread from the Indian Ocean to the 
Baltic Sea, the only solution was to cut a single 
country in two parts, locating the first next to the 
modern India, and the second, on the shores of 
the Baltic Sea, ascribing them numbers I and II 
for greater simplicity. 

Our hypothesis is as follows. The Amazons, 
or the Cossack women, lived on the territory of 
the Great = “Mongolian” Empire, whose centre 
was in Russia. At the end of the day, their exact 
place of dwelling is of secondary importance to 
us here. The important thing is that there was just 
one land of the Amazons – the division into two 
parts was completely unwarranted. 

It would be interesting to consider the pop-
ular mediaeval evidence concerning the land of 
the Amazons from a new viewpoint. Inciden-
tally, could there be a link between “Amazon” 
and “amazing,” which would make the former a 
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foreign name used for referring to the Russian 
Cossack women? 

Today it is believed that the name Kvennaland 
stems from the word “kvenna” – the genitive of 
“kona”; cf. also the German “Koenig” (“king”): 
“One must pay particular attention to the evi-
dence contained in other written sources that 
mentions the existence of a land populated by 
women near Finland, such as Adam of Bremen: 
‘… those shores of the Baltic sea are believed to 
be populated by the Amazons, which is why we 
call them the Land of Women’” ([523], page 209). 

It is very interesting that the mediaeval Eng-
lish sources openly call Amazonia “Maegda 
Londe,” or Maegda-Land. This must have initially 
meant “Land of Magog,” or “Mongolian Land,” qv 
in [517] and the table in Chron4, Chapter 15:1.5. 

Moreover, English sources call Germany 
Mesia, which is once again close to “Amazonia.” 
Nothing surprising about this fact, either – Ger-
many was once part of the “Mongolian” = Great 
Empire, and could have inherited the name Am-
azonia in the form “Mesia.” 

Finally, let us quote the most remarkable name 
of one of the chapters from the mediaeval “Global 
Chronicle” by Marcin Belski, published in the al-
leged year 1551 ([344]). 

The chapter is titled quite unequivocally: “On 
the Amazon Women, Wives of the Tartars,” no 
less! See [344], page 231. 

Therefore, in the XVI-XVII century the word 
“Amazons” was used for referring to the wives of 
the Tartars. 

And who are the Tartars? We have mentioned 
this fact a great many times – in the epoch of the 
XIV-XVI century it was another name of the Cos-
sacks. 

Therefore, the Amazons can be identified as 
the Cossack women, who have always had a rep-
utation of being outstanding riders and active 
participants of the social life of Cossack commu-
nities, occasionally fighting alongside the men. 

Let us conclude with another reminder that 
the mediaeval Scandinavians, as well as the “an-
cient” authors, or the West Europeans of the XIV-
XVI century, according to our reconstruction, lo-
cated the land of the Amazons in Scythia. 

25.7. Scythia was also known as Scotia,  
or Scotland

The name Scythia was also used for referring to 
Scotland, as the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle tells us 
(we have analysed it in detail in Chron4, Chapter 
1, and Chron4, Chapter 18:11). This is perfectly 
understandable – the names “Scythia” and “Sco-
tia” are virtually identical to each other. 

In Chron4 we have explained the Scythian 
origins of the name “Scotland” as follows: the 
Great = “Mongolian” Conquest reached the Brit-
ish Isles as well. Scythian settlers founded many 
towns and a state here. The name “Scotland” is 
one of its numerous vestiges. 

Let us conclude by turning towards the me-
diaeval English sources ([517]) in order to find 
out how they called Scotland. Apparently, it 
was called Scotia and Gutlonde, or “Land of the 
Goths” ([517]; see also the table in Chron4, 
Chapter 15:1.5). Perfect correspondence with our 
reconstruction. 

We hardly need to add anything to the above. 
One must simply provide accurate quotations 
from mediaeval sources and attempt to treat them 
without prejudice – like common sense dictates. 

26.  
SMOLENSK, SUZDAL, TANAIS, TANAKVISL, 

TARTARARIKI ETC. THRACIA = TURKEY. 
FINLAND. CHERNIGOV

The Scandinavians suggest the following identi-
fications: 

The Russian city of Smolensk =*= Smaleskja 
([523], Chapter 38). 

The Russian city of Suzdal  =*= Surdalar 
([523], page 38) =*= Sursdalr ([523], page 43). 

River Tanais = River Don ([523], page 32) =*= 
Tanakvisl ([523], page 40). 

Tartarariki =*= Tartary ([523], page 91). 
It is curious that the mediaeval Scandinavian 

author locates Tartary in the North: “To the East 
of Norway we find Rusland [Russia – Auth.], and 
to the north of the latter there lays Tartarariki” 
([523], page 89). 

The modern commentary is as follows: “The 
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reference to the ‘Kingdom of the Tartars,’ or ‘Tar-
tarariki’ is one of the few such passages encoun-
tered in the ancient Scandinavian literature … In 
the second half of the XIII century the Scandi-
navian learn of the Tartars, and, apparently, the 
Golden Horde (Tartarariki?) without the proxy 
of the Western Europe but rather from immediate 
contacts with the Tartars themselves and people 
who were familiar with said nation very well. 
Also, we must note the “northern” location of the 
Tartar Kingdom” ([523], pages 91 and 92). 

Tartarariki translates as “Tartar-Reich” (or 
“Empire of the Tartars”) – the ancient Russia in 
other words. The Scandinavians had a very cor-
rect view of geography; it was much later that 
they were forced to alter it. 

Furthermore, it turns out that, according to 
the Scandinavians, the people that inhabited 
Thracia settled in Svitjod, and later also Norway, 
Iceland and Greenland ([523], page 65). 

Finland =*= Tavastland ([523], page 35). It is 
likely that Finland was part of Kylfingaland in the 
XIV-XVI century – the latter identifies as the an-
cient Russia, qv in Chron5, Chapter 21:15. 

The Russian city of Chernigov  =*= Syrnes 
([523], page 37) =*= Serensk, another city in Rus-
sia ([523], page 38). 

27.  
SWEDEN = LESSER SVITJOD

The Scandinavian authors used the following 
synonyms: 

Sweden =*= Lesser Svitjod ([523], page 217). 
Let us remind the reader that Great Svitjod was 
the name used by the Scandinavians for refer-
ring to Russia. Could this imply that Sweden =*= 
Lesser Svitjod was populated by the Russians in 
the days of yore? 

This appears to be what the Scandinavian texts 
mean when they claim that Scythia was populated 
by Asians (see Chron5, Ch. 11). Subsequently, all 
the Scandinavian countries were populated by the 
Scythian settlers; echoes of this event survived in 
the name of Sweden – Lesser Svitjod. 

Let us voice a hypothesis about there being a 
more profound reason behind all the wars fought 

between Peter the Great and Karl, King of Sweden. 
In the epoch of Peter the Great the Russians must 
have still had a vague memory that Sweden was 
once part of the Great = “Mongolian” Empire, and 
tried to reclaim the territories as “rightfully theirs.” 

The Scandinavians (or, to speak more gener-
ally, the West Europeans of the XVIII century), 
used the indubitable existence of close ties be-
tween Scandinavia and ancient Russia as a basis 
for reversing the direction of the settlers’ move-
ment, and developed an antithesis – namely, that 
the very institution of statehood was imported by 
the ancient Russians from Scandinavia. 

The justification of this version must date 
from the Romanovian epoch  – they are very 
likely to have brought it into existence. It was 
slyly suggested to interpret the famous chapter 
of the Russian chronicle about the Scandinavian 
Varangians, or Normans, coming to Russia under 
the leadership of Ryurik, allegedly summoned 
by the Russians in order to grace the latter with 
order and bring an end to the incessant interne-
cine conflicts afflicting Russia. 

It was the birth of the famous “Norman the-
ory,” a tendentious version of how the ancient 
Russia was founded as a state. The Russian Prince, 
or Khan Ryurik (also known as Genghis-Khan) 
was made into a native of Scandinavia. This was 
the very reason why the counterfeited page with 
“Novgorod on Lake Ladoga” ended up in the 
Radzivilovskaya Chronicle (see Chron4, Ch. 1).

As we can see, the nations of the XVII-XVIII 
century didn’t only fight on battlefields, but also 
on the pages of the ancient history textbooks that 
they compiled. There is nothing to be surprised 
about here – on the contrary, it would be odd 
if “historical argumentation” wouldn’t be used 
for the justification of this or the other political 
idea. Unfortunately, historical science goes hand 
in hand with politics, and this state of affairs ex-
ists until the present day, which often gets in the 
way of levelheaded scientific discussion of the 
accumulated historical paradoxes. We are of the 
opinion that it is high time to abandon the XVII-
XVIII century politics and attempt to join forces 
in order to reconstruct the authentic picture of 
the antiquity. 
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In the present case the problem has an easy 
enough solution. The mediaeval Scandinavian 
documents tell us nothing at all about the “Nor-
man theory,” which is perfectly natural. However, 
they report it without any ambiguity whatsoever 
that Scandinavia was populated by settlers hailing 
from Great Svitjod = Scythia = Russia. In other 
words, the forefathers of the modern Scandina-
vians, or the XIII-XIV settlers that came to dwell 
on the Scandinavian peninsula, were of Slavic and 
Turkic origin. This brings us close to the issue 
of the word Scandinavia itself and its original 
meaning. 

28.  
THE ANCIENT MEANING OF THE WORD 

“SCANDINAVIA”

It is somewhat strange that the Ethnographic 
Reference Book compiled by Y. A. Melnikova 
and included in her book ([523]) concerned with 
the Scandinavian chronicles does not contain 
the word Scandinavia – we only see references to 
Skaney, a region in Southern Sweden, and Skaun, 
a district in the Norwegian North. The actual 
word “Scandinavia” is mysteriously absent, and 
there is no explanation of either its origin or its 
ancient meaning. Therefore, we shall have to pon-
der this issue autonomously. 

Let us follow the same method of referring to 
the mediaeval sources. It turns out that the me-
diaeval English authors called Scandinavia “Go-
thia,” whereas the Scandinavians were known to 
them as “Gothi” – the Goths, no less! This impor-
tant circumstance is reported by V. I. Matouzova 
in [517]. Let us also recollect that the Scandinavi-
ans were certain about Great Svitjod, or Scythia, 
being the homeland of their forefathers. This is 
the very reason why they called Sweden “Lesser 
Svitjod” (see Chron5, Chapter 21:27). 

As we have already mentioned, the word 
Scythia was transcribed in a variety of ways, the 
most popular spelling being Scithia  – SCT or 
SCD without vocalizations. Therefore, let us voice 
the following idea. 

When the Scythians, or the “Mongols” (Great 

Ones) populated the northern countries, they 
may well have called them New Scythia, or SCD-
Nova, which is basically the same as Scandinavia. 
This is likely to be the actual toponymy of the 
name Scandinavia. 

There may have been several regions referred 
to as “New Scythia.” We all know about the fa-
mous Ascania Nova next to the modern Astra-
khan. Incidentally, the name “Astrakhan” might 
be a derivative of “Asian Tartar Khan,” or AS + 
TR + KHAN. 

Could this Ascania Nova be yet another vestige 
of the name “New Scythia,” which was made pop-
ular as the Great = “Mongolian” Empire entered 
the phase of growth and conquered many new 
regions, some of which were lost subsequently?

Another observation is as follows. It is possible 
that “Scania” might also be interpreted as “As-Ca-
nia” or “As-Khania”  – “Kingdom of the Asian 
Khan,” in other words. “Scandinavia” is likely to 
be derived from the same root with the addition 
of the “New” part.

By the way, the hypothesis that “Astrakhan” is 
derived from “AS + TR + KHAN” is in good cor-
respondence with the city’s other name, “Tmut-
arakan,” which must have stood for “TM + TR + 
KHAN,” or thema (province) of the Tartar Khan. 
Nowadays, some commentators suggest to iden-
tify Tmutarakan as Kerch, and others – as Astra-
khan or Taman. 

Therefore, Scandinavia most probably iden-
tifies as New Scythia, which was also known as 
“Gothia.” 

Finally, a minor yet illustrative detail. In 
Chron4 we voiced the idea that the famous 
“Varangian-Greek Route” allegedly used by the 
Scandinavians in order to reach Byzantium via 
Dvina or Neva and Dnepr never functioned in 
reality, being a mere figment of Scaligerian and 
Romanovian history. 

We found unexpected proof of our hypothesis 
in the work of Y. A. Melnikova. She tells us the 
following about the “Varangian-Greek Route”: 
“No guidebooks of the XII-XIII century are fa-
miliar with this route” ([523], page 186). The 
reason is perfectly simple – nobody ever used it. 



We provide a multitude of identifications in 
Chapter 21; let us now choose three of them that 
we’re interested in the most, namely:

1)  Russia, or the Horde, also known as the 
Great = “Mongolian” Empire, or the Rus-
sian state of the XIV-XVI century.

2) River Don.
3) Europe.
We shall remove all references and comments 

from the resulting table, and only keep the marks 
of equivalence. Let us once again explain the mean-
ing of the “=” symbol. Mediaeval Scandinavian ge-
ographers occasionally provide their own identifi-
cations of certain geographical names, stating it di-
rectly that “Thracia is the same as Grikland” ([523], 
p. 96). Certain other “collations” were discovered by 
modern historians; finally, we have added a few of 
those ourselves. In some cases our use of the “=” 
symbol is to be interpreted as a consequence of a 
natural hypothesis –  one that is nonetheless based 
on the Scandinavian chronicles, although occasion-
ally in need of additional verification.

1.  
HOW DIFFERENT NATIONS REFERRED TO 

RUSSIA, OR THE HORDE

Russia, also known as the Great = “Mongolian” 
Russian Empire of the XIV-XVI, also had the fol-

lowing names (some of them may have referred 
to parts of the Empire and not its entirety):

Rusia = Ruzkia = Ruzcia = Ruzaland = Risaland 
(land of the giants) = Gardariki (land of the cities, 
or Horde-Reich) = Gardar = Great City = gorod 

(ancient Slavonic for “city”) = grhas (ancient 
Indian for “home”) = gardas (Lithuanian for 
“fence”) = Scandinavian and Gothic “gards” 

(“home” and “family”) = Samaria = Sarmatia, 
land of the Sarmatians (cf. the city of Samara) = 

Kylfingaland = land of the bells = Africa = 
Thracia = Turkey = Tartary = Blaland = 
Austrriki = Asian and Tartaric Empire = 

Austria = Scythia = Scithia = Sithia = Cithia = 
Kitia, or China = Scotia and Scotland = “the land 

named after Magog” = Great Svitjod (Svitjod 
Hinn Mikla) = Sarmatia + Alania + Gothia (the 
three provinces of Scythia) = Godland = Land 
of the Great God = Gods = Gautar = Geta = 

Hittites = Land of Giants = Jotunheim = Hittite 
Kingdom = Great Gothia = Gothia the Glorious 

(Reidgotaland, Hreidgotar, etc.).

The settlers that populated Great Svitjod initial-
ly are said to be of Turkic origins. It is likely that 
Great Svitjod had once included Lesser Svitjod, 
or Sweden. Furthermore, ancient Russia = Serk-
land = Serkland the Great, which is occasion-

Corollaries. What the 
Scandinavian  geographical 

tractates and maps  report about 
the ancient Russia

chapter 22
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ally located in Africa (Thracia) or right next to 
it = Kvennaland = Quenland Kunaland = Land 
of the Amazons = Land of the Queens = Land of 
the Seres (Russians), or Assyrians. Also, Scyth-
ia = China = Land of the Saracens, or a Muslim 
country = Chaldea = Palestine = Mesopotamia = 
India, or faraway land; also, the division of India 
into three parts resembles the division of Russia 
into three Hordes.

Scythians colonised Parthia; the latter appears 
to have been the old name of Prussia = Prute-
nia = PRT = P + Russia, or White Russia.

It is possible that Russia = Biarma = Land of 
the Boyars (or “barmi,” a symbol of royal power 
in the ancient Russia). Biarma, or Great Perm, 
was initially the name borne by the territory 
nowadays occupied by Germany, Austria and 
Italy. Later on Romanovian historians transferred 
the name Great Perm to the territory of Romano-
vian Russia.

Furthermore, Russia = Scythia = Barbary, ac-
cording to the English sources.

Let us also mention the identification that we 
discovered earlier: Russia = Kingdom of Presby-
ter Johannes. Also, let us add thereto the syno-
nyms of Russia as used in the mediaeval English 
sources (see [517]) and the list of identifications 
that we have compiled after the book of V. I. Ma-
touzova (see Chron4, Chapter 15:1.5).

The ancient Russian state  = Susie, Russie, 
Ruissie, Rusia, Russia, Ruthenia, Ruthia, Ruthe-
na, Ruscia, Russcia, Russya and Rosie.

“Ruthia” unvocalised leaves us with RT or 
RD –  the Horde, or “rhat” (old Russian word 
translating as “army”). This is how the Great = 
“Mongolian” Empire was referred to the most 
often. Since the word Ruthia is most likely to be 
related to the word “horde,” the English authors 
were using the correct terminology, which is also 
implied by our reconstruction.

This multitude of synonyms is most likely to 
be explained by the growing significance of the 
world-spanning Great = “Mongolian” Empire in 
the XIV-XVI century. Each of the numerous Eu-
ropean, Asian, African and American nations 
had a special name for the Russian Empire, or the 
Horde, hence such great abundance of synonyms.

Let us remind the reader that in our recon-
struction the Great Empire of the XIV-XVI cen-
tury was a close ally of the Ottomans, or Cossack 
Atamans; the rift between the two dates back to 
the epoch when the Romanov dynasty usurped 
the Russian throne, which resulted in a military 
confrontation with Turkey.

One of the phantom reflections of the Otto-
man = Ataman Empire in the distant past is the 
“ancient” Empire of Alexander the Great, qv in 
Chron1 and Chron2. Incidentally, why was Al-
exander also known as Iscander the Bicorn? The 
horns obviously symbolise the Ottoman crescent; 
what about “Iscander”? Could this translate as “a 
native of Scandia” –  or “Scyth”?

2.  
RIVERS KNOWN AS “DON” IN THE MIDDLE 

AGES

These are the identifications reported by the 
Scandinavian sources:

Don = Danube = Danubis (or Danubius) = 
Dun = Danubium = Dyna = Hister (Hyster) = 
Istr = Dniester = Don = Tanais = Tanakvisl = 

Duna = West Dvina = Dan = Jordan (Jor + Dan).

The existence of so many identifications is the 
furthest thing from surprising, and has a very 
simple explanation. We have already mentioned 
the fact that the word “Don” translated simply as 
“river.” As we demonstrated in Chron4, Chapter 
6:2.12, Don was also the word used for referring 
to the modern River Moskva.

3.  
SONS OF THE BIBLICAL JAPHETH

According to the Scandinavian geographical trac-
tates, the seven sons of Japheth used to own Eu-
rope. Scandinavians give a detailed account of 
who used to own which part exactly. In Chron5, 
Part 3, we used these Scandinavian chronicles in 
order to support our hypothesis that the division 
of lands between the sons of Japheth is yet anoth-
er reflection of how the Great = “Mongolian” Em-
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pire colonised the Western Europe and reigned 
over it for a long period of time.

The seven sons of Japheth are most likely the 
seven main tribes, or primary Eurasian regions 
that constituted the Great Empire during the first 
expansion period in the XIV century. They are 
as follows:

1)  Magog = “The Mongols” = The Great 
Ones = The Goths.

2)  Madai –  the same Mongols,
3)  Ivan, or the Ivans –  Ivan Kalita = Batu- 

Khan, conqueror of the West,
4)  The Turks –  The Tartars = Thiras, south-

ern part of the Empire,
5)  Thubal –  the Siberian part of the “Mongo-

lian” Empire,
6)  Homer –  Etruscan Italy, Florence and 

Western Europe in general.
7)  Meshech –  Muscovia, the most likely can-

didate for the title of the original Mecca.

4.  
THE “NORMAN THEORY” AS PERCEIVED 
AFTER A STUDY OF THE SCANDINAVIAN 

MAPS

One must perish the thought that the chronicle 
records that have survived until our time and un-
dergone a tendentious editing in the XVII-XVIII 
century permit anything in the way of an unam-
biguous interpretation. Nowadays we are being 
told that the old names used to have the same 
meanings in the Middle Ages as they do today. It 
turns out to be incorrect in many cases.

For instance, let us consider the quintessence 
of the “Norman Theory” and the interpretation 
of the data contained in the surviving Russian 
chronicles that this theory implies. Let us disre-
gard the finer details and concentrate on the ac-
tual kernel of the theory. “Rurik, the Varangian 
prince of the Normans, was summoned by the 
Russians from Scandinavia, and came to reign 
over Russia.”

The “Norman theory” is based on the follow-
ing assumptions made about the mediaeval pe-
riod:

1)  The name “Scandinavia” has always re-
ferred to the same territory as today.

2)  The Normans and the Varangians were  
always the natives of the modern Scandi-
navia.

3)  Russia was the name of a rather small re-
gion on the territory of the modern Russia.

However, our research reveals an altogether dif-
ferent picture.

1)  Scandinavia, or New Scythia was the me-
diaeval name used for referring to a part 
of Russia, or the Horde. It was only later, 
in the epoch of the Great = “Mongolian” 
Conquest of the XIV century, that it mi-
grated from Russia to the modern Scandi-
navia.

2)  Russians were known as the Normans in 
the Middle Ages, qv in Chron5, Ch. 9:19, 
and also in Fasmer’s Dictionary ([866]).

3)  In the Middle Ages, the name Russia re-
ferred to a much larger territory than 
today (one that included all the lands con-
quered by the Russian = “Mongolian” Em-
pire in Europe and Asia).

4)  Russian princes, or khans, that united Rus-
sia in the XIII-XIV century and launched 
the Great = “Mongolian” Conquest in 
the XIV century were called “enemies” in 
some chronicles (“vragi” in Russian) –  the 
term later transformed into the name “Va-
rangians.”

We come up with a wholly different interpreta-
tion of the Russian chronicles that have survived 
until our day and age. In particular, the modern 
Scandinavia appears to have preserved the mem-
ory of being a colony of the Horde in its very 
name –  “New Scythia.”
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It is obvious that the Czars, or Khans, had an im-
perial treasury, and strove to expand it in every 
which way. The treasury contained gold, silver, 
gemstones, rare works of art etc. After the divide 
of the Great = “Mongolian” Empire, during the 
Great Strife and the Reformation mutiny of the 
XVII century, the treasury is most likely to have 
fallen prey to pillagers. Today we are unlikely to 
reconstruct all the details concerning the desti-
ny of the treasury that belonged to the Khans of 
the Great Horde, or Russia; however, many relat-
ed facts reveal themselves to a careful research-
er. Let us, for instance, consider the background 
of the famous “historical” diamonds kept in the 
treasuries and museums of different countries. 
The reference literature we shall use is as follows: 
Encyclopaedia Britannica ([1118:1]), Tales about 
Gems by Academician A. E. Fersman (Moscow, 
Nauka, 1974, marked [876:1]) and “Gemstones” 
by N. I. Kornilov and Y. P. Solodova (Moscow, 
Nedra, 1983, marked [430:1]).

We shall be referring to the following large di-
amonds.

1) “The Diamond Tablet – an amazing indi-
vidual stone [found in India – Auth.] … It is truly 
one of the so-called portrait stones… The stone 
is amazingly beautiful and pure and masterfully 
wrought in the old Indian cutting fashion, with 
two indentations covered in soft gold. This stone 

is but a shard … of some unknown gigantic dia-
mond crystal found among the sands of Golkon-
da in India… Unfortunately, the fate of this dia-
mond is unknown” ([876:1], page 218). It is pre-
sumed to have weighed around 242 karats (let 
us remind the reader that one karat equals 0.2 
grammes). A small shard of the diamond, name-
ly, the abovementioned diamond tablet (which 
weighs about 25 karats) is kept in the Diamond 
Vault of the Muscovite Kremlin. Incidentally, 
this fragment is nevertheless the largest “portrait 
stone” in the world ([876:1], page 219).

2) The “Orlov” diamond, circa 200 karats. 
Found in India. Named after Count G. G. Orlov. 
Kept in the Diamond Vault of the Muscovite 
Kremlin. “It has preserved the ancient Indian cut-
ting shape from the very time of the Great Moguls 
in India. There are many legends and fairy tales 
that concern this famous stone” ([876:1], p. 219). It 
is curious that initially the “Orlov” diamond “bore 
the name of ‘Great Mogul’” ([876:1], p. 219).

3) The Diamond of the Great Moguls, initial-
ly weighing around 787 karats. Found in India. 
Its modern whereabouts are unknown ([1118:1]). 
In general, there is a fair amount of confusion in 
the application of the name “Great Mogul” to di-
amonds, which we shall soon witness. Nowadays 
the name is occasionally applied to different stones 
than in the epoch of the XVII- XVIII century.

addendum 1

What happened to the treasury of the Great = 
“Mongolian” Empire after the great divide of the 

XVII century
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4) Koh-i-noor (or Kuh-e Nur) diamond, 
around 191 karats. Found in India. “The famous 
Kuh-e Nur … was taken from the King of Lahor 
by the English troops during the conquest of Pun-
jab; it belonged to King Karna already 3 thousand 
years before the new era” ([876:1], page 192). Ever 
since 1849 it has been kept in England; it was put 
in the royal crown of England in 1937 ([1118:1]).

5) “Shah” diamond, around 89 karats. Found 
in India. Kept in the Diamond Vault of the Mus-
covite Kremlin ([1118:1]).

6) “The imperial crown [of the Romanovs – 

Auth.] contains a stone whose purity and type re-
semble ‘Orlov’ to a great extent. It is a large dia-
mond … of almost 47 karats. An amazing stone 
of Old India… It is exceptionally similar to the 
‘Orlov’” ([876:1], page 220).

In fig. d1.1 one sees some of the world’s most 
famous diamonds ([876:1], page 197).

The history of the diamonds listed above is 
considered nebulous and full of contradictions 
nowadays. We shall shortly see why.

The “Orlov” diamond was discovered in India. 
This is what the Encyclopaedia Britannica tells us: 
“According to the legend, the diamond initially 
represented the eye of an idol that stood in a tem-
ple of the Brahmans in Misor. It was purloined 
by a French deserter who ran away to Madras. 
Others claim that the veracious history of the 
“Orlov” diamond can only be traced as far back 
as the middle of the XVIII century, which is when 
the stone was owned by Nader Shah, King of Per-
sia (the assumption is that the diamond in ques-
tion was the very diamond of the Great Moguls, 
presumed lost for a long time).

After the murder of Nader Shah, the stone was 
stolen and sold to Shaffrass, an Armenian mil-
lionaire. At any rate, the diamond was bought 
by Count Grigoriy Grigoryevich Orlov in 1774, 
who gave it to Empress Catherine the Great in a 
futile attempt to regain her favour. The Empress 
put the stone on the Sceptre of the Romanovs; 
nowadays it is kept in the Muscovite Diamond 
Vault” ([1118:1]). It is presumed that the stone’s 
“original weight must have equalled some 300 
karats; the diamond in question was one of the 
two natural fragments of the large stone of the 
Great Moguls” ([876:1], page 219). It is also re-
ported to be “the largest known diamond from 
India” ([876:1], page 220). On the other hand, 
A. E. Fersman claims that Count Orlov bought 
the “Orlov” diamond in 1772 ([876:1], page 220), 
and not in 1774, as the Encyclopaedia Britannica 
claims. There is obviously some confusion here.

“The diamond of the Great Moguls is the 
largest ever found in India. It was found as an 
uncut stone weighing 787 karats in the mines 
of Golkonda in 1650” ([1118:1]). In 1665 it was 
sighted by Jean-Baptiste Tavernier, a French gem-

Fig. d1.1. “World’s famous diamonds: 1 – Great Mogul, 
279 karats; 2 – Koh-i-Noor, new cutting, 106 karats; 3 – 
Orlov, around 190 karats; 4 – The Florentine, 133 karats; 
5 – Sancy, 53 karats; 6 – The Regent, or Pitt, 137 karats; 
7 – Koh-i-Noor, old cutting, 186 karats; 8 – Southern 
Star, 125 karats; 9, 10 and 11 – the Medici (with engrav-
ings)”. Taken from A. E. Fersman’s book entitled Gem 
Tales (Moscow, Nauka, 1974), pages 196-197.
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stone dealer. “The present whereabouts of this 
stone are unknown; some are convinced that ei-
ther ‘Orlov’ or ‘Koh-i-Noor” were cut from this 
stone after its loss, which followed the murder of 
Nader Shah, its owner, in 1747” ([1118:1]).

The “Shah” is a diamond that weighs around 
89 karats, “with three inscriptions in the ancient 
Persian language engraved upon it, which indi-
cate that it was discovered in 1591 – most likely, 
in the mines of Golkonda in India” (see fig. d1.2). 
The inscriptions refer to Nezam Shah Borhan II, 
1591; Jahan Shah, son of Jahangir Shah, 1641, 
and Fath Ali Shah, 1829” ([1118:1]). Let us note 
that A. E. Fersman suggests a somewhat differ-
ent interpretation of the third inscription found 
on the diamond in question: “1591 is the first 
engraved date; the stone was owned by Borhan 
Nezam Shah II in Ahmad Nagar; … 1641 is the 
second engraved date. The stone was owned by 
Jahan Shah, one of the Great Moguls; … 1824 
[and not 1826, which is the date contained in the 
Britannica – Auth.] is the third engraved date; the 
stone was owned by Fath Ali Shah, ruler of Per-
sia” ([876:1], page 220).

As we see, the Orlov diamond (qv in fig. d1.3) 
came into the scope of Romanovian history in 
1774 or 1772, which is when it became the prop-
erty of Count Orlov. Let us now recollect that 
the “Pougachev War” was fought in 1773-1775. 
That is to say, the last “Mongolian” state was con-
quered by the Romanovs (in Siberia) and the 
USA (in America) as late as in 1775, as per our 
reconstruction. Therefore, the Romanovian no-
bleman G. G. Orlov came into the possession of 
the diamond right in the epoch of the last war 
fought against the Horde. It is likely that during 
the Great Strife of the XVII century a part of the 
Russian = “Mongolian” treasury was taken to the 
East by the Khans – to Siberia, or Muscovite Tar-
tary, in other words, away from the Romanovs. 
However, about a century later the Romanovs in-
vaded Siberia and the pillaging began. It is like-
ly that other large “Mongolian” diamonds also 
ended up as part of the loot – the diamond of the 
Great Moguls, the “Orlov” diamond and others.

It has to be pointed out that all the famous di-
amonds mentioned above were associated with 

“India” in one way or another, or the Horde (Rus-
sia) of the XIV-XVI century, as we are beginning 
to realise. Russia was also formerly known as 
India, qv in Chron5, Chapter 8:6.6. It was the 
name used by foreigners for referring to Russia. 
As we learn from the historians themselves, all 
such “Indian gems” fell into the hands of the Ro-
manovs and the Reformist rulers of the West-
ern Europe in the XVII century, which is the 
very epoch of the Strife and the fragmentation 
of the Horde. Romanovian history doesn’t even 
make any secret of the fact that the treasures in 
question were captured in the wars fought on the 
territory of “India” and “Persia” in the “Orient.” 
Everything is correct – the Romanovs, the West 
European rulers and the USA were dividing the 
legacy of Russia, or the Horde, between them, in-
cluding one of the richest treasuries in the world.

The gigantic diamond of the Great Moguls 

Fig. d1.2. The Shah diamond with engravings. Taken 
from The Diamond Treasury of the USSR, Moscow, 1979.

Fig. d1.2. The Shah diamond with engravings. Taken 
from The Diamond Treasury of the USSR, Moscow, 1979.
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(or Great Mongols), weighing 787 karats, no 
less, must have been cut into several fragments 
so that it could be shared between several victors 
and then claimed “lost.” The fact that all these 
diamonds had recently belonged to the Russian 
Czars, or Khans of the Horde, was obviously con-
cealed. As a result, the pre-XVII century history 
of these diamonds in its Romanovian version be-
came convoluted and mysterious.

It becomes clear why the largest collection of 
gemstones in the world, or the Diamond Vault 
of the Muscovite Kremlin, was established by 
the Romanovs in the XVIII century ([876:1], 
pages 203-204). The first steps in this direction 
were taken by Peter the Great. Later on, “a large 
wealth of gems was accumulated under Catherine 
the Great. The court was served by a whole group 
of master jewellers, starting with the famous Je-
rome Posier and Louis-David Duval, who creat-
ed many historical works of art and immortalised 
their names on the gems of the Diamond Vault” 
([876:1], page 204). This must have been the time 
when the Romanovian jewellers was busy trans-
forming the treasures purloined from the Horde 
in accordance with the new specifications, re-
moving the “Mongolian” symbols, changing the 
frames of the gemstones and so on.

A large amount of valuable items former-
ly belonging to the Horde was captured by the 
Romanovs in the XVIII century on the territo-
ry of Muscovite Tartary – in the Ural region and 
in Siberia. This makes it clear why this is the very 
epoch when Catherine the Great (1729-1796) fi-
nally got the opportunity to “lay her hands on 
the Russian gemstones,” as A. E. Fersman is tell-
ing us ([876:1], page 204). “Special expeditions 
of gem-hunters were sent to the Ural region and 
to Siberia; millions of roubles were spent on the 
adornment of palaces with Russian marble and 
jacinth…” ([876:1], page 204). The Romanovs 
were ecstatically spending away the enormous 
legacy of the Horde, and putting the gems of the 
legitimate royal dynasty up for display as if they 
were theirs by right.

The expeditions that Catherine sent to Sibe-
ria and the Ural didn’t merely occupy themselves 
with the exploration of gem mines that became 

accessible, but also with the collection of all valu-
ables they could find on the territory of the Mus-
covite Tartary. It also becomes clear why the fa-
mous Hermitage in St. Petersburg was founded 
under Catherine, in the year of 1765 ([876:1], 
page 223). This new capital of Russia, which was 
designed to replace “Moscow, the vicious Horde 
city” became the storage location for the treasures 
captured in the newly conquered Russian lands 
(the modern building of the Hermitage was built 
in the early XIX century, qv in [876:1], page 223).

Apparently, the rapid hoarding of treasures in 
the Hermitage began immediately after the “Pou-
gachev war” – as we realise today, the treasures in 
question belonged to the Horde. Furthermore, it 
turns out that “the vogue for gems and diamonds 
in particular us described in a number of mem-
oirs and notes dating from Catherine’s epoch; the 
vaults of the Hermitage were being filled at the 
highest rate between 1775 [right after the defeat 
of ‘Pougachev’ in 1774, that is – Auth.] and 1795” 
([876:1], page 226).

The amount of treasures captured from the 
Horde must have been truly enormous – only 
to think it took twenty years to hoard them to-
gether at the Hermitage. Obviously, the valua-
ble objects didn’t come from the Muscovite Tar-
tary alone – this is, for example, what Catherine 
wrote to Grimm in this respect: “The silverware 
is in the shed they call a museum, likewise its kin 
of gold, silver and precious stones hailing from 
every corner of the world [and apparently collect-
ed by the Khans of the Horde – Auth.], likewise 
jacinth and agate galore, brought from Siberia; 
the mice and yours truly come there to admire 
all this splendour” (quotation given in accord-
ance with [876:1], page 226).

The Empress was very proud indeed, and must 
have enjoyed her walks through empty halls filled 
with spoils of war. There was so much piled up 
that the countless Horde’s diamonds were used 
virtually everywhere: “Diamond jewellery became 
very fashionable – diamonds adorned earrings, 
buckles for shoes and belts, cufflinks, buttons, 
bracelets, ribbons, bunches of flowers, snuffbox-
es and combs … This is the very time [the second 
half of the XVIII century, that is – Auth.] when 
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the best master jewellers lived on the Million-
naya Street of St. Petersburg, many of which took 
orders from the royal court” ([430:1], page 16). 
“Diamonds became especially popular in Russia 
under Catherine the Great. They adorned key-
rings, buckles, snuffboxes, walking-sticks, shoes, 
garments etc” ([430:1], pages 76-77).

The above also explains the events of the ep-
ochs that followed, which are rather odd as re-
garded from the viewpoint of the Romanovi-
an historians. It turns out that this splendorous 
but rather brief spell of rapid wealth accumu-
lation under Catherine the Great was followed 
by a truly enigmatic decline. According to A. E. 
Fersman, “after Catherine the Great, the old tra-
ditions started to fall into oblivion. The former 
magnificence and splendour of Catherine’s court 
obviously weren’t abandoned at once, and the 
use of gold, silver and precious stones contin-
ued – however, a period of decline followed soon 
enough. Patronage for master jewellers was re-
placed by petty commercial schemes. Jewellery 
was no longer an art that enjoyed the support of 
the state. Less and less gems were bought… The 
apogee of this decline of style and art was reached 
under Alexander II. Throughout the entire XIX 
century, we see nothing but constant deteriora-
tion afflicting jewellery as an art as well as the Di-
amond Vault… The latter did not grow at all – on 
the contrary, the depletion of the vaults carried 
on endlessly…” ([876:1], page 204).

Everything is perfectly clear. Having thought-
lessly squandered the enormous wealth of the 
Great = “Mongolian” Empire, and being rath-
er inept in the exploration of the precious stone 
mines in Siberia and the Ural region, the Ro-
manovs became impoverished – after all, many 
professional secrets of the Horde’s craftsmen may 
also have become lost after the fall of Muscovite 
Tartary. We are being evasively told about “con-
stant deterioration afflicting jewellery as an art.” 
Everything is perfectly clear – there was noth-
ing left to rob (as compared to the epoch of the 
reckless robbery and the share-out of the “Mon-
golian” Empire’s treasury). New jewellery made 
by the Romanovian jewellers already after the 
epoch of Catherine was a lot less masterful than 

that made by the jewellers of the Horde. Accord-
ing to A. E. Fersman, “the coarse and heavy items 
dating from the epoch of Alexander II as com-
pared to the fine jewellery of the middle of the 
XVIII century attain historical, artistic and ma-
terial worth in our days as a relic of decadence…” 
([876:1], page 295).

“Under the last Romanovs beautiful old items 
of the XVIII century perish recycled… Old jew-
ellery is destroyed, gems are taken out of their 
frames… Much of the old jewellery was undone 
by merciless hands and transformed into the em-
bodiment of heavy Teutonic kitsch and decline of 
style as well as artistic intuition” ([876:1], p. 204).

Moreover, the jewellery of the Horde started 
to flow towards the Western Europe and America 
en masse: the Romanovs sold a great deal, which 
is also easy enough to understand, seeing as how 
the “Mongolian” jewellery was valued especial-
ly high in the West, which must have kept the 
memory of the Horde’s riches alive – the treas-
ure that the Westerners once craved. Apparently, 
the Western Reformist victors of the XVII-XIX 
century must have considered it a particular hon-
our to adorn their collection with a “Mongolian” 
item of some kind as a symbol of victory over the 
“Russian bear,” once feared and respected.

The result is as follows: failing to comprehend 
the historical picture in its entirety, A. E. Fersman 
is surprised to write the following: “There is an-
other facet to the history of the Diamond Vault 
that has to be pointed out – an almost complete 
absence of Russian gems in its vaults. Where are 
the purple amethysts glowing crimson red in the 
evening, brought from the Ural by the expedi-
tions Catherine sent for this specific purpose? 
Where is the sublime schorl, lifeless under arti-
ficial light – the stone that the academies raved 
about in the late XVIII century, worn as a sym-
bol of love for one’s motherland? Finally, where 
are the Russian emeralds? Where is alexandrite, 
everybody’s favourite?

The archives reveal the real reason behind this: 
a most dismal lack of taste that led to the ina-
bility of valuing Russian gems… These histori-
cal stones “perished” – some were cut into piec-
es, others sold at auctions. In the year of 1906 



584  |  history: fiction or science? chron 5  |  Addenda

alone more than 1 million golden roubles’ worth 
of gems from the Chamber Section was sold, in-
cluding unique items – beautiful Russian emer-
alds, ancient amethysts of Catherine the Great 
and many other valuables whose historical, sci-
entific and material worth was either unknown 
to, or ignored by, ‘His Majesty’s Cabinet of Min-
isters.’ This is how we see the destiny of the Dia-
mond Vault – it reflects the course of Russian his-
tory itself ” ([876:1], page 205).

Let us conclude with a very typical detail. 
Modern geologists interested in history point out 
a strange fact, formulated with precision by A. E. 
Fersman: “The Russian diamond industry only 
dates as far back as to the first half of the XIX 
century, and one finds it hard to believe the au-
thors from the days of yore claiming that Russian, 
or Scythian, diamonds were known to the ancient 
Greeks” ([876:1], page 198). It turns out that the 
“ancient” authors claimed there were diamonds 
in Russia, or Scythia, whereas the modern geolo-
gists, all too ready to trust the Scaligerite and Ro-
manovian historians, are convinced that the Rus-
sians didn’t have any diamond industry before 
the XIX century.

Which party is correct? As we realise today, 
the “ancient” authors described everything ac-
curately and wrote their works in the epoch of 
the XV-XVII century. Moreover, Russia, or the 
Horde, was known as “India” in the West (the 
word derives from the Russian word “inde,” 
which translates as “far away.” Historians are 
unanimous about the legendary mediaeval India 
being exceptionally rich in gold and diamonds. 
Historians and geologists report the follow-
ing: “The largest and most famous stones, such 
as Koh-i-Noor, Regent, Orlov, Derianoor, Sanci, 
Shah, Hope, Florentine, Dresden Green etc come 
from the Indian mines” ([430:1], page 73).

The mythical “ancient India” was virtually 
drowning in gems. “Emeralds adorned the lux-
urious attires of the Great Moguls [Great Mon-
gols, in other words – rulers of the Empire or 
their vicegerents – Auth.], who blinded the en-
slaved nations by the brilliance of shining gems” 
([876:1], page 208). Furthermore, it is report-
ed that in the alleged XIII century (the epoch of 

the XV-XVI century in reality) “European mar-
kets were drowned in Indian diamonds; jewellers 
found it problematic to cut this beautiful stone” 
([876:1], page 189).

We must emphasise that in the epoch of the 
Great  = “Mongolian” Empire valuable objects 
produced in different parts of the Empire (in 
Asia, Europe, America and so on) were consid-
ered imperial property belonging to the court of 
the Khans that ruled the entire Empire. Regional 
segregation was to come much later, in the XVII 
century, which is when the Empire fell apart and 
tension started to grow between its former frag-
ments, leading to armed confrontation.

As we have already explained, in the XVII cen-
tury historians took the name “India” away from 
Russia, or the Horde, and made it correspond to a 
tiny part of the former Great = “Mongolian” Em-
pire, namely, modern India. As a result, medi-
aeval Russia automatically became “void of dia-
monds” and “rather poor,” whereas the mediaeval 
Hindustan Peninsula transformed into a myste-
rious land of unbelievable luxury. The true state 
of events was turned upside down. Our recon-
struction aims at restoring the correct picture of 
the past.

It is curious that the “ancient” and mediae-
val sources keep on telling the story about the 
strange method of diamond mining in the “mys-
terious India.” However, a closer look at the orig-
inal sources reveals that they were referring to 
Scythia initially  – which is perfectly correct, 
since in the Middle Ages the name “India” stood 
for Russia, or the Horde, also known as Scythia 
(which also used to comprise the territory of the 
modern India, by the way).

G. Vermoush tells us the following: “One of its 
[the legend’s – Auth.] initial versions was relat-
ed in sufficient detail in the IV century [the XIV 
century the earliest, most probably – Auth.] in a 
work of Epiphanios, Bishop of Cyprus, dedicated 
to the twelve holy gems (the ones that adorned 
the ring of Aaron)… This is what he writes: 
‘There is a valley here, in the deserts of Great 
Scythia, deep as any abyss…’” (page 47).

Further it is written that the gemstones can 
be found at the bottom of the valley, where peo-
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ple throw pieces of fresh animal carcasses, still 
warm, which the stones stick to. The eagles that 
fly above the abyss descend and grab the meat, 
then fly back upwards and devour eat. After that, 
people come to the feeding place of the birds and 
collect the diamonds that remained here. This 
strange story probably describes some real tech-
nology of diamond mining that was misunder-
stood by the mediaeval European travellers and 
became a bizarre legend. For the time being, we 
aren’t concerned with the nature of this technol-
ogy, but rather the fact that the diamonds came 
from Great Scythia, also known as India. As G. 
Vermoush tells us further, the second group of 
legends concerned with diamond mining locates 
the same events in China (page 47-48). As we re-
alise today, this is correct as well, since Scythia 
was also known as China (“Kitai”).

Let us point out the following linguistic ele-
ment. In “ancient India” the weight of precious 
stones, in particular diamonds, was measured in 

units, called “rati” (p. 92 of G.Vermush’s book). 
Later, in the XVII-XVIII centuries, this name was 
transformed into a word known today “carat,” 
and the exact equivalent, connecting “rati” and 
“carat” was, as it is considered, lost (!?). Since “an-
cient India” is Rus-Horde of the XIV-XVI centu-
ries, it is possible that the name “rati” reflected 
Russian word SERIES, ORDA, ORDER, that is, 
as if an indication of the metropolis The Horde 
Empire, from where the jewelery was mainly 
supplied to all ends of the world. And the word 
“carat, “is, perhaps, only a slight distortion of the 
Western European word HORDE, that is, the 
same words ORDA. Nevertheless, today’s histori-
ans assure us that the Latin word KARAT denot-
ed the seed of the baobab exclusively (p.92 of the 
book by G. Vermush). It is understandable now 
why another old unit of measurement weight of 
precious stones in “India” was MANGELIN (p.92 
of the book G.Vermusha). That is, naturally, the 
MONGOLIAN unit of weight.



1.  
A BRIEF RENDITION OF THE APOCALYPSE

The Book of Revelation is believed to be the Bi-
ble’s most mysterious and obscure part. It used to 
be referred in the following manner, for example: 
“‘The obscurity of this book does not preclude us 
from marvelling at it. If I fail to understand it in 
its entirety, then my own ineptitude is the only 
culprit. I cannot act as the judge of truths that it 
contains and measure them with my mere mor-
tal’s mind – I can only acknowledge them as thor-
oughly beyond my comprehension, and let my 
faith guide me, not my mind.’ This is what St. Di-
onysius of Alexandria wrote about the most enig-
matic and symbolic book of the New Testament – 
the Book of Revelation. It is known as the Apoca-
lypse of St. John in Greek” ([623], page 5).

Let us recollect the content of the Apocalypse.
John is on the Isle of Pathmos when he has 

a vision: Jesus Christ (Son of Man) address-
es the seven churches and demands that John 
write down everything he sees or hears. The 
seven churches are named, and Jesus addresses 
each one of them and says that the deeds of the 
church are known well to him and that he knows 
its rights and its wrongs.

Then John sees the following happen in the 
sky. A throne appears, with the Sitter (Jesus) sit-

ting thereupon and four animals accompanied 
by twenty-four old men gathered round about. 
The Sitter is holding a sealed book and the Lamb 
who has the right to open the seals. The seals are 
opened one by one and forth come the four rid-
ers of Apocalypse, bringing death and destruc-
tion. A global catastrophe unfurls. This is the very 
fragment of the Apocalypse that contains an as-
tronomical horoscope, which was discovered 
by N. A. Morozov and received a final dating in 
Chron1, Chapter 3.

Seven angels come forth, bearing horns. As 
soon as one of them blows a horn, a new afflic-
tion, or punishment, befalls the Earth. Many peo-
ple die. The angel shows John a book that the lat-
ter must devour so as not to disclosed what it 
says. Instead, John must write another book, 
one that will be known to the people. One reads 
about two witnesses of God, the demise of the 
nations and their ascension to heaven. The king-
doms of the nations become the kingdom of God. 
A woman appears in the sun, bearing a child. A 
dragon assaults her; she escapes into the desert. 
The dragon is cast down to the ground. A beast 
of seven heads and ten horns appears, followed 
by a beast with two horns, whose number is 666.

The lamb stands on Mount Zion with the hosts 
of the saved. Jesus pronounces his judgement. The 
seven angels are given seven vials of God’s wrath 
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with sores and pour them onto the ground. The 
fall of Babylon is predicted. The people are ordered 
to leave Babylon in order to avoid the sores; Baby-
lon perishes abandoned. Heavens rejoice at the fall 
of Babylon. The Beast is thrown into a lake of fire. 
Satan is bound into chains, the true followers of 
Christ reign for a thousand years. Satan becomes 
unbound and is thrown into the lake of fire. The 
dead stand in front of the great white throne. John 
sees the new heaven and the new earth, as well as 
New Jerusalem. The nations are saved.

Quite obviously, it is rather difficult to give a 
brief rendition of the Apocalypse. Its text is frag-
mentary, heavy, convoluted and overloaded with 
symbolism. Therefore, we recommend the read-
ers to refer to the complete text of the Apocalypse 
while reading this Chapter of our book.

The traditional ecclesiastical point of view 
claims the Biblical Apocalypse, or Revelation of St. 
John, to be a prophecy and herald future events. 
Our results demonstrate this to be incorrect. Most 
probably, the Apocalypse describes events of the 
past – more specifically, mediaeval events that 
were extremely important for the entire history of 
Eurasia. The outstanding popularity that the book 
has enjoyed for centuries and the crucial role of 
the images it contains reveal the paramount im-
portance of the events reflected therein.

According to the astronomical dating of the 
horoscope contained in the Apocalypse, the book 
was written in 1486 AD the earliest, see Chron2, 
Chapter 3. In this case, Apocalypse must also de-
scribe other events dating from the late XV – early 
XVI century. Which ones? As soon as the ques-
tion is formulated, our reconstruction helps us 
find the answer with sufficient ease.

We shall voice our hypothesis immediately, 
at the very beginning of the present section, and 
then provide argumentation in order to prove it.

The Apocalypse is most likely to describe the 
Ottoman = Ataman conquest of the XV-XVI cen-
tury – in particular, the second conquest of the 
Western Europe as part of the Promised Land. 
The Book of Revelation in its modern form ap-
pears to have been conceived as an important 
ideological and edifying oeuvre whose purpose 
was to constantly remind the nations and their 

descendants about the Ottoman = Ataman Con-
quest, described in the Book of Revelation as the 
Judgement Day.

Let us now go over the main topics of the 
Apocalypse and attempt to find out just which 
XV-XVI century events they reflect.

2.  
THE WARLORD JOSHUA SON OF NUN AS 

THE “SECOND COMING” OF JESUS CHRIST 
IN THE XV-XVI CENTURY

The Apocalypse is based on the idea of the sec-
ond coming. It begins with the following words: 
“The Revelation of Jesus Christ, which God gave 
unto him, to shew unto his servants things which 
must shortly come to pass” (Rev 1:1). Elsewhere 
in the New Testament (Paul’s Epistle to Hebrews) 
we read the following: “So Christ was once of-
fered to bear the sins of many, and unto them 
that look for him shall he appear the second time 
without sin unto salvation” (Hebrews 9:28). The 
essence of the Apocalypse is usually encapsulat-
ed as follows: Jesus Christ makes a second com-
ing to Earth, pronounces his last judgement on 
the people and takes the righteous with him to 
New Jerusalem in heaven, whereas all the sinners 
are cast into inferno. These are the very motifs 
that we see on the numerous visual representa-
tions of the Apocalypse (church artwork, holy 
books, icons etc).

According to our reconstruction, Jesus Christ 
(1152-1185) lived in the XII century (the emper-
or Andronicus-Christ, also called Russian Prince 
Andrey Bogolyubsky, idem Apostle Andrew the 
First, was crucified in 1185 in Czar-Grad; see our 
book “The Czar of the Slavs”). The Ottoman = 
Ataman conquest took place some 300 years later, 
in the XV-XVI century, initially led by Moses and 
then continued by the great military leader Josh-
ua, Son of Nun – possibly, “New Jesus” or “Jesus 
the Second.” It is described in the books of Ex-
odus and Joshua as the conquest of the Prom-
ised Land by the Israelites (Theomachists), qv in 
Chron6, Chapter 5. It is likely that this seminal 
epoch was described in the Book of Revelation as 
the second coming of Christ.
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It would also be apropos to point out that the 
Koran, for example, confuses Jesus for Joshua 
and vice versa (see Chron4, Chapter 19:49 and 
Chron1, Chapter 7:6.5 for more detail).

3.  
THE GREAT APOCALYPTIC JUDGEMENT AS 

THE INVASION OF THE OTTOMANS = 
ATAMANS TO THE WESTERN EUROPE IN 

THE XV-XVI CENTURY

Bear in mind that the invasion of the Ottomans = 
Atamans was a great shock for the entire world 
and not just the Western Europe. According to our 
reconstruction, the invasion swept over the entire 
Western Europe – the reasons behind it were de-
scribed in great detail in Chron6, Ch 4-5. As we 
mentioned earlier, one of the reasons was the fight 
against diseases that spread over large areas of the 
Western Europe and the Mediterranean region. 
The foundation of the Great = “Mongolian” Em-
pire in the XIV century was accompanied by the 
construction of numerous roads used by everyone, 
and not just the traders and the warriors – travel-
lers, regular populace and adventurers alike.

Therefore, epidemics that broke out in a certain 
area soon spread over vast territories. As we have 
explained it in Chron1, Ch. 7:3, the mediaeval 
Western European Christian cult, or the “ancient” 
pagan bacchanals of the XV-XVI century, resulted 
in a wide propagation of contagious diseases, not 
only of the venereal kind. The Khans of the Empire 
were confronted by a grave problem. The level of 
medicine in that epoch must have been primitive, 
and the reasons behind diseases were perceived 
rather vaguely, likewise the mechanisms of conta-
gion. Therefore, the medics could offer no effec-
tive methods of mass treatment. And so the Khans 
of the Empire made the only decision that must 
have struck them as right – to use military power 
in order to destroy the populace of the contami-
nated regions. The residences of the infected were 
to be burnt; the warriors received orders to make 
no contacts with the diseased. It was also ordered 
to disinfect the swords and the weapons in general 
with the aid of fire and boiling water.

This is reported unequivocally in the books of 

Exodus and Joshua (see Chron6, Ch. 4-5 for more 
detail). And so, after much consideration, the un-
popular decision was made and then enforced 
with an iron hand. Quite obviously, the popula-
tion of the Western Europe (for the most part, the 
offspring of the same “Mongols” from the Horde 
who conquered the sparsely populated Europe in 
the XIV century, during the Great = “Mongolian” 
conquest) rebelled against this order of the Khan, 
or their Emperor – nobody wanted to die.

Everyone took to arms, even the diseased, in 
order to fend off the onslaught of the Ottomans = 
Atamans. The descendants of the Horde’s first 
wave of expansion collided with the second wave, 
one that came from the Horde as well. Both par-
ties were good fighters. A war broke out as a re-
sult. And yet the orders of the Khan, or the Em-
peror, were carried out in full. The resistance was 
crushed. These events proved a great shock to 
the Europeans, and they are most likely to have 
become reflected in the Book of Revelation as 
Judgement Day.

The entire Book of Revelation is saturated 
with sombre images of the Judgement Day. The 
Christian tradition believes the Apocalypse to be 
the quintessential description of the judgement 
pronounced upon humanity, one that cannot be 
evaded by anyone. The military aspect of events 
is constantly emphasised – Jesus is portrayed with 
a sword constantly throughout the book: “These 
things saith he which hath the sharp sword with 
two edges” (Rev 2:12); “His eyes were like a flame 
of fire … and out of his mouth went a sharp two-
edged sword” (Rev 2:14 and 2:16); “And out of 
his mouth goeth a sharp sword, that with it he 
should smite the nations: and he shall rule them 
with a rod of iron: and he treadeth the winepress 
of the fierceness and wrath of Almighty God” 
(Rev 19:15). And so on, and so forth.

It is significant that the word “mouth” must 
have been added by latter editors of the book, or 
is a corrupted version of some other word used 
in order to mask the blatantly military picture of 
a massacre that is revealed to us otherwise. The 
editors of the Apocalypse took the sword away 
from the warlord’s hand and put it into his mouth 
instead, having thus transformed a two-edged 
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sword as used on the battlefield into a mere met-
aphor. This is how the mediaeval illustrators of 
the Book of Revelation were forced to represent 
Jesus – with a sword coming from his mouth (see 
the famous engraving of Albrecht Dürer that il-
lustrates the Apocalypse; for instance, fig. d2.1). 
The result looks rather uncanny – the sword is 
hanging in midair, barely touching the mouth. 
The implication is that the sword in the hand 
of Jesus wasn’t a real sword of steel, but rather 
some abstract “sword of words” coming from his 
mouth. Reality was replaced by a vague allegory.

Later on, the confused mediaeval artists tried 

hard to decipher this strange symbolism of the 
Apocalypse. Traces of these attempts can be seen 
almost everywhere. For example, in the illustra-
tion to the Book of Revelation contained in Hart-
mann Schedel’s famous Global Chronicle (alleged-
ly dating from 1493) Jesus is drawn with a sword 
that is directed towards his ear, no less (see figs. 
d2.2 and d2.3). For some reason, the artist decid-
ed that it would be more “natural” to represent 
the strange indication of the Apocalypse about 
the two-edged sword coming from the mouth of 
Jesus in this manner. The illustrator tried to move 
the sword sideways from god’s mouth, but his 
version remains rather odd. At any rate, the signs 
we see testify to the conflict between the common 
sense of the mediaeval illustrators and the rigid-
ity of ecclesiastical authority. Some of the artists 
must have retained the memory that the Book of 
Revelation described real events and not ephem-
eral abstract phenomena.

A similar attempt of reconstructing the true 
meaning of the events in question can be seen on 
the XVI century illustration to the Book of Rev-
elation that we see in figs. d2.4 and d2.5. The art-
ist placed the sword at some distance from the 
head – namely, right next to the left hand of Jesus, 
alongside the arm. However, the artist still drew 
some line coming from the mouth of Jesus, ap-
parently serving as a representation of the sword 
designed to make the illustration correspond to 
the stipulations of the canon.

It is noteworthy that some of the Revelation’s il-
lustrators took greater liberties in this respect. For 
instance, the Book of Revelation commented by 
Andrew of Caesarea the sword is drawn virtual-
ly in the hand of Jesus (see figs. d2.6 and d2.7). 
The hand of Jesus is drawn near his chest, and al-
though it isn’t actually holding the sword, the first 
impression one gets when one looks at the picture 
is that the rider is holding the sword in his hand 
just how he should, striking the enemies under 
the hooves of his horse. The mediaeval illustrator 
has thus proved almost correct in conveying the 
true meaning of the Biblical story about Joshua 
(or Jesus) leading the troops into battle holding a 
sword in his hand. The initial meaning of the Book 
of Revelation is all but reconstructed in full here.

Fig. d2.1. “St. John’s Vision of Christ”, an engraving by Al-
brecht Dürer illustrating the Biblical Book of Revelation. 
Dürer followed the edited text of the book meticulously, 
and drew a sword that appears to be coming from the 
mouth of Jesus. It is most likely that the authors of the 
Revelation were trying to hide certain details of real his-
torical events – namely, Joshua’s conquest of the Western 
European nations by fire and sword in the XV-XVI cen-
tury AD. The leader of the Ottomans = Atamans natu-
rally used his hands for holding the sword in reality. 
Taken from [1234], ill. 107.



590  |  history: fiction or science? chron 5  |  Addenda

Fig. d2.2. Judgement Day. Ancient engraving on wood 
coloured by watercolour. The artist was obviously trying 
to mitigate the bizarre reference of the Revelation to the 
sword coming from the mouth of Jesus, and eventually 
decided to draw the sword closer to Jesus’s ear. The artist 
was obviously afraid to draw the sword in the hand of 
Jesus, since this would bring the symbolism of the Reve-
lation too close to its blatantly military original. It would 
become too apparent that the Book of Revelation speaks 
of real wars fought in the Middle Ages. Hartmann Sche-
del, “Liber Chronicarum”, Nürnberg: Anton Koberger, 23. 
XII. 1493. Taken from [623], ill. 127.

Fig. d2.4. Illustration to the annotated Book of Revelation 
published in the XVI century. The sword is drawn close to 
the hand of Jesus. Taken from [745], Volume 8, page 425.

Fig. d2.3. Fragment of an engraving from Hartmann Sche-
del’s. The sword is drawn right next to the ear of Jesus.

Fig. d2.5. Fragment of an illustration to a XVI century 
edition of the Revelation. The sword of Jesus is drawn in 
a more realistic position than the one stipulated by the al-
legorical text of the Revelation and the reference to the 
mouth of Jesus contained therein. Taken from [745], Vol-
ume 8, page 425.
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Fig. d2.6. Illustration to the Book of Revelation. “The Anti-
christ and his Army Cast into Inferno”. Book of Revelation 
with comments by Andrew of Cesaria, ceremonial edition. 
Late XVIII – early XIX century. Taken from [623], ill. 88. The 
first impression that one gets when one looks at this picture is 
that Jesus is holding the sword in his hand, just like a military 
leader should.

Fig. d2.8. Illustration to 
the annotated Book of 
Revelation published in 
1799. The sword is drawn 
as though Jesus is holding 
it in his right hand, as is 
the case in real warfare. 
Taken from [745], Volume 
9, page 493.

Fig. d2.7. Fragment of a 
miniature that portrays 

Jesus armed with a sword, 
drawn as if it were held in 

his hand. Formally, the 
artist does not contradict 

the ecclesiastical canon, 
since the hilt of the sword 
approaches the mouth of 

Jesus. Nevertheless, the 
general atmosphere of the 

illustration is one of per-
fect realism – we see real 

events and not abstract al-
legories, contrary to the 
consensual opinion im-

posed on us today. Taken 
from [623], ill. 88.

Fig. d2.9. Fragment of an 
illustration to the anno-

tated Book of Revelation 
published in 1799. The 

artist conformed to the ca-
nonical stipulation – the 

sword approaches the face 
of Jesus, although in gen-

eral it is depicted correctly, 
held by his hand. Taken 

from [745], Volume 9.
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The illustration to the Book of Revelation repro-
duced in figs. d2.8 and d2.9 depicts the sword of 
Jesus even more explicitly and naturally. The pic-
ture in question is a miniature taken from a com-
mented edition of the Book of Revelation dating 
from 1799. Jesus is de facto holding the sword in 
his right hand; therefore, the warlord is portrayed 
perfectly correctly, which once again takes us back 
to the true meaning of the Apocalypse, which be-
came somewhat marred as a result of editing. The 
artist was nevertheless forced to comply with the 
harsh ecclesiastical canon, and so the hilt of the 
sword is extended almost to the very chin of Jesus. 
Notwithstanding that, it is perfectly obvious that 
the XVIII century illustrator understood the real 
meaning of the passage in question well enough.

Let us voice the following hypothesis about 
the word “mouth,” which sounds rather strange 
in military context. The initial text of the Apoc-
alypse may have contained the Slavic word “rat,” 
which translates as “army.” The image of troops 
armed with sharp swords is perfectly apropos 
in this context, after all. Later editors may have 
replaced “rat” by “rot,” the Slavic for “mouth.” 
This is how a perfectly straightforward military 
scene was shrouded in vagueness and allegory. 
Everything is perfectly clear – the Scaligerite ed-
itors of the XVII-XVIII century couldn’t possibly 
afford to have blatantly Slavic terminology in the 
Bible. As we demonstrate in Chron6, Slavicisms 
were weeded out of the Bible with great diligence 
in the epoch of the XVII-XVIII century.

Fig. d2.10. The army of Jesus that massacres the nations 
of the Earth. Albrecht Dürer’s illustration to the Book of 
Revelation. We can clearly see swordsmen attacking, 
horsemen, priests etc. In the background there is a char-
iot covered in iron. Jesus and the angels are holding 
horns, which apparently represent cannons. See more on 
this in Chron1, Chapter 3, figs. 3.41 – 3.45. Taken from 
[1234], page 113.

Fig. d2.11. Illustration to the XVI century edition of the 
Revelation. It appears to be depicting the destruction of a 
city in a war. Taken from [745], Volume 8, page 373.
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Alternatively, later editors may have truly 
failed to understand the old Slavic Biblical text of 
the XV-XVI century and misinterpreted “rat” for 
“rot,” thus replacing the description of the army 
of Jesus by a reference to his mouth. Obedient 
illustrators took to their quills and brushes and 
started to portray Jesus with a sword protruding 
from his mouth, occasionally even depicting him 
with two swords.

The Apocalypse renders the picture of a re-
lentless military invasion with the utmost clar-
ity, complete with burning flames and overall 
destruction and desolation, with hosts of peo-
ple dying or escaping in panic. Let us but quote 
a couple of passages: “And the sun became black 
as sackcloth of hair, and the moon became as 
blood  … and the heaven departed as a scroll 
when it is rolled together, and every mountain 
and island were moved out of their places… And 
the kings of the earth, and the great men, and the 
rich men, and the chief captains, and the mighty 
men, and every bondman, and every free man, 
hid themselves in the dens and in the rocks of the 
mountains; And said to the mountains and rocks, 
Fall on us, and hide us from the face of him that 
sitteth on the throne, and from the wrath of the 
Lamb: For the great day of his wrath is come, and 
who shall be able to stand?” (Rev 6:12, 6:14-17).

The established mediaeval tradition of illus-
trating the Book of Revelation that has reached 
our days makes it perfectly clear that the Apoca-
lypse described a perfectly real war with a multi-
tude of battles. Consider, for instance, the ancient 
illustrations reproduced in figs. d2.10, d2.11 and 
d2.12. We see the gory face of war depicted with-
out any vagueness whatsoever – cavalry, fallen 
knights, armour, spears, blood, massacre, cries of 
terror and destroyed cities. All these scenes of a 
blatantly military nature were made abstract and 
allegorical by the commentators of the Bible in 
the XVII-XVIII century, when the true history of 
Russia, or the Horde, and the Ottoman (Ataman) 
Empire of the XIV-XVI century was distorted to a 
great extent and made extremely obscure. A great 
deal of effort was invested into this process, and 
the new version of history was taught to the gen-
erations that followed.

Fig. d2.12. Illustration to the XVI century edition of the Rev-
elation. We see real battle scenes. Taken from [623], ill. 54.

Fig. d2.13. Illustration to the Book of Revelation with 
comments by Andrew of Caesarea: “A Vision of Horses 
Breathing Fire”. Taken from [623], ill. 80. This is how the 
warriors of the Horde were usually portrayed.
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The Book of Revelation has also preserved 
other obvious vestiges of the authentic history of 
the XV-XVI century. For instance, it names the 
identity of the assailant waging war on the na-
tions – it is the famous passage that we already 
discussed in Chron5, Chapter 8:4: “Satan shall 
be loosed out of his prison, and shall go out to 
deceive the nations which are in the four quar-
ters of the earth, Gog and Magog, to gather them 
together to battle: the number of whom is as the 
sand of the sea” (Rev 20:7).

As we wrote in Chron5, Chapter 8:4, mediae-
val authors identified the Biblical Gog and Magog 
as the Tartars and the Mongols. Mediaeval illus-
trations to the Book of Revelation depict numer-
ous warriors that look just like the Russian sol-

diers, or the Horde (see fig. d2.13). Let us also add 
that the comments to the Book of Revelation by 
Nicolaus de Lyra (allegedly dating from around 
1270-1349) tell us the following about Verse 4 
from Chapter 20 of the Book of Revelation: “This 
is a reference to the resumed persecutions of the 
Christians, which some parties … believe insti-
gated by Saladin [sic! – Auth.]. However, I believe 
a different interpretation to be more plausible, 
namely, that the assailants were the Tartars (Tar-
tari), who rode forth from their land in 1202 and 
killed a great many Christians and pagans alike” 
(quotation given after [623], page 147).

The Book of Revelation also specifies the fol-
lowing: “And the number of the army of the 
horsemen were two hundred thousand thousand” 
(Rev 9:16). We have to remind the reader that the 
Russian, or “Mongolian” army (the Horde) was 
divided into thousands, each led by an officer of 
a corresponding rank.

Let us consider another interesting ancient il-
lustration associated with the Apocalypse (fig. 
d2.14). We see the author of the Book of Rev-
elation – St. John on board of a ship headed to 
Pathmos, where he would write the book in ques-
tion. A remarkable detail is that John’s ship is a 
battleship – and a flagship to boot, followed by a 
whole fleet. The ships are filled with heavily armed 
warriors wearing helmets and armour, wielding 
spears. It is perfectly clear that what we see is a pic-
ture of an invading fleet of warships. As we real-
ise today, it is the fleet of the Ottomans = Atamans 
bound for Europe; this event dates from the XV-
XVI century. It is therefore possible that the initial 
Book of Revelation was indeed written by one of 
the participants of the Ottoman = Ataman inva-
sion, whose diary was edited and eventually trans-
formed into the famous Apocalypse, later to be-
come part of the Biblical canon as a constant re-
minder of the Ottoman = Ataman invasion.

Actually, there are also direct references to mili-
tary action in the Book of Revelation. For instance: 
“And there was war in heaven: Michael and his 
angel fought against the dragon; and the dragon 
fought and his angels, And prevailed not, neither 
was their place found any more in heaven” (Rev 
12:7-8). Further also: “And I saw the beast, and 

Fig. d2.14. “St. John on a Ship Bound for Pathmos”. A 
miniature from the hagiology of St. John the Divine. Sec-
ond quarter of the XVI century. Taken from [623], ill. 64. 
St. John is sailing on the flagship of a military fleet, which 
is clearly transporting an army of warriors in heavy ar-
mour armed with pikes and poleaxes.
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the kings of the earth, and their armies, gathered 
together to make war against him that sat on the 
horse, and against his army … And the remnant 
were slain with the sword of him that sat upon the 
horse, which sword proceeded out of his mouth: 
and all the fowls were filled with their flesh” (Rev 
19:19, 19:21). This is a perfectly common descrip-
tion of a battlefield, complete with ravens feeding 
on the corpses of the slain warriors. The sly refer-
ence to heaven as the hypothetical battlefield was 
added by later obscurantist editors.

By the way, another consideration concerning 
the sword coming out of the mouth of the enti-
ty upon the throne is as follows. It is possible that 
the initial text mentioned a spoken order given 
by the Czar, or Khan. He may have never touched 
the sword himself, yet the soldiers took to their 
swords at his command, hence the mention of the 
ruler’s mouth.

The edited Book of Revelation contains many 
obvious traces of references to firearms, which 
was already mentioned in Chron1, Chapter 3. 
Let us add thereto the following passage: “And 
the angel took the censer, and filled it with fire 
of the altar, and cast it into the earth: and there 
were voices, and thunderings, and lightnings, and 
an earthquake. And the seven angels which had 
the seven trumpets [cannons? – Auth.] prepared 
themselves to sound. The first angel sounded, and 
there followed hail and fire mingled with blood, 
and they were cast upon the earth: and the third 
part of trees was burnt up, and all green grass was 
burnt up” (Rev 8:5-7).

Mediaeval battlefields were very prone to get-
ting covered in smoke coming from gunfire and 
conflagrations. The Book of Revelation reports 
this fact accurately: “And he opened the bottom-
less pit, and there arose a smoke out of the pit, as 
the smoke of a great furnace; and the sun and the 
air were darkened by reason of the smoke of the 
pit. And there came out of the smoke locusts upon 
the earth: and unto them was given power, as the 
scorpions of the earth have power” (Rev 9:2-3). 
The “locusts” emerging from the smoke and sting-
ing like scorpions may be identified as buckshot.

Let us remind the reader that the barrels of 
mediaeval cannons were often decorated by cast-

ings of fierce animals such as lions. Heavy can-
nons  – howitzers, for instance, were usually 
drawn by horses. When fired, the lengthy barrels 
(or “tails”) of the cannons disgorged fire and sul-
phurous smoke. All of this is described in the Book 
of Revelation in great detail: “And thus I saw the 
horses in the vision, and them that sat on them, 
having breastplates of fire, and of jacinth, and of 
brimstone: and the heads of the horses were as 
the heads of lions, and out of their mouths issued 
fire and smoke and brimstone. By these three was 
the third part of men killed, by the fire, and by the 
smoke, and by the brimstone, which issued out of 
their mouths. For their power is in their mouth, 
and in their tails: [in the muzzles and the long bar-
rels of the cannons, that is – Auth.] for their tails 
were like unto serpents, and had heads, and with 
them they do hurt” (Rev 9:17-19).

And so on, and so forth. Later artists were al-
ready unaware of the military realities described 
in the Book of Revelation, and painted fantasy 
images of hideous beasts murdering people. In 
CHRON6, Chapter 4:9-10 we demonstrate that 
the Bible often uses the term “serpent” for refer-
ring to cannons.

As a matter of fact, the Book of Revelation tells 
us that the fiery horns, or horses, or serpents, or 
tails were commanded by an angel named Apolly-
on, which translates as “the destroyer,” according 
to the commentary (Rev 9:11). The name might 
be derived from the Slavic word for “scorched” – 
“opalyonniy.” Indeed, gunfire is known for its 
scorching properties.

4.  
THE APOCALYPTIC DIVISION OF NATIONS 

INTO “PURE” AND “IMPURE,” THE 
RIGHTEOUS AND THE SINNERS AND SO 

ON AS A REFLECTION OF THE 
“QUARANTINE MASSACRE” OF EPIDEMIC 

AREAS OF EUROPE AND THE 
MEDITERRANEAN REGION BY THE 

OTTOMANS = ATAMANS

As we have pointed out above, one of the prima-
ry goals of the Ottoman = Ataman invasion was 
the eradication of epidemics that became rather 
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widespread in the Western Europe by the end of 
the XV century due to the permutations of the in-
itial Christian cult of the XII-XIII century, which 
transformed into the orgiastic cult of Bacchus 
and Venus.

The primitive level of medical science and 
practice, as well as the inability to comprehend 
the mechanisms of the epidemics, led the Khans 
of the Empire to the following decision: they gave 
orders to slaughter the infected populace of the 
contaminated regions, and these orders were fol-
lowed diligently, as it is described in the Biblical 
books of Exodus and Joshua. Apparently, the sep-
aration of the healthy from the ill transformed 
into the division of nations into pure and im-
pure – the righteous and the sinners, as described 
in the Book of Revelation.

The “righteous” were guaranteed a place in 
heaven, whereas the “sinners” went to hell. The 
Apocalypse condemns the “Babylonian fornica-
tion” at great length: “Babylon is fallen, is fallen, 
that great city, because she made all nations drink 
of the wine of the wrath of her fornication” (Rev 
14:8). Also: “Come hither, I will shew unto thee 
the judgement of the great whore that sitteth upon 
many waters: With whom the kings of the earth 
have committed fornication, and the inhabitants 
of the earth have been made drunk with the wine 
of her fornication… And the woman was arrayed 
in purple and scarlet colour, and decked with gold 
and precious stones and pearls, having a golden 
cup in her hand full of abominations and filthiness 
of her fornication: And upon her forehead was a 
name written, Mystery, Babylon the Great, the 
mother of harlots and abominations of the earth” 
(Rev 1:2, 4:5). And so on, and so forth.

The Book of Revelation is extremely vehement 
and grandiloquent about the condemnation of 
the Babylonian “fornication,” “abominations” and 
“foul spirits.” This strikes us as a rather explicit 
description of the reasons and aims of the “quar-
antine campaign” of the Ottomans = Atamans – 
the eradication of the negative aftermath of the 
Bacchic promiscuity that was so common for the 
“ancient” Western European Christian Church of 
the XV-XVI century. The famous mediaeval in-
quisition was created in order to implement the 

cleansing programme in the Western Europe (see 
Chron5, Chapter 12:9-10 for more detail). Let us 
recollect that the Ottoman quarantine troops that 
came to contaminated settlements were ordered 
to burn houses and bodies, and also to disinfect 
metal objects with fire and boiling water so as to 
avoid infection (see Exodus, Joshua and Chron6, 
Chapter 4:5).

Incidentally, the fall of Babylon as described 
in the Apocalypse might possibly identify as the 
famous conquest of Czar-Grad = Troy = Evan-
gelical Jerusalem by the Ottomans = Atamans in 
1453, 33 years earlier than 1486, which is the date 
transcribed in the astronomical horoscope of the 
Apocalypse. This might be the reason why it is em-
phasised that Babylon “sitteth upon many waters” 
(Rev 17:1). Indeed, Czar-Grad stands on the Bos-
porus Strait and the shore of the Sea of Marma-
ra. The fall of Babylon is described by the Book 
of Revelation in perfectly realistic terms: “For in 
one hour so great riches is come to nought. And 
every shipmaster, and all the company in ships, 
and sailors, and as many as trade by sea, stood afar 
off, And cried when they saw the smoke of her 
burning, saying, What city is like unto this great 
city! And they cast dust on their heads, and cried, 
weeping and wailing, saying, Alas, alas, that great 
city, wherein were made rich all that had ships in 
the sea by reason of her costliness! for in one hour 
is she made desolate” (Rev 18:17-19). We must also 
keep in mind that the Ottomans = Atamans made 
extensive use of heavy artillery during the storm 
of Czar-Grad in 1453 (see Chron6, Chapter 5:3).

However, it is also possible that Babylon was 
a collective moniker used by the Biblical author 
for referring to a number of Western European 
countries which he considered drenched in sin 
and fornication, hence the punishment.

5.  
OBVIOUS TRACES OF EDITING OR EVEN 
RADICAL REWRITING INHERENT IN THE 

BOOK OF REVELATION

We have already voiced the consideration that 
the initial text of the Apocalypse could have been 
written by an actual participant of the Ottoman = 
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Ataman conquest. However, the book must have 
undergone some heavy editing – quite possibly, it 
was rewritten completely. It is remarkable that a 
vestige of this event has remained in the version 
of the Book of Revelation known to us today – we 
are referring to the famous “eaten book.”

The following passage is included in the Apoc-
alypse on behalf of St. John, the alleged author of 
the book: “And I saw another mighty angel come 
down from heaven… And he had in his hand a 
little book open… And cried with a loud voice, 
as when a lion roareth, and when he had cried, 
seven thunders uttered their voices. And when 
the seven thunders had uttered their voices, I was 
about to write: and heard a voice from heaven 
saying unto me, Seal up those things which the 
seven thunders uttered, and write them not … 
And the voice which I heard from heaven spake 

unto me again, and said, Go and take the little 
book which is open in the hand of the angel… 
And I went unto the angel, and said unto him, 
Give me the little book, And he said unto me, 
Take it, and eat it up; and it shall make thy belly 
bitter, but it shall be in thy mouth sweet as honey. 
And I took the little book out of the angel’s hand, 
and ate it up; and it was in my mouth sweet as 
honey: and as soon as I had eaten it, my belly was 
bitter. And he said unto me, Thou must prophe-
sy again before many peoples, and nations, and 
tongues, and kings” (Rev 10:1-4, 10:8-11). 

Then the Angel told John the following: “Seal 
not the sayings of the prophecy of this book: for 
the time is at hand… For I testify unto every man 
that heareth the words of the prophecy of this 
book” (Rev 22:10, 22:18).

Despite the convoluted nature of the narra-
tion, the meaning is clear enough. First the angel 
showed John some book that contained a de-
scription of current events, but demanded that its 
content remain undisclosed. Moreover, the angel 
told John to “eat” the first book, which was com-
plied with. Thus, the contents of the first book re-
mained a mystery to everyone.

The angel then instructed John to write a 
new book and make it public. This was done as 
well – one must assume that the second book 
that John wrote happens to be the one that we 
have at our disposal today. We are thus told about 
two books – the destroyed (“eaten”) first version, 
which must have been considered “erroneous,” 
and the second “correct” version, written from 
scratch and dictated by the angel. This is how this 
passage was interpreted by the mediaeval illus-
trators of the Apocalypse. For instance, in the fa-
mous engraving of Albrecht Dürer (fig. d2.15) we 
see the angel handing the first book over to John, 
who “eats it up.” 

The second book, the one that John wrote, can 
be seen right next to him, alongside a bottle of 
ink and other writing materials.

The creation of the second book based on the 
“devoured” prototype is depicted without any 
ambiguity whatsoever. The fact that we see both 
in the same engraving shouldn’t confuse us – me-
diaeval artists often used the “animation tech-

Fig. d2.15. “St. John Devouring the Book”, an engraving 
by Albrecht Dürer. Therefore, the first version of the 
Apocalypse was “devoured” by St. John, who later wrote 
the second version from scratch. The second book is 
drawn laying on the ground right next to John. Taken 
from [623], ill. 115.
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nique.” More specif-
ically, several conse-
quential events were 
all depicted at once, in 
a single drawing.

Therefore, the Book 
of Revelation doesn’t 
deny the loss of its in-
itial version and the 
creation its succes-
sor from scratch. This 
is precisely what we 
mean by saying that 
the Biblical books that 
have reached our day 
and age were heavily 

edited in the XVII-XVIII century.
Also, one mustn’t interpret the account of St. 

John eating the first version of the Apocalypse lit-
erally. Most probably, the confusion of the later 
editors of the Revelation can be blamed for this 
passage. Our suggestion is that the phrase “John 
devoured the book” originally meant that he had 
simply read it very attentively, using it as the basis 
for his own work. After all, we still use metaphors 
like “voracious reading.”

Something along those lines must have been 
written in John’s second book before its tenden-
tious editing. The editor may have interpreted a 
metaphorical expression such as the above liter-
ally, and written it down just like that in the new 
version of the Revelation, hence the odd passage. 
Later on, obedient artists like Dürer produced a 
host of illustrations portraying John chewing the 
book and gagging on the paper or parchment – 
all in high quality and great detail. Even if they 
were aware of the absurdity of such artwork, they 
could do nothing against the ecclesiastical canon. 
The image of St. John devouring a voluminous 
book has been haunting Biblical illustrations ever 
since (see fig. d2.16).

This confusion is easy enough to understand, 
given that the first version of the Apocalypse was 
indeed destroyed, according to the above, and 
thus pronounced “eaten.”

The implication of the above is that the initial 
version of the Book of Revelation underwent a 

drastic transformation – otherwise there would 
be no need to destroy the first version of the book 
and replace it with a new one. So it isn’t a mere 
correction of misprints that we’re talking about – 
the changes were of a fundamental nature. Ap-
parently, the Book of Revelation was considered 
a valuable and important work that required par-
ticular care in order to be made compliant with 
the new standards and ideology of the XVII cen-
tury Reformation epoch.

6.  
A POSSIBLE REFERENCE TO NOAH = 

COLUMBUS AND HIS VOYAGE TOWARDS 
THE NEW WORLD IN 1492 MADE BY THE 

AUTHOR OF THE REVELATION

We have identified the famous Biblical legend 
of the deluge and the voyage of Patriarch Noah 
across the “great waters” as an account of the voy-
age of Columbus in Chron6, Chapter 14. It is a 
very important corollary of the New Chronology, 
and we discuss it at length in CHRON6. For the 
meantime, we shall merely refer to this research 
in order to obtain additional data pertaining to 
the Revelation.

Fig. d2.16. John “devour-
ing” the book. As we real-
ise now, this is a metaphor 
that stands for voracious 
reading. Fragment of 
Dürer’s engraving. Taken 
from [623], ill. 115.

Fig. d2.17. Illustration to the Book of Revelation that de-
picts ships on the ocean at the moment of the “great ca-
tastrophe”. The ships are drawn similar to the customary 
representations of the caravels of Columbus. XVI century 
engraving on wood by V. Solis. – Biblia: Germ. Frankfurt 
a. M.: S. Feyerabend, 1561. Taken from [623], page 136.
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There are some traces of the legend of the 
“deluge” and Partiarch Noah = Columbus in the 
Apocalypse – despite their vagueness, we shall 
mention them in order to ease the labour of fu-
ture researchers.

The Book of Revelation contains the follow-
ing lines: “And the second angel sounded, and as 
it were a great mountain burning with fire was 
cast into the sea: and the third part of the sea be-
came blood” (Rev 8:8). Also: “And a mighty angel 
took up a stone like a great millstone, and cast it 
into the sea” (Rev 18:21). Furthermore: “And the 
temple of God was opened in heaven, and there 

was seen in his temple the ark of his testament” 
(Rev 11:19).

It isn’t to be ruled out that the report of a great 
mountain or “millstone” falling into the sea was 
an attempt to describe a huge wave that drowned 
a part of the world made by the author of the Rev-
elation – the “deluge,” in other words. Moreover, 
the Biblical legend about Noah’s journey across the 
“great waters” tells us about the rainbow that ap-
peared in the sky by the will of God as “the eternal 
testament” when Noah reached dry land (Genesis 
9:16). The repercussions of these events may have 
ended up in the Book of Revelation.

Fig. d2.18. Illustration to the Book of Revelations with 
comments by Andrew of Cesarea. Late XVIII century. 
Taken from [623], page 94. According to the text that ac-
companies the illustration, we see the “Exodus of the Lord’s 
People” from Babylon and into the sea at the time of some 
great cataclysm. According to our reconstruction, the 
events in question date from 1492, when the Horde’s fleet 
set sail for the Americas, led by Columbus = Noah.

Fig. d2.19. “The Lord’s People leaving Babylon. The angel 
casts a rock in the sea, which looks similar to a millstone”. 
Book of Revelation with comments by Andrew of Cae-
sarea, 1799. Taken from [623], page 91. The “falling rock” 
produces a deluge. The ships sail into the ocean.
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This brings us to the year 1492, when the fleet 
of Columbus = Noah sailed forth into the Atlan-
tic, and the Horde commenced the conquest of 
the Americas (New World) together with the Ot-
tomans (see Chron6, Chapter 14). Therefore, all 
three dates (1453, the fall of Constantinople = Bab-
ylon, 1486, the date ciphered in the Book of Rev-
elation, and 1492, the year Columbus = Noah set 
sail for the American continent) fall over the end 
of the XV century, or the beginning of the Otto-
man = Ataman conquest of the Promised Land.

There was a remarkable mediaeval tradition 
of illustrating the Apocalypse with pictures of 
some lengthy maritime voyage. Some such min-
iatures are reproduced in figs. d2.17, d2.18 and 
d2.19. It has to be noted that the miniatures in 
figs. d2.18 and d2.19 are both entitled as follows: 
“The Lord’s people leaving Babylon. The Angel 
throws a millstone-like rock into the sea.” And we 
must keep in mind that some ancient chronicles 
did in fact regard the expedition of Columbus = 
Noah as the very exodus of the Israelites = Theo-
machists from the Old World to the New World, 
qv in CHRON6, Chapter 14. The six-pointed star 
(known as the Star of David today) must have 
been placed on the flag of one of the ships for a 
good reason (fig. d2.20). Let us remind the reader 
that the symbol in question happens to be one of 
the ancient versions of the Christian cross, which 
was declared exclusively Judaic in the XVII- XVIII 
century and used by the Orthodox Church no 
longer. Another miniature from the Book of Rev-
elation that depicts a sailing fleet on the sea is re-
produced in fig. d2.21.

This might explain the following passage from 
the Book of Revelation: “And I saw a new heav-
en and a new earth: for the first heaven and the 
first earth were passed away, and there was no 
more sea” (Rev 21:1). This might well be a refer-
ence to the New World, or America, which was 
reached by the troops of Russia, or the Horde = 
Israel when they crossed the ocean (“and there 
was no more sea”), leaving the Old World behind.

It is rather curious that the Old Testament 
Book of Genesis appears to contain vivid reper-
cussions of the motifs familiar to us from the 
New Testament Book of Revelation.

Fig. d2.20. Fragment of an illustration to the Book of Revela-
tion. The fleet of the Lord’s People setting sail the moment 
when a “huge millstone” falls into the water, raising a great 
wave. Mark the six-pointed star on the banner. It used to be 
one of the Christian symbols commonly used in Russia, or 
the Horde, which identifies as the Biblical Israel. As for 
Judea - it was the name of the Ottoman = Ataman Empire 
used in that epoch. Taken from [623], page 91.

Fig. d2.21. Fragment of a miniature from an annotated 
Book of Revelation published in 1799. A fleet of shits 
sails on the ocean “against a cataclysmic background”. 
This must be the fleet of Noah = Columbus, who set sail 
for the New World = the Americas in 1492. Taken from 
[745], Volume 9, page 485.
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The fact that the Biblical story of Patriarch 
Noah is but another reflection of the events of 
1492 AD is also confirmed by the following cir-
cumstance: the Book of Genesis directly associ-
ates the voyage of Noah with the demise of hu-
manity – a cataclysm that presumably destroyed 
nearly all of the Earth’s population. Therefore, the 
“doomsday” of 1492 is described in the Bible as 
the Great Deluge. One must point out that the 
Bible interprets the Deluge as a punishment for 
human “wickedness” sent by God himself, thus 
being perfectly unanimous with the Revelation: 
“The sons of God came in unto the daughters 
of men, and they bare children to them… And 
God saw that the wickedness of man was great 
in the earth… And it repented the Lord that he 
had made man on the earth, and it grieved him 
at his heart. And the Lord said, I will destroy man 
whom I have created from the face of the earth… 
The earth also was corrupt before God, and the 
earth was filled with violence… And God said 
unto Noah, The end of all flesh is come before 
me; for the earth is filled with violence through 
them; and, behold, I will destroy them with the 
earth” (Gen 6:4-7, 6:11 and 6:13).

The events that follow are completely identical 
to those described in the Book of Revelation. God 
divides humanity into the righteous and the wick-
ed; the former are saved from the cataclysm, and 
the latter perish in the deluge, so the Book of Gen-
esis contains another account of the Judgement 
Day as described in the Revelation. The New Tes-
tament Jesus Christ became reflected in the Gen-
esis as the Old Testament God who sent the del-
uge as a punishment to humankind. The righteous 
begin a new life on a new land in either case.

Also, the Revelation keeps telling us about the 
fall of Babylon. Similarly, the Genesis reports the 
destruction of Babylon and the Tower of Babel 
just as the story of Noah ends (Genesis 11:1-9). 
“So the Lord scattered them abroad from thence 
upon the face of the earth: and they left off to 
build the city. Therefore is the name of it called 
Babel” (Genesis 11:8-9).

It would be apropos to emphasise that the 
whole text of the Bible contains just two descrip-
tions of a “global cataclysm” – the Great Deluge 

followed by the destruction of the Tower of Babel 
and the Judgement Day as described in the Book 
of Revelation. As we see, these two unique de-
scriptions of world demise turn out to reflect the 
same crucial mediaeval events of the late XV – 
early XVI century. Thus, a careful study reveals 
the two motifs to be more or less identical, al-
though the two descriptions must have been writ-
ten by different Biblical authors.

And so, the legend of Patriarch Noah, the Del-
uge and the Tower of Babel as contained in the 
Old Testament must be yet another literary ver-
sion of a key New Testament motif, albeit related 
more briefly than in the Revelation.

7.  
EXPECTATIONS OF DOOMSDAY IN 1492 
COINCIDED WITH THE DEPARTURE OF 

NOAH’S (COLUMBUS’S) FLEET AND THE 
EPOCH OF THE BIBLICAL APOCALYPSE

The fleet of Columbus set forth to conquer the 
Americas in 1492, the very year that the “end 
of the world” was expected to take place (see 
Chron6, Chapter 14 for more detail). Since the 
Revelation describes the Judgement Day (a glob-
al cataclysm resulting in the death of the Old 
World and a new life in New Jerusalem, or the 
New World, the three seminal historical events 
of the epoch turn out to be in close chronological 
proximity, namely:

1)  The departure of Columbus = Noah in 
1492.

2)  “Doomsday” in 1492.
3)  The creation of the Book of Revelation – 

in 1486 the earliest.
Interestingly enough, the history of the Rev-

elation in its Scaligerian version presumes that 
the Book of Revelation remained “in the shad-
ows” between the alleged I-II and XV century 
AD, without attracting much attention ([623], 
pages 8-10). However, right at the end of the XV 
century the Revelation becomes the focal point 
of everyone’s attention, greatly influencing the 
life of the XV-XVI century society. This absurd-
ity disappears in our reconstruction – the “Dark 
Ages” never existed; the Revelation was written 



602  |  history: fiction or science? chron 5  |  Addenda

at the end of the XV century, in 1486 the earli-
est, as the record of the second conquest of the 
world by the Ottomans = Atamans (which fol-
lowed the Great = “Mongolian” conquest of the 
XIV century).

This is what we learn from the historians: “A 
new surge of interest in the Book of Revelation 
and its author falls over the end of the XV cen-
tury AD, due to the approach of the seventh mil-
lennium. Doomsday expectations led to numerous 
disputes amongst the Westerners and the Ortho-
dox Christians. A series of related oeuvres is writ-
ten in Moscow around 1492 [sic! – Auth.]; visual 
arts didn’t remain unaffected, either – the gran-
diose ‘Apocalypse’ icon dates from the same pe-
riod (it is kept in the Ouspenskiy Cathedral of the 
Muscovite Kremlin… For the Western Europe, the 
end of the XV century was marked by the creation 
of 15 apocalyptic engravings by Albrecht Dürer 
in 1498 [two years later than the date contained 
in the astronomical horoscope of the Revelation, 
which is 1486 – Auth.]. A new edition was made 
in 1511 and proved extremely influential, likewise 
the Apocalypse of Luther illustrated by artists of 
no lesser renown… The apocalyptic imagery was 
used in the XVI century and even later for embroi-
deries, a series of Brussels carpets etc.

The XVI century was to some extent perceived 
as apocalyptic in the Eastern Christian world as 
well… Doomsday motifs became the most popu-
lar among the illustrators of manuscripts.

However, apocalyptic scenarios lost their ap-
peal for both the Westerners and the Russians in 
the epochs to follow” ([623], pages 10-11).

Nothing to wonder about. The Book of Rev-
elation became a crucial part of the Bible imme-
diately after its creation – in the late XV – early 
XVI century, since it was the account of the Ot-
toman = Ataman conquest. It remained an ex-
tremely important work for the whole duration 
of the Promised Land’s conquest in the XV-XVI 
century, and also during the epoch of the Great 
Strife and Reformation – the XVII century, that 
is, when the memory of the conquest was still 
alive. However, by the XVIII century the events 
described in the Book of Revelation have faded 
into the past, and the emphasis was shifted else-

where. The Apocalypse took its place at the end 
of the New Testament as an important book tell-
ing us about the Judgement of Jesus.

Let us once again consider the “Doomsday” as 
expected in 1492. The consensual version of his-
tory claims that its date was calculated in advance 
as the 7000th year since Genesis, which fell over 
1492 AD. However, our hypothesis suggests an-
other explanation.

The Ottoman = Ataman conquest started at 
the end of the XV century, and had nothing to 
do with the calculated date of the Apocalypse, as 
we have already stated. In 1492 the wave of the 
conquest reached the Atlantic coast of Europe. 
The first version of the Revelation was written 
in the epoch of 1486-1492; it dealt with the con-
quest of the world by the Ottomans = Atamans. 
Having conquered Europe, which later became 
known as the Old World, Russia, or the Horde, 
and the Ottoman = Ataman Empire joined forc-
es for the conquest of America. The military fleet 
of the Horde (Noah = Columbus) set forth across 
the ocean, carrying thousands of colonists from 
the Horde (or Theomachist Israelites). The New 
World, or America, was discovered and colonised 
as a result. Many areas of the Western Europe still 
lay in smoke-covered ruins after the “quarantine 
campaign” of the Ottomans and their relentless 
persecution of the Bacchic cult, which the Book 
of Revelation called “Babylonian fornication.”

The sum total of these events may well have 
produced the magnificent and terrifying image 
of God’s Judgement in the minds of people as the 
end of the Old World and the dawn of the New 
World, or the foundation of New Jerusalem. The 
apocalyptic terminology may date from this very 
period, being a reaction of the Western Europe-
an populace to the great and horrifying events of 
the late XV century.

Later chronologists of the XVII-XVIII cen-
tury, who were creating or adjusting the global 
chronological systems, the theory of different eras 
etc, may have combined the bygone end of the 
XV century with the round calendar date of seven 
thousand years calculated in retrospect in order 
to develop a theory, according to which the very 
round nature of the date was catastrophic, the im-
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plication being that the end of the world was ex-
pected to come in 1492.

However, we must once again emphasise that 
all of these theories and calculations date from a 
later period, when everyone has already forgotten 
that the apocalypse wasn’t expected as a predict-
ed event at the end of the XV century, but rather 
took place as a real event – the Ottoman = Ataman 
conquest and the merciless “surgery” performed 
on many European countries. It is for this very rea-
son that the scenes of divine judgement contained 
in the Book of Revelation shook the people to the 
very bone. It wasn’t a “prophecy” of any kind, but 
rather a report of recent events, which were real 
and thus truly horrifying. It is therefore highly 
unlikely that the Czars, or Khans of the Empire 
watched the calendar in order to make their “quar-
antine campaign” coincide with the round date of 
seven thousand years. In other words, it doesn’t 
seem plausible that contagious diseases waited for 
this date to spread across Europe. It appears more 
rational to assume that the year 1492 was declared 
equivalent to the year 7000 “since Genesis” in ret-
rospect. However, we by no means insist on this 
particular reconstruction of calendar system his-
tory. This issue requires additional analysis.

Our hypothesis can therefore be encapsulat-
ed as follows: the “end of the world” did in fact 
take place in the Western Europe and was de-
scribed in the Book of Revelation in the most 
impressive manner. However, this event was later 
erased from the history of the XV-XVI centu-
ry and transferred into the future. The existing 
Book of Revelation was rewritten and declared a 
prophecy of future events after the destruction of 
the original text. Why was it done? Let us linger 
on it for a while.

8.  
THE CANONIZATION OF THE BOOK OF 
REVELATION AS A MEMENTO OF THE 

OTTOMAN = ATAMAN CONQUEST FOR 
FUTURE GENERATIONS

In Chron6, Chapter 5:4, we demonstrate that 
the Ottoman = Ataman conquest became reflect-
ed in the history of Europe as the conquest of St. 

Jacob. Furthermore, we have pointed out that the 
famous map of St. Jacob’s “religious conquests,” 
which was most likely the map of the Ottoman = 
Ataman European campaigns of the XV-XVI cen-
tury was canonised and declared a holy collection 
of pilgrimage paths that needed to be walked by 
everyone every year in order to worship the holy 
relics of St. Jacob in the Spanish cathedral of San-
tiago de la Compostela. This is how the Church 
attempted to preserve the memory of the Otto-
man = Ataman conquest for centuries to come.

A similar fate befell the Book of Revelation, or 
the book of the Ottoman conquest. It was canon-
ised, declared holy and made an object of wor-
ship for all the generations that followed the XVI 
century.

As we have already mentioned, the Book of 
Revelation was trusted by great masses of Euro-
peans and influenced them greatly for the sim-
ple reason that it described real events that horri-
fied everyone – the epidemics as well as the fierce 
and radical cure. Therefore, when the book was 
declared a prophecy of Doomsday, everybody 
trusted it – after all, everyone still remembered 
a similar cataclysm. And so, when the Czars, or 
Khans of the Empire demanded compliance with 
their laws on the pain of divine judgement, no-
body had a shadow of a doubt about the reality 
of the possible punishment. The memory of “the 
judgement of Jesus” was still very much alive. It is 
obvious that no abstract threat or theoretical de-
scription of a possible punishment would affect 
the masses quite as deeply as one backed by real 
events of the recent past – the epidemics and the 
Ottoman “amputation treatment” that followed. 
Abstract threats are hardly ever effective – fear is 
the only foundation that a functioning Imperial 
state could be built upon.

This is why all the churches of the “Mongo-
lian” Empire were decorated by frescoes depict-
ing the judgement of Jesus in a very impressive 
fashion. Although the judgement was declared a 
thing of the future, the believers must have re-
tained the memory of such a judgement, vague 
as it may have been – after all, their parents and 
grandparents must have told them something, 
shuddering at the very mention of divine retri-
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bution. The rulers of the Empire effectively used 
the situation to their advantage as an ideological 
basis for making the masses comply with the im-
perial laws.

We must also pay attention to a most remark-

able circumstance that becomes a perfectly obvi-
ous fact in our reconstruction. There was a sub-
stantial difference in how the Occidental and the 
Orthodox ecclesiastical tradition describes the 
Judgement of Jesus.

Fig. d2.22. General view of the “Apocalypse” icon. Late 
XV century, presumably around 1480. Ouspenskiy Cathe-
dral, Kremlin, Moscow. Taken from [553], page 27. See 
also [577:1], ill. 4. We see a calm and solemn picture, 
without any horrifying details.

Fig. d2.25. Fragment of “Judgement Day”, a fresco by Di-
onysius. Paradise. The Ferapont Monastery. Taken from 
“Dionysius the Icon Artist and the Frescoes of the Fe-
rapont Monastery” by L. V. Nersesyan, Moscow, Severniy 
Palomnik, 2002, ill. 38.

Fig. d2.23. Fragment of “Judgement Day”, a fresco by Dio-
nysius. Apostles sitting upon their thrones. The Ferapont 
Monastery, northern side. Taken from “Dionysius the Icon 
Artist and the Frescoes of the Ferapont Monastery” by L. 
V. Nersesyan, Moscow, Severniy Palomnik, 2002, ill. 37.

Fig. d2.24. Fragment of “Judgement Day”, a fresco by Dio-
nysius. Hosts of the righteous rising for the judgement. 
The Ferapont Monastery. Taken from “Dionysius the Icon 
Artist and the Frescoes of the Ferapont Monastery” by L. V. 
Nersesyan, Moscow, Severniy Palomnik, 2002, ill. 38.
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In brief, the Russians depicted the divine 
judgement in calm and solemn tones, with-
out any elements of threat. The main accent was 
made on pictures of the righteous singing hosan-
na to the celestial throne. Visual representations 
of inferno were de-emphasised, and it was hard-
ly regarded as a gruesome reality.

On the contrary, the Western European tradi-
tion used extremely lugubrious methods that had 
a great psychological effect. It suffices to recollect 
the works of Pieter Breugel, Hieronymus Bosch 
and other artists, secular as well as ecclesiastical – 
executions, pains of hell, torments and repulsive 
physiological details.

This circumstance was noticed by specialists 
in ecclesiastical history a long time ago: “Expec-
tations of the Apocalypse in Russia were different 
from the intimation of an imminent global cata-
clysm typical for the West around 1000 or 1500. 
Orthodox eschatology was coloured in solemn 
and enlightened hues, the present and the fu-

ture, as well as heaven and earth, were perceived 
as one” ([577:1], page 5). Also: “The expectations 
of doomsday and the second coming became re-
flected in the ‘Apocalypse’ – the oldest Russian 
icon known to us that depicts these events. The 
main motif, which is repeated in the icon several 
times, is the hosts of the righteous clad in white 
that sing hosanna to the throne of Lord” ([577:1], 
pages 11-12).

Everything is crystal clear. No “quarantine ac-
tions” were ever carried out on the actual terri-
tory of Russia or in the lands of the Ottomans. 
Therefore, the attitude to Doomsday was a great 
deal more relaxed. There were other troubles, 
just like anywhere else, but the gruesome “sur-
gical operations” did not affect Russia or the Ot-
tomans.

On the other hand, the Western Europe was 
the target of the Ottoman invasion, with puni-
tive measures carried out in full. We can recon-
struct the atmosphere that prevailed in Europe 

Fig. d2.26. “Judgement Day” by Hieronymus Bosch. Vienna, Academy of Fine Arts. Taken from [91]. A lugubrious paint-
ing with terrifying scenes galore.
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in the XV-XVI century from the books of Exo-
dus and Joshua. Therefore, the population, which 
was saved from the epidemics by the most dras-
tic measures imaginable, considered Doomsday 
a reality, something that had already happened 
in the past. Hence the horrifying motifs in the 

paintings and the frescoes of numerous Western 
artists – they resulted from the recent memory of 
a great cataclysm.

Let us reproduce the solemn and enlightened 
eschatological artwork typical for Russia to illus-
trate the above – the “Apocalypse” icon (artist un-

Fig. d2.27. Fragments from “Judgement Day” by Hieronymus Bosch. Taken from the book entitled “Tout l’oeuvre peint de 
Jerôme Bosch. Introduction par Max J. Friedländer. Documentation par Mia Cinotti” – Flammarion, Paris, 1967, PL. IL.
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known) painted around the end of the XV century 
and fragments of the “Doomsday” fresco by Dio-
nysius (figs. d.22, d2.23, d2.24 and d2.25). Now let 
us compare them to the sinister paintings of Hier-
onymus Bosch (figs. d2.26 and d2.27) and Pieter 
Breugel (fig. d2.28 and d2.29) typical for the Oc-
cidental tradition of eschatological motifs in art.

Another crucial detail is the difference between 
the Occidental and the Orthodox attitude to the 
Book of Revelation. Apparently, “the tradition of 
the Orthodox Church … has no recollection of its 
text ever used during religious services, whereas 
the Occidental Church issued edicts to make its 
readings mandatory as early as in the V or VI cen-
tury AD [the XV-XVI century, according to the 
New Chronology – Auth.]; the Book of Revela-
tion was to be read between the holy feasts of East-
er and Pentecost” ([623], page 13). Moreover, the 
canon of the Orthodox Church “forbids reading it 
during religious services” ([623], page 5).

Once again, everything is perfectly obvious. 

The reading of the Book of Revelation was made 
the responsibility of the Occidental priests (in the 
XVI-XVII century, at least) so that the Western-
ers wouldn’t forget the Judgement of Jesus that 
befell the Western Europe in the XV-XVI centu-
ry. Bear in mind that the Imperial “quarantine ac-
tion” had the Western Europe as its target – the 
Ottoman = Ataman troops separated the “clean” 
from the “unclean” – the healthy from the infect-
ed, in other words. The memories of Doomsday 
was to be kept alive in order to prevent the mass-
es from returning to the attractive Bacchic cults 
that had once resulted in epidemics. As for the 
east of the Empire, the atmosphere that reigned 
there was completely different. Orthodox Chris-
tianity was ascetic ever since the XII century; 
there was nothing remotely resembling the “an-
cient” Bacchanals. The same is true about such 
late branches of Christianity as Islam. Therefore, 
there was no need to read the Book of Revelation 
in the Eastern churches.

Fig. d2.28. “Triumph of Death” by Pieter Bruegel the Elder. Taken from [1053:1], ill. 35.



608  |  history: fiction or science? chron 5  |  Addenda

Fig. d2.29. Fragments of “Triumph of Death” by Pieter Bruegel the Elder. Taken from [1053:1], ill. 36.
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Apparently, the shock suffered by the Western 
Europe in the XV-XVI century as a result of the 
Ottoman = Ataman conquest invoked a deep ha-
tred for the “surgeons,” which did not previous-
ly exist. The fact that the “surgery” actually cured 
the “bacchic infection” was conveniently forgot-
ten. The emphasis was made on the bitter feelings 
left by the “mandatory cure” – the Western Eu-
ropean reformists that yearned power may have 
used it for ideological purposes later on, their pri-
mary goal being the fragmentation of the Empire. 
This facilitated the organization of a coup d’état 
inside the Empire and eventually led to its fall.

The bitter feelings of the Westerners are a per-
fectly natural phenomenon. However, we must 
reiterate that the quarantine operations were 
sanctioned by the Czars, or the Khans of the Em-
pire in order to stop the epidemics and not due to 
some pathological maliciousness of the Imperial 
rulers. Unfortunately, the medical science (as well 
as science in general) wasn’t sufficiently evolved 
in that epoch, which made it impossible to solve 
the problem by more humane means. Being un-
able to stop the population of the Western Eu-
rope from dying en masse by means of inocula-
tions and medicines, the Khans decided to com-
bat the plague with fire and red-hot iron. They 
did what their common sense suggested in order 
to save Europe and the Empire in general – this is 
precisely what the Bible says. However, any surgi-
cal operation conducted without anaesthetics and 
accompanied by bleeding will make the patient 
scream out in pain, and the memory of this event 
is unlikely to go away easily.

In the XVII century the Reformist West-
ern Europe became independent at last, qv in 
Chron6, Chapter 9. The divide of the Great = 
“Mongolian” Empire gave the West Europe-
ans an opportunity to invade Russia and de-
stroy the regnant dynasty physically. The throne 
was seized by the pro-Western Romanovs, who 
launched a campaign of terror and persecutions 
that engulfed the whole of Russia, introduced 
serfdom (which translates as the enslavement of 
the majority of its population). The occupation-
al Romanovian regime remained regnant for a 
long time, resulting in the eradication of the old 

“Mongolian” traditions on the whole territory of 
Russia that they controlled and drastic changes 
in every aspect of the country’s life, including the 
ecclesiastical.

It is little wonder that in the epoch of the 
Great Strife the Russians may have interpreted 
the Book of Revelation as a prophecy of the im-
minent Doomsday – this time in the East. Our 
reconstruction is confirmed well enough by the 
history of the XVII century. Let us quote: “A new 
surge of interest in the Book of Revelation falls 
over the middle of the ‘rebellious’ XVII century 
in Russia … The adherents of the old traditions 
saw the relentless reformist [Patriarch Nikon – 
Auth.] as the Antichrist himself – or at least his 
precursor… Doomsday was expected to come in 
1658 … then in 1666, and finally in 1699 (sim-
ilarly to the situation of 1492, with the earthly 
term of Christ’s life taken in consideration).

The state reforms of Peter started shortly after-
wards, as if to confirm the expectations … Start-
ing with the middle of the XVII century and for 
the 150 years that followed, the Book of Revela-
tion becomes all but the main book of the Rus-
sian old-believers … Apocalyptic vision was es-
pecially characteristic for the extreme factions of 
the old-believers that recognized no priest au-
thority, such as the ‘vagabonds’ (also known as 
the ‘fugitives’), who denied the possibility of sal-
vation within society, which they shunned, be-
lieving the kingdom of Antichrist to be a reality 
and not merely a prophecy” ([623], pages 29-30).

One must also bear in mind that the Romano-
vs distorted the history of Patriarch Nikon’s re-
forms to a great extent (see Chron4, Chapter 9:4, 
and Chron6, Chapter 10:11, and Chron6, Chap-
ter 13:2). Therefore, his role requires a new as-
sessment, as well as the events of Peter’s epoch 
in general.

In Chron6, Chapter 9:14, we demonstrate that 
the Napoleonic invasion of 1812 must have been 
the second act of revenge against the former cen-
tre of the Empire, which was striving to regain its 
imperial supremacy under the new generations of 
the Romanovs. Many strata of the Russian socie-
ty perceived Napoleon’s invasion as the advent of 
the Antichrist. “It wasn’t just the old-believers who 
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viewed the invasion of the Napoleon’s army into 
Russia through the prism of the Book of Revela-
tion. Tolstoy’s Pierre Bezoukhov was obsessed with 
unravelling the mystery of the number 666 … His 
anonymous contemporary, an old-believer of the 
first quarter of the XIX century … wrote the ‘Tale 
of Napoleon the Antichrist’ somewhat later – a late 
Russian eschatological oeuvre where the Biblical 
images are bizarrely entwined with the historical 
characters of the early XIX century” ([623], page 
30). The Judgement Day thus became a reality for 
many people of the XVIII-XIX century, and a Rus-
sian reality at that.

“It is therefore hardly surprising that hundreds 
of copies of the Apocalypse were made [in Russia – 
Auth.] in the second half of the XVII century and 
the beginning of the XIX” ([623], pages 29-30).

9.  
MOSCOW EVENTS OF THE XVI CENTURY 

ON THE PAGES OF APOCALYPSE

In the Apocalypse, it is said about the bad “wife 
of Jezebel.” In particular: “I have something 
against you, because you let your wife Jezebel, 
calling herself a prophetess, to teach and mis-
lead My servants, to commit fornication and to 
eat idolatrous sacrifice. I gave her time to re-
pent, but she did not repent. I will throw her and 
her fornicators on a deathbed and put them to a 
great sorrow… And I will kill her children with 
death”(Apost.2:20-21).

According to the dynastic parallelisms discov-
ered by us (and described in the book “Founda-
tions of History,” Ch. 6, Fig. 6.29, Fig. 6.30, details 
in the book “Reconstruction,” Chapter 13: 20), the 
biblical Jezebel is the Russian queen Elena Glin-
skaya, the wife of Basil IIIrd and the mother of the 
Csar Khan Ivan the Terrible. She died young, in 
1538. It is also described in the biblical book 3 of 
Kingdoms. Her husband, Vasily IIIrd is reflected 
on the pages of the Bible under the name of the fa-
mous king Ahab. It becomes clear why the Apoca-
lypse, when exposing Jezebel, turns here it is to the 
“Thyatira Church” (Apost.2: 18) and “to the rest, 
which is in Thyatira “(Ap.2: 24). Given the fre-
quent transition of T-F (fyta) here are most like-

ly named the Tatar Church and the country of Ta-
taria (= Thyatira). That is Rus-Horde.

Thus, after mentioning the Israeli queen Je-
zebel, the Apocalypse told us about the Moscow 
court events of the first half of the 16th century, 
around 1530-1540. Moreover, people who wrote 
the final version of the Apocalypse knew quite 
well the inner life of the Moscow Khan’s court, in 
the metropolis of the “Mongolian” Empire of the 
XVI century.

10.  
“ANTIQUE” ROMAN EMPIRE IS GREAT = 
“MONGOLIAN” EMPIRE OF THE XIV-XV 

CENTURY

Here we briefly emphasize the critical identifi-
cation which will be described in detail in sub-
sequent publications. According to the dynastic 
parallelisms listed in the book Foundations of His-
tory, Chapter 6, and detailed in the book “Recon-
struction,” Chapter 13, as the main originals of 
the “ancient” kingdoms have served Russ-Horde 
in the XIV-XVI centuries and its later ally – Os-
mania = Atamaniya in the XV-XVI centuries.

The Great = “Mongolian” invasion of the XIV 
century created a Great Empire, which stretched 
across Eurasia and Africa. At the same time, colo-
nization in XIV century of vast territories – under 
the banner of Jesus Christ (1152-1185), that is, a 
crusading conquest, – was done by Russ-Horde, 
probably without meeting particular obstacles. The 
matter, among other things, is that in that epoch 
Western Europe, for example, was still poorly pop-
ulated. See notes of the famous medieval chroni-
cler John Malala [338], p. 28; see The Empire, Ch. 
11:3.3. Consequently, the growth of Western Euro-
pean cities began only with the entry of these terri-
tories into the Great = “Mongolian” Empire.

As we have already said in the book The New 
Chronology of Russ, Ch.14: 22, according to John 
Malala, the main “ancient” Greek gods, such as 
Crown, Zeus, and others – were no gods, but the 
first Assyrian Czars. That is, as we now begin to 
understand  – they were Russian-Horde Kings 
of the XIV century. That is Ivan Kalita = Caliph, 
George Danilovich, and their successors.
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Dynastic parallels unambiguously show that 
the “ancient” Roman Empire is the Great = “Mon-
golian” Empire of the XIV-XV centuries. That is, 
from its appearance up to the Ottoman = Ata-
man invasion of late XV-XVI centuries. In other 
words, “ancient Rome” is a reflection of the his-
tory of the Russ-Horde of the fourteenth and fif-
teenth centuries on the pages of “antique” books, 
written, mainly in Western Europe, in the XV-
XVII centuries. This is the true story of “Mon-
golia,” but refracted through the prism of some-
what one-sided perception of reality that has de-
veloped in the minds of a specific emerging layer 
of Western Europeans of the Reformation.

Let us repeat that this important fact of our re-
construction follows from chains of dynastic par-
allelisms discovered by us earlier and given in the  
book “Foundations of History,” Chapter 6.

Namely, the following “ancient” Empires were 
identified:

1)  The Second Roman Empire supposedly 
I-III centuries, that is, “ancient Rome,”

2)  The Third Roman Empire allegedly III-VI 
centuries, that is, “ancient-medieval Rome,”

3)  The Holy Roman Empire allegedly X-XI-
II centuries.

4)  The Empire of the Habsburgs of the four-
teenth and sixteenth centuries.

5)  Russian-Horde Kings-Khans of the four-
teenth and sixteenth centuries.

We did not focus the reader’s attention on the 
final Identification 1) = 5), since it was considered 
necessary to prepare the psychological soil, de-
scribe at first less radical parallels, identifying with 
each other “ancient” dynasties with “very ancient,” 
for example, 1) = 2). And only then go to the main 
identifications, giving the final picture.

The direct parallelism of events and biogra-
phies, that is, without intermediate chains, com-
bining Kings-Khans-Emperors of the Horde with 
“antique” Roman Emperors, we will present in 
further publications.

In the XV-XVI centuries, extensive Western 
European and African-Egyptian territories of the 
Great = “Mongolian” Empire were shattered by 
the Ottoman = Ataman invasion, which spilled 
over and overwhelmed America. In the memo-

ry of Western Europeans of the XVI-XVII centu-
ries, descendants of first waves the Horde in the 
XIV century, the times of the “ancient” Rus-Horde 
XIV-XV centuries turned into a beautiful nostal-
gic memory. About this past of Horde Western Eu-
ropeans began to speak and write in the 16th-18th 
centuries as about the “beautiful majestic ancient 
Rome,” that perished under the blows of the “bad 
people.” Having distorted history, they began to 
forget that the invasion of Ottomans = Atamans 
was needed, first of all, to stop epidemics in Eu-
rope. The “reformers” put forward a military as-
pect of the invasion. The blame for the “barbarous 
rout of ancient Rome” (that is, western provinc-
es of the Russ-Horde of the fourteenth and fif-
teenth centuries) was assigned to “aggressors” 
Russ-Horde and Osmany = Atamany Empire  of 
the XVI-XVII centuries. Consequently, the tension 
was born between the West and the East, which 
in the XVIII-XIX centuries led to a military con-
frontation, and then even provoked a war between 
Russia and Western Europe.

Now it becomes clear why Western Europe-
ans, starting with XVI-XVIII centuries began to 
treat “iron ancient Rome” with such reverence 
and trepidation, They began to talk about it with 
the elements of idealization, presented as a beau-
tiful and harsh legend, worthy of imitation. In the 
XVII-XX centuries throughout Western Europe 
respectfully repaired, and restored the “ancient” 
Roman ruins. And there, where almost nothing 
has been saved, simply re-created them, declar-
ing the remnants to be Roman military camps, 
aqueducts, theaters, arches, etc. Because they re-
ally wanted to have their own “ancient” sightsee-
ing sites. “That is, they quite frankly” portrayed” 
Roman antiquities. Not embarrassed at all, they 
erected, say, several half-ruined columns with re-
mains of arches made from today’s modern rein-
forced concrete. Europeans tried to make cracks 
and holes carefully (“from barbarian bombs”) in 
newly-made walls. Competently and beautifully 
broke off new bricks. They covered the top with 
mud and slut. To be “as in antiquity.”

Moreover, nearby, picturesquely put a few re-
ally old fragments of columns of the XIV-XVII 
centuries (on each – the obligatory plate: IIth 
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century BC, VIII century BC, etc.). Throngs of 
tourists visit the antiquities, for example, the “an-
cient Roman” military camp in the northern part 
of the German city of Xanten, the land of Nor-
drhein-Westfalen, which we had a chance to visit 
in 1993 and to examine in detail all the “sights.” 
It is so called in the guidebooks – “reconstructed 
camp.” As it were, the theatrical scenery, the per-
formance on the ground.

Important elementary education of “the cor-
rect Western European history.”

The famous French artist Hubert (Hubert) 
Robert (Robert, 1733-1808) in 1784 was appoint-
ed responsible for the organization of the Louvre 
museum and the keeper of its art gallery ([493:1], 
p. 17, 574). He created a whole series of huge and 
magnificent, impressive paintings, glorifying the 
ruins of “ancient Rome.” Robert was named a 
new hope of French art” [493:1], p. 574.

He painted giant, dilapidated Roman temples, 
illuminated by the setting sun. Monstrous frag-
ments of statues, highlighted by the mysterious 
moonlight.

Hypertrophied colonnades, overgrown with 
trees ... And the ancient buildings of such incred-
ible sizes that, in fact, never were existed in West-
ern Europe. Huber Rober simply strove for such 
exaggerations to excite the emotions of view-
ers. As we start to understand now, he was the 
spokesman of a certain spirit of his time. On the 
background of collapsed silent “antique” temples, 
a talented artist put small figures of people, en-

thusiastically looking at the traces of the Great 
Past of Europe. “Poetry of Roman ruins” attract-
ed then and it still attracts so many today.

Hence, they divided (on paper) the history 
of the “Mongolian” Empire. One of its “halves” 
turned into an idealized embellished myth and 
became something to worship. And the other – 
actually it’s the same! – branded as an empire of 
all kinds of evil.

Let us summarize this section of our recon-
struction.

1) “Antique” Rome is but a reflection of the 
Great = “Mongolian” Empire of the XIV-XV cen-
turies. Roman emperors are Russian-Horde kings 
khans.

2) Israel in the XIV-XVI centuries was called 
(including in the Bible) Rus-Horde with its capi-
tal in Vladimir, Yaroslavl = Veliky Novgorod, and 
then in Moscow. At the same time, they empha-
sized, as it were, fighting for god, militarized na-
ture of the metropolis. Everything is clear: “Mon-
golian” troops The Rus-Horde always trembled.

3) Judea in the XIV-XVI centuries was called 
(including in the Bible) Osman = Ataman with 
the capital in Czar-Grad = evangelical Jerusa-
lem = “antique” Troy. At the same time, they em-
phasized the character of the God-praising in 
this part of the Empire. Everything is clear: Jesus 
Christ (1152-1185) lived and was crucified in 
Czar-Grad. Then in this city, which became sa-
cred to Christians of all the world, they began to 
praise God.



In July 2002, one of the authors (G. V. Nosovs-
kiy) took part in an expedition to the historical 
centres of Egypt together with the famous Rus-
sian traveller V. V. Soundakov, photographer 
Y. L. Maslyaev and cameraman V. V. Soundak-
ov Jr. The parties that organised the expedition 
were A. V. Martynov, author of the “Unknown 
Planet” television programme (Russia) and Abdel 
Rahman Imam, owner of the “Helios Tour” trav-
el agency (Egypt). The authors would like to ex-
press their heartfelt thanks to all of the parties 
mentioned above. Among other things, the ex-
pedition gave G. V. Nosovskiy an opportunity to 
study the temples of Dendera and Esna in detail 
and to compare the zodiacs kept there to their 
drawn copies in the Napoleonic album ([1100]).

1.  
THE ZODIACS OF ESNA

At the centre of Esna (or Isna) one sees a tem-
ple, which is still in a good condition; its draw-
ing as found in the Napoleonic album is accurate 
around ([1100]). In our research we refer to it as 
to the Greater Temple of Esna, qv in Chron3, 
Part 2. It only has one room – the hypostyle hall, 
divided into parts by six rows of columns, with 
one entrance and a symmetrical exit. The artwork 
on the inside of the dome has been preserved in a 

great condition – including Zodiac EG (the Zodi-
ac from the Greater Temple of Esna). All the de-
tails of the artwork are visible perfectly well, the 
layers of bat excrement notwithstanding.

It must be pointed out that the ceiling artwork 
of the Greater Temple of Esna (as well as the rest 
of the temple, actually) bear no visible restoration 
marks – it appears that the temple has been pre-
served in its original condition to a large extent. 
Nevertheless, it strikes one as a genuinely old 
building. The age of the Greater Temple of Esna 
is reflected in the fact that the ground level in the 
town of Esna is eight metres higher than the floor 
of the temple. Nowadays the temple stands at the 
bottom of a pit made in the course of the excava-
tion works, almost completely lower then ground 
level.

The Greater Zodiac of Esna is located in the 
second segment of the ceiling on the left as seen 
from the side of the entrance. In 2002 we pho-
tographed it in detail and compared the pho-
tographs to the drawings from the Napoleon-
ic album. The two turned out almost completely 
identical to one another. It was thus proved that 
the “Napoleonic” version of Zodiac EG as used 
in Chron3, Part 2, is complete enough and con-
tains no errata that could affect the astronomi-
cal dating. We must therefore conclude that such 
high representation fidelity of Zodiac EG makes 

addendum 3

Modern condition of the Egyptian zodiacs from 
Dendera and Esna
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us assume that Napoleon’s artists copied Zodiac 
EL just as faithfully – the zodiac found in the XIX 
century in a small temple to the north of Esna, 
half destroyed. In Chron3 we call this zodiac the 
Lesser Zodiac of Esna.

Unfortunately, neither the Lesser Temple, nor 
its zodiac survived until the present day. The 
temple in question neither exists in Esna, nor in 
the environs of the town, and none of the locals 
remember anything about it. We have been noth-
ing short of inquisitive in our enquiries with the 
local police and the residents of Esna – however, 
none of them recognized the drawing of the Less-
er Temple from the Napoleonic album. Accord-
ing to the locals, the only temple they remem-
ber in and around Esna is the one we refer to as 
the “Greater Temple.” There are no other ancient 
temples or constructions anywhere near, except 
for a few old sepulchres laying to the North of 
Esna. We have visited the sepulchres in question, 
but found no traces of the Lesser Temple. There-
fore, the zodiac from the Lesser Temple was ei-
ther destroyed or taken away to Europe a long 
time ago – its current location is a mystery, at any 
rate. Nevertheless, let us reiterate that the Great-
er Zodiac was reproduced very faithfully by Na-
poleon’s artists (see [1100]); one might expect the 
Lesser Zodiac to be represented with sufficient 
accuracy as well. This is the very reproduction of 
the Lesser Zodiac that we used for our research 
as described in Chron3.

2.  
THE ZODIACS OF DENDERA

The temple of Dendera, unlike the temple of Esna 
with its single hypostyle hall, comprises quite a 
few rooms and annexes. The exit from the hypo-
style hall does not lead outside, the way it does in 
Esna, but to other parts of the temple – one even-
tually comes to the last room, which greatly re-
sembles the altar-room of the Christian temples 
(with a stone altar standing at the middle of the 
room, for instance).

Several small rooms can also be found on the 
roof of the Dendera Temple. The Round Zodi-
ac of Dendera was found on the ceiling of such 

a room during the Napoleonic invasion. Nowa-
days it is kept in the Louvre, replaced by a copy. 
The rest of the ceiling artwork appears to be au-
thentic. In particular, there are two bas-reliefs 
portraying the “goddess Nuit.” They are in a very 
poor condition. One of Nuit’s effigies was dam-
aged gravely – and most likely deliberately. The 
face has been chiselled off completely.

In general, one sees that the temple fell prey 
to vandals at some point – and nobody has con-
sidered it worthy of restoration since then; this 
appears to be a common condition among the 
“ancient” Egyptian temples that we have seen. 
One gets the impression that the history of Egypt 
ended in a large conquest of some sort, which 
was accompanied by fanatical and furious de-
struction of the old temples and monuments of 
the “irregular kind” – they have never been re-
constructed. According to our reconstruction, it 
was the Ottoman = Ataman conquest of Egypt 
in the XVI century; another wave of enraged de-
structions came with the Napoleonic invasion.

We must point out the uniqueness of the 
Round Zodiac of Dendera. It has to be noted that 
several temples of the Dendera type have survived 
in Egypt – the temples of Edfu, Abydos etc. How-
ever, the Round Zodiac from the Temple of Den-
dera is the only such finding. Why would that be? 
One gets the impression that this zodiac (carved 
out of a single stone slab, by the way) already ex-
isted and had been considered famous to boot. It 
must have been placed in the Temple (inside a spe-
cial room built for this particular purpose like an 
ancient relic or halidom. Otherwise, if the Round 
Zodiac was crafted during the construction of the 
Dendera Temple, one finds the absence of such rel-
ics and rooms from other temples suspicious.

As for the Long Zodiac of Dendera found on 
the ceiling of the hypostyle hall of the Dendera 
temple – we may only assume that similar art-
work adorned the domes of other Egyptian tem-
ples as well, but most of it hasn’t survived. This is 
what we deduce from the fact that zodiacs were 
found in the temples with their entire artwork in-
tact (Dendera and Esna being the only such tem-
ples that we know of). In other temples most of 
the artwork on the ceilings of hypostyle halls 
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was destroyed, although the surviving fragments 
thereof prove completely identical to the temples 
of Dendera and Esna.

An in-depth study of our photographs of the 
Long Zodiac revealed the following: parts of the 
Long Zodiac are authentic, whereas other parts 
turned out counterfeited. Let us recollect that the 
Long Zodiac is made of painted plaster attached 
to the ceiling. The dome of the hypostyle hall rests 
on a row of flat stone blocks supported by beams 
and columns. The Long Zodiac covers many such 
stone blocks at once – some of them must have 
been taken away to Europe and replaced by cop-
ies. For instance, the rightmost blocks of the Long 
Zodiac’s right section (as seen from the entrance) 
are very obviously a copy – we are referring to the 
head of one of Nuit’s effigies. This becomes very 
apparent when we compare this part to the corre-
sponding blocks of the left section. Other parts of 
the zodiac look authentic – what we see is an old 
zodiac with certain alterations.

A comparison of the Long Zodiac of Dendera 
in its modern condition to its Napoleonic drawn 
copies revealed the following differences that con-
cern the astronomical symbolism of the zodiac.

1) Instead of the female ten-grade figure that 
follows Virgo in the Napoleonic copy, mod-
ern artwork portrays Saturn with a scythe. This 
makes no sense astronomically, since the figure 
of Saturn in the primary horoscope of the Long 
Zodiac is located at a great distance from this 
place, and Saturn is physically incapable of cov-
ering it over the course of an Earth year. There-
fore, we presume the artwork to be a replacement 
copy made in the absence of the original, with 
Denon’s low fidelity copy and the Round Zodi-
ac used for reference. Saturn is the very figure we 
find on Denon’s drawing (although in the latter 
case the figure is carrying a planetary rod and not 
a scythe). However, Saturn with a scythe can be 
found on the exact same place in the Round Zo-
diac. The author of the copy must have been fol-
lowing Denon’s copy as a general prototype, but 
decided to “add precision” due to the prototype’s 
poor quality, referring to the Round Zodiac and 
making an error thereby.

Should said part of the Long Zodiac prove au-

thentic, which is very improbable, in our opin-
ion, we shall have to assume that the figure of Sat-
urn with the scythe on the Zodiacs of Dendera 
pertains to the constellation of Virgo. However, 
in this case it would be an idiosyncrasy of Den-
dera zodiacs, since there is absolutely nothing of 
this sort to be found on any other Egyptian zodi-
ac known to researchers. This is possible theoret-
ically, but looks very odd indeed.

2) Both figures with planetary rods that repre-
sent Venus on the artwork of the Dendera temple 
are male. Furthermore, one doesn’t see a single 
female figure bearing a planetary rod (the young 
woman that rests her rod on the figure of Cap-
ricorn in the Napoleonic drawing hasn’t got one 
here, qv below). This does not affect the identifi-
cation of planets in the Long Zodiac, since Venus 
can still be identified unequivocally by the ac-
companying symbol of two dawn beasts with 
their backs grown together, just like the one on 
the Round Zodiac, and also by the leonine face 
of one of the wayfarers, qv in Chron3, Part 2. We 
have to reiterate there are no female figures with 
planetary rods on the Long Zodiac in its mod-
ern condition as found in the temple of Dende-
ra. However, these male symbols look odd as a 
representation of Venus; furthermore, nothing of 
the kind can be seen in any other known zodi-
ac. Therefore, the most likely explanation is that 
we’re dealing with a copy, or a forgery.

We must emphasise that the abovementioned 
Venus discrepancy doesn’t affect the decipher-
ment of the Long Zodiac and therefore doesn’t 
need to be dated anew.

3) The girl resting her rod on the back of the 
Capricorn figure in the “Napoleonic” artwork 
carries no rod today. This obviously betrays the 
influence of the initial copy made by Denon, 
where the young woman doesn’t carry any rod, 
either. However, in the present case we have more 
than enough reasons to identify parts of the art-
work as replacement copies. This is the very part 
of the Long Zodiac where we see the head of Nu-
it’s effigy – it is obviously different from the sym-
metrical effigy of Nuit right across the ceiling and 
more similar to Denon’s rough copy than to the 
other effigy. However, this detail doesn’t affect 
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dating, either – it only introduces minor differ-
ences into the summer solstice horoscope, leav-
ing all the major points just as they were.

To sum up, we must say that the differences in 
question do not introduce any new astronomical 
information into the Long Zodiac. On the con-

trary, they slightly mar a fraction of astronomical 
data already contained in the Long Zodiac, wip-
ing out the secondary horoscope of summer sol-
stice. The important thing is that the astronomi-
cal dating of the Long Zodiac remains the same, 
even considering all the facts related above.



Above, in Chron5, Chapter 9, we mentioned the 
book of the mediaeval historian Mauro Orbini, 
entitled The Book on the Historiography of the 
Name, the Glory and the Conquests of the Slavic 
Nations. Fig. 9.3 reproduces the title page of the 
1606 Italian edition of the book.

Below we cite the complete list of sources used 
by Orbini. Since many of the authors cited by 
Orbini are unknown today, we reproduce the en-

tire list of original sources as published in the 
1606 Italian edition with the author’s spelling 
preserved. As is the case with many other medi-
aeval books, the letters U and V are subject to 
flexion. For instance, Orbini transcribes “Vagria” 
as Uvagria, Vuagria, Uuagria and Vvagria. The 
letters M and N are often replaced by a tilde over 
the vowel that precedes them; thus, “Vandali” 
may also be transcribed as “Vãdali”.

annex 1

A complete list of sources used by Mauro Orbini 
(according to the Italian edition of 1606)

SOURCE LIST
(taken from the Italian edition of Mauro Orbini’s book dating from 1606)

Abbate Tritemio
Abbate Vrspargense
Ablabio
Abraam Ortelio
Adameo Sassone
M. Adamo
Agatia Smirneo
Agostino Dottore
Agostino Morauo
Aimone Monaco
Alberto Crantio
Alberto Stadense
Alessandro Guaino
Alessandro Sculeto

Altamero
Ammiano Monaco
Andrea Angelo Durazzino
Andrea Cornelio
Andulfo Sagaco
Annali di Frisia
Annali di Olanda
Annali di Rausa
Annali di Russia
Annali de’Tutchi
Annali di Venetia
Annonio Monaco
Antonio Bofinio
Antonio Geufreo

M. Antonio Sabellico
Antonio Sconcouio
Antonio Viperano
Appiano Alessandrino
Arnoldo Abbate
Arpontaco Burdegalense
Arriano di Nicomedia
M. Aurelio Cassiodoro
S. Aurelio Vittore
Baldasar Spalatino
Beato Renano
Beroso Caldeo
Bernardo Giustiniano
Bilibaldo PircKiameno
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Bonifacio Simoneta
Bulla d’oro
Busbequio
Calfurino Sura
Callimaco appresso Plinio
Carlo Sigonio
Carlo Vagriese
Celio Donato
Cerilliano
Cesare Baronio
M. Cicerone
Cornelio Tacito
Costantino Porfirogenito
Costantino Spandugino
Corrado Brugense
Corrado Peutingero
Crisippo
Cronica de’Frati Minoriti
Q. Curtio
Christofano Varseuiccio
Dauid Chitreo, dannato 

Autore *
Descritione del mondo
Diodoro Siculo
Diogene Laertio
Dione Niceo
Dionisio Punico
Dithmaro Mersapurgese
Domenico Mario Nigro
Egesippo
Egidio Tschudio
Eginharto Monaco
Elio Cordo
Elio spartiano
Emanuelo Manasse
Epitome di Strabone
Erasmo Stella
Eudocio Panegirista
Eugippo Monaco
Eusebio
Eustachio
Eutropio
Fabio Celeriano
Farasmanno Greco
Fascicolo de’tempi

Filippo Callimaco
Filippo Lonicero, dãn. aut. *
Flauio Vopisco
L. Floro
Francesco Bisio
Francesco Baldillo
Francesco Irenico
Francesco Serdonati
Gafparo Hedione, dannato 

aut. *
Gasparo Peucero
Gasparo Tigurino, dãn.  

aut. *
Geremia Russo
Gerrardo Rudingero
Gioanni Aubano
Gioanni Auentino, dannato 

aut. *
Gioanni Battista
Gioanni Botero
Gioanni Cocleo
Gioanni Curopalato
Gioanni Dubrauio
Gioanni di Essendia
Gioanni Herburto
Gioanni Laziardo
Gioanni Magno Gotho
Gioanni Leunclauio, dannato 

aut. *
Gioanni Nauclero
Gioanni Villano
Gioanni Stadio
Gioanni Goroppeio
Gioanni Gobellino
Gioanni Monaco
Gioanni di Thvuocz
Gioanni Tigurino
Gioanni Pineto
Giacomo Castaldo
Giacomo Meiero
Giacomo Viselingio
Giacomo Spigelio
Giacomo Ziglero, dannato 

autore *
Giorgio Gedreno

Giorgio Fabritio, dannato  
aut. *

Giorgio Pachimero
Giorgio Tirio
Giorgio Vverenhero
Giornando Alano
Girolamo Dottore
Girolamo Bardi
Girolamo Ruscelli
Giulio Faroldo
Giustino
Giunio Cordo
Godifredo Monaco
Gothfrido Viterbiense
Gregorio Dottore
Gulielmo Cantero
Gulielmo Frisio
Gunthero Poeta
Hartmanno Schedel
Helmoldo Prete
Henrico di Eruordia
Hermanno Contratto
Hermanno Hamelmanno
Hermanno Schodel
Herodiano
Herodoto Alicernaseo
Huldrico Mutio, dannato 

autore *
Hunibaldo
Ioachimo Cureo
Isacio Tzetze
Isidoro Hispalense
Isigonio appresso Plinio
Kiriaco Spangebergio
Lamberto Schaffnaburgense
Laonico Calcondila, dannato 

aut. *
Laurentio Suro
Leonardo Aretino
Libro delle Cognitioni
Libro delle parti di Pregadi di 

Rausa
Lodouico Ceruino
Lucano
Lucio Faunno
Lucio Floro
Luigi Contarino* The remark “dannato autore” translates as “damned author,” passim.
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Lupoldo Bambergio
Luit prando Ticiniense
Marcelino Conte
Mariano Scoto
Marino Barletio
Marino Benchemio
F. Martino
Martino Abbate
Martino Cromero
Martino Vescouo Cossentino
Martino Segonio
Martino Vagneto
Marziano Capella
Matthia Meccouita
Mazochio
Metello Tigurino
Metodio Historico
Michel Riccio
Michel Salonitano
Modesto
Nazario Mamertino
Niceforo Gregora
Nicete Coniato
G. Nicolo Doglioni
Nicolo Marscalco
Nicolo Stobeo
Olao Magno
Onesimo
Origine de’Gothi
Ottone Frigigense
P. Ouidio Nasone
Paolo Barnefrido
Paolo Diacono
Paolo Emilio
Paolo Niuemontano
Paolo Giouio
Paolo Langio
Paolo Orosio
Paolo Paruta
Paolo Scaligero

Petancio
Pier Francesco Giambulari
Pietto Artopeo, dannato 

autore *
Pietro Bellonio
Pietro Bizaro
Pietro de Castro Pere
Pietro Crusber
Pietro Echilino
Pietro Giustiniano
Pietro Liuio
P. Piteo
Pio Secondo
Plinio
Plutarco
Polibio
Porfirio
Pomponio Leto
Priuilegi di Cataro
Procopio di Cesarea
Prospero Aquitano
Rafaelo Volaterano
Reginone Abbate
Registro delle Croniche
Reinnero Reinecio, dannato 

aut. *
Ricardo Bartolino
Rinaldo Britanno
Roberto Gaguino
Roberto Valturio
Sassone Grammatico
Sebastian Munstero, dannato 

aut. *
Scolastico Smirneo
Scipione Ammirato
Seruio
Sidonio Apollinaro
Sigiberto Gemblacese
Sigismondo Herbersteino
Silberto Genebrardo

Socrate Historico
Solino
Sozimeno
Speccio de’Sassoni
C. Statio Poeta
Stefano Bizantino
Strabone
Suffrido Pietro Misnense
Suida
Soplimento di Eutropio
Suetonio Tranquillo
Suffrido Misnense
Symmaco
Teoderico
Teodoro Spandugino
Teopompo Chio
Teodolo
Tito Liuio
Tolomeo Alessandrino
Toma Ebendorfio
Trebellio Pollione
Trogo Pompeo
Tugenone Patauino
Valerio Massimo
M. Vatone
F. Vegetio
C. Velleio Pateruelo
Venceslauo Boemo
Vernero RolenuicK
Vettore Vticense
Vgo Fuluonio
Vitichindo Olandese
Vitichindo Sassone
Vitichindo Vagriese
Vnefrido Inglese
Vuolgfango Lazzio
Vuolgfango Olandese
Zacaria Lilio
Zonara
Zofino



Having exhausted our body of knowledge con-
cerning the Prussian Slavs (degli Slaui Prussi), let 
us move on to the Russian Slavs (à gli Slaui di Rus-
sia), which we customarily refer to as Muscovites 
(Moscouiti) nowadays. When all the other Slavs 
departed from Sarmatia and headed towards the 
German Sea (il mar Germanico) and the Danube 
(il Danubio), the Muscovites stayed in the land of 
their forefathers. Ancient authors refer to them in 
different ways. Elio Spartiano and Capitolino call 
them Rossolani in the Life of Pius, likewise Flauio 
Vopisco in his Life of Aurelian. Pliny (Plinio) calls 
them Tossolani (IV, 12), Ptolemy (Tolomeo) uses 
the term “Trossolani,” Strabon (VII) favours the 
names “Rhassnali” and “Rhossani”, and Rafael 
Volaterano calls them “Ruteni”, as well as many 
other authors.

However, today we normally call them “Russi”, 
or “the disseminated” (“Disseminati”), since 
“Rosseia” stands for “dissemination” in the lan-
guage of the Slavs, or the Russian language (nella 
lingua Russa, ò Slaua). The name suits them well, 
since after their conquest of the entire European 
Sarmatia and a part of Asian Sarmatia (tutta 
la Sarmatia Europea, e alcuna parte di quella 
dell’Asia) their colonies covered the area between 
the Arctic Ocean (dall’Oceano agghiacciato) and 
the Mediterranean (al mare Mediterraneo), the 
Adriatic Gulf (Golfo Adriatico), the Great Sea 

(dal mar Maggiore), and the Baltic Ocean (fin’all’ 
Oceano Baltico). Furthermore, according to Joa-
chim Meyer (Giacomo Meyero) (I), they also sent 
colonists to Flanders (nella Fiandra), where they 
are known as Ruteni. This is why the Greek au-
thors called them “Sporri,” as Procopius of Cae-
sarea (Procopio di Cesarea) informs us; the name 
translates as “scattered nation.” 

They live in European Sarmatia to this very 
day, having greatly expanded the borders of their 
Empire with the force of their weapons. Accord-
ing to Sigismund von Herberstein (Sigismondo 
Herbersteino), the reason why the Russians man-
aged to attain such great power is that they had 
either banished all the other nations from their 
territory or made them accept their lifestyle. 
Therefore, the Russian Kingdom (il Regno di 
Russia) reaches River Tanais (Tana fiume) and the 
Meotian Marshes (la Palude Meotide) in the East, 
Lithuania (la Lituania) and River Peuce (il fiume 
Peuce) in the North, as well as another river, 
called Polma (ch’e detto Polma), which separates 
Russia from Finland (da Finlandia). According to 
Herberstein, the Russians call the latter “Chain-
scha Semla”). In the West, their lands reach Li-
vonia, Prussia and Poland (Liuonia, Prussia, & 
Polonia), and their southern borders are defined 
by the Sarmatian Mountains (i mõti Sarmatici) 
and River Tiras (il fume Tira), which is known 
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as Niesto today. The lands mentioned above also 
include Yougoria (Iugaria), or Yougra (Iuhra) in 
Russian, which is whence the Huns (gli Vnni) set 
forth, and, having conquered Pannonia under the 
leadership of Attila, destroyed many European 
countries. This is why the Russians are so proud 
of the great conquests made by their subjects in 
the days of yore. 

Thus, the Russian denizens of Sarmatia gath-
ered a reputation of a militant and indomitable 
nation, according to Giambulari and Günther 
(Guntero) (IV). They fought as allies of the 
Roman Empire (l’Imperio Romano) in the war 
waged by Pompey the Great (Pompeo il grande) 
against Mithridates, King of the Pontus (Mitri-
date Rè di Ponto). Russians fought on Pompey’s 
side, led by Prince Tazovaz (Tasouaz Principe), 
whom Strabon (Strabone) and Blondus (Biondo) 
call Tasius (Tasio). According to Strabon (VII), 
Russian warriors were armed with swords, bows 
and spears, wore armour and defended them-
selves with shields made of oxen hide. They 
fought countless wars against their neighbours as 
well as nations, kingdoms and empires that lay at 
some distance from them. According to Gioanni 
Auentino (II), it was still the reign of Emperor 
Vitellius (Vitellio) when they crossed the Danube 
(il Danubio), and, having defeated two legions of 
Roman soldiers, invaded Mesia, killing Consula-
ris and Vicegerent Agrippa (Agrippa Consolare, 
& Presidente). 

Michael Salonitan (Michele Salonitano) re-
ports that they settled in the Illirian Mesia around 
that time (la Mesia dell’Illirico), and started call-
ing themselves “Rassiani.” They also took part in 
the devastating campaigns of the Goths (Gothi), 
afflicting Europe and other lands. According to 
Herberstein, they were all called Goths after the 
leaders of the campaigns in question. The Rus-
sians also wreaked great havoc upon the Greek 
Empire (l’Imperio de Greci). During the reign of 
Leo Lacapen (Leone Lacapeno), a fleet of 15,000 
ships brought a great multitude of warriors to 
Constantinople (la Citta di Costãtinopoli), laying 
the city under siege, as Zonara informs us (III). 

The same happened under Emperor Constan-
tine Monomakh (di Constantino Monomaco Im-

peradore). This gives us a good idea of the great-
ness and the power of the Slavic nation, which 
managed to build such a great fleet in a short pe-
riod of time – no other nation had ever accom-
plished anything of the sort. However, the Greek 
authors in their attempt to exalt the deeds of their 
nation, write that the Russians came home almost 
empty-handed. On the contrary, Jeremy the Rus-
sian (Geremia Russo) reports in his annals that 
the Russians killed many Greeks and came home 
with spoils galore. In the year 6886 since Genesis 
(as per the Russian era) Dmitriy, Great Prince of 
Russia (il grã Duca di Russia Demetrio) defeated 
Mamai, King of the Tartars (gran Rè de’Tartari 
chiamato Mamaij). Three years later he fought this 
king once again, and, according to Herberstein, 
put him to complete rout: the land was covered in 
bodies for more than thirteen miles round about. 

I say nothing about many other great feats of 
this mighty nation, since it is no intention of mine 
to write history or annals; I merely aim to give 
a brief account of the most heroic deeds of the 
Slavic nation (della natione Slaua). Those wishing 
to learn more details should turn to the annals of 
Jeremy the Russian, Sigismund Herberstein and 
Francesco Bisio from Bergamo, who spent much 
time in Russia (nella Russia) describing the deeds 
of that nation. Sabellicus (il Sabellico) also men-
tions the Russians (III). Rather recently, a certain 
author from Krakow (vn certo Cracouita) gave 
a detailed description of both parts of Sarmatia. 

Therefore, the more curious readers can find 
a great deal of useful information concerning 
the deeds of the Muscovites, or Russians (both 
names are used today) in the works of the authors 
mentioned above. In their pagan years, the Rus-
sians, or the Muscovites, worshipped particular 
idols (Idoli). According to Mekhovskiy (il Me-
couita), the names of these idols were Peroun 
(PIOR), or lightning, Stribog (STRIBO), Khors 
(CORSO), and Makosh (MOCOSLO). We have 
no information about the party that made them 
abandon idolatry and converted them to Chris-
tianity. Russian chronicles proudly claim that 
Russia was baptised and blessed by St. Andrew, 
one of Christ’s disciples (santo Andrea discepolo 
di Christo). According to their chronicles, he 
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arrived from Greece (dalla Grecia), came to the 
estuary of Boristhenes (del Boristene) and trav-
elled up the river to the very place where Kiev 
(Chiouia) stands today, where he baptised the 
whole nation and blessed its name, mounting a 
cross and predicting that many churches would 
be built there to the greater glory of the Lord. 
St. Andrew proceeded towards the great lake of 
Volokh (nel gran Lago di Vuoloch) at the source 
of Boristhenes, and reached the Lake Ilmer (nel 
Lago d’Ilmer) by River Lorvat (il fiume Loruat). 
Next he travelled to Novgorod (Nouogradia) by 
River Volkhov (il fiume Vuolchou), and then fur-
ther to Lake Ladoga (nel Lago di Ladoga) and 
River Neva (al fiume Heua). Then he reached the 
Varangian Sea (Vuaretzchoie). This is the name 
used by the Russians; the natives of Vinland (Vui-
landia) and Livonia (Liuonia) call it “German 
Sea” (mar Germani). From its shores he sailed 
towards Rome (à Roma). 

The Russians also believe that Apostle Thad-
deus (San Tadeo Apostolo) preached to them, 
converting many to the Christian faith. Accord-
ing to Giambulari, this is the reason why the 
Russians revere him more than any other saint. 
However, certain Greek authors deny this, claim-
ing that the light of Christianity reached Russia 
many centuries later. However, even if the claims 
of the Russians are true, one cannot deny the fact 
that they reverted to paganism subsequently. Zo-
nara (III) tells us that Emperor Basil of Mace-
don (Basilio Macedone Imperadore) sent Bishop 
Theophilus to the lands of the Russians so as to 
convert them to Christianity; said Bishop cast the 
Gospel into fire at the insistence of the Russians, 
and the holy book remained unscathed. Russian 
chronicles report that Christianity was brought to 
their kingdom by Czarina or Princess Olga (Olha 
Regina, o Duchessa di Russia). Here is a brief ac-
count of this event. 

Prince Igor (Igor Principe) married this very 
Olga of Pskov (di Plesco) and departed to faraway 
lands with a mighty army. Upon reaching Hera-
clea and Nicomedia, he was defeated in battle and 
killed on his way home by Maldit, Prince of the 
Drevlyane Slavs (Malditto Principe de gli Slaui 
Drevualiani) at Korest (Coreste), where his grave 

can be found to this day. Since Vratoslav (Vra-
toslau), the son of Igor, was too young to reign, 
the kingdom was ruled by his mother Olga. The 
Drevlyane sent twenty ambassadors (Ambasci-
adori) to her court, who proposed her to marry 
Prince Maldit. [There is a remark on the margins 
of the book: “Cf. the Slavs called Scythians (Scithi) 
by Q. Curtio and their twenty ambassadors sent 
to Alexander the Great.”] Olga ordered to seize 
those ambassadors and bury them alive. Before 
the news of this deed could reach the Drevlyane, 
Olga sent her own ambassadors to their leader 
with the request to send her another fifty am-
bassadors from the most distinguished families if 
the Drevlyane really wanted her to become their 
queen. Fifty of the most noble Drevlyane were 
sent to her instantly; she ordered to lock them 
up in a bathing-house and burn them, and then 
sent envoys to the Drevlyane (à Drevueliani), 
announcing her arrival and ordering to prepare 
honeyed water and everything else needed to 
hold a wake for her late husband. 

Having arrived to Drevlyania (in Drevuelia-
nia), Olga, in mourning, held a solemn wake 
for her husband, and, having got the Drevlyane 
drunk unconscious, killed about five thousand 
of them. Then she returned to Kiev, gathered 
an army and led it against the Drevlyane. After 
the victory, she set forth towards the city where 
the survivors had fled, laying it under siege for a 
whole year to follow. Finally, a truce was negoti-
ated under the condition that each household in 
the besieged city should give Olga three sparrows 
and three pigeons. Having received the ransom, 
Olga tied some sort of a fuse to the birds’ wings 
and set them free. Soon after the birds returned 
to their nests, nearly every household caught fire 
and burned to the ground. The survivors had no 
other option but to come out and surrender them-
selves to Olga. Some of the Drevlyane were killed, 
others enslaved. Having occupied all the lands of 
the Drevlyane and avenged the death of her hus-
band most thoroughly, Olga came back to Kiev. 
A short while later, she went to Constantinople (à 
Costantinopoli), the imperial residence of John I 
Tzimiskes (Gioanni Zimiscia), and got baptised, 
changing the name of Olga for Helena. Olga came 
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home with lavish gifts from the emperor. Russians 
compare her to the sun, whose rays make the 
whole world warm; indeed, the wise and prudent 
Olga brought the light of the Christian faith to the 
kingdom of the Russians. 

After the death of Olga, the throne went to 
her son Svyatoslav (Suatoslauo), who closely fol-
lowed his mother in piety and Christian faith. 
Svyatoslav was succeeded by his son Vladimir 
(Volodomir), who strayed away from the divine 
heritage of his predecessors and restored idolatry. 
The first idol that he had installed in Kiev was 
called Peroun (PERO) and had a head of silver; 
others were all made of wood. They were called 
Ouslad (VSLAD), Khors (CORSA), Dazhbog 
(DASVVA), Stribog (STRIBA), Simargl (SIMÆR-
GLA), Makosh (MACOSCH), and Kumiry 
(CVMERI). These idols received offerings. After 
Vladimir had killed his two brothers, Yaropolk 
(Ieropolco) and Oleg (Olega), becoming the sole 
liege of Russia, he was visited by envoys of many 
different nations. All of them tried to convert him 
into their religion. Seeing such a great abundance 
of faiths, Vladimir sent envoys of his own to find 
out about the particularities and the rites of each 
sect or religion. Having chosen the Greek vari-
ety of Christianity, he sent ambassadors to Em-
perors Basil and Constantine in Constantinople 
(all’Imperadore Basilio, e Costantino), bearing 
the following promises: Vladimir would become 
a Christian, likewise all his people, and return 
Korsun (Corso), as well as all the other Greek 
lands in his possession, with the condition that 
the Emperor’s sister Anna should become his 
wife. Having received the Emperor’s consent, a 
time and a place (Korsun) were chosen for the 
signing of the treaty. When both parties arrived 
in Korsun, Vladimir was baptised and christened 
Basil (Basilio). After the wedding Vladimir re-
turned Korsun and other Greek lands to the 
Greeks, as he had promised.

After this, Vladimir installed a Metropolitan 
(il Metropolitano) in Kiev, an archbishop (l’Arci-
uescouo) in Novgorod (in Nouograd), and bish-
ops (Vescoui) in other towns and cities, all of 
them blessed by the Patriarch of Constantinople 
(dal Patriarca di Costantinopoli). The Russians 

have adhered to the Greek faith ever since. Ac-
cording to Lambert of Saffnabourg (Lamberto 
Saffnaburgerse), who 500 years ago wrote the 
history of Germany (di Germania), in 960 Rus-
sians sent envoys to Emperor Otto (ad Ottone Im-
peradore), who were requesting that a bishop be 
sent to them in order to propagate the Christian 
faith by his teaching and his sermons. Adalbert, 
the emperor’s envoy, barely managed to escape 
their clutches alive. However, Lambert is making 
a mistake here, unless the alleged references to 
Russia, or Ruscia (Russia, ò Ruscia) really meant 
Rugia (di Rugia). After all, according to Helmold 
(Helmoldo), Adalbert was a German Bishop of 
Magdeburg (Madeburgo), and not a Bohemian 
(non fù Boemo, ma Germano). He was sent to 

“Slavo del Mar Germanico.” Illustration from the first edi-
tion of Mauro Orbini’s book.
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the Slavs (gli Slaui) by Emperor Otto, who lived 
in Saxony (nella Sassonia) and Rugia around that 
time, alongside five other bishops. Had Adalbert 
indeed preached to the Russians, they would have 
adopted the Roman faith, and not the Greek, 
which, as we have already stated, they remain 
loyal to until this very day. 

According to Herberstein, the King of Russia 
has the following title presently: “Great Czar and 
Lord of All Russia by Leave of the Lord, Great 
Prince of Vladimir, Moscow, Novgorod, Pskov, 
Smolensk, Tver, Yougra, Perm, Vyatka, Bulgary 
etc, Liege and Great Prince of Nizhniy Novgorod, 
Chernigov, Ryazan, Volotsk, Rzhev, Belev, Rostov, 
Yaroslavl, Byeloozero, Oudoria, Obdoria, Kon-
dinsk etc” (Il gran Signor N. per la Dio gratia gran 
Rè, & Signor di tutta la Russia, il gran Duca di 
Volodimiria, Moscouia, Nouogardia, Plescouia, 
Smolenczchia, Tuueria, Iugaria, di Permia, Vi-
acchia, Bulgaria, & c. Signore, & il gran Duca di 
Nouogardia terra inferiore, & di Czernigouia, 
Rozania, Vuolotchia, Rschouuia, di Belya, Ros-
touia, Iaroslauia, Bielozoria, Vodaria, Obdoria, 
Codinia, & c.).

According to Charles the Vagrian (il Vvagriese) 
(II), the Russians from Perm (di Biarmia) were 
sailing the Arctic Ocean (l’Oceano Settentrion-
ale) one day about 107 years ago, and discovered 
a previously unknown island inhabited by the 
Slavs in these parts. As Philip Callimacus (Filippo 
Callimaco) reports to Pope Innocent VIII (ad In-
nocenzo ottauo sommo Pontefice), this island re-
mains bound by ice and cold throughout the year. 
The name of the island is Philopodia (Filopodia), 
and it is larger than Cyprus (di Cipro); modern 
world maps (nei moderni Mapamondi) call it “No-
vaya Zemlya” (di Nouazemglia). This exhausts the 
list of known places inhabited by the Slavs that 
weren’t mentioned earlier.

Let us now consider several other nations that 
also stemmed from the Slavic root,  presently ex-
tinct. It appears expedient to me to discuss the 
origin and meaning of the name “Slavs” or “Slo-
venes” (gli Slaui, ò Slouini), which isn’t all that old. 
According to many sources, the first mention of 
the Slavs is made by Procopius of Caesarea (Pro-
copio di Cesarea), who described the war between 

Emperor Justinian (Giustitiano Imperadore) and 
the Goths (i Gothi) 1070 years ago. The name is 
also used by Jordan the Alan (Giordano Alano) 
around the same time, which demonstrates that 
it was still a novelty in that epoch. The Slavs are 
also mentioned in the Annals of Blond (Biondo), 
who was describing the events that preceded the 
Empire of Honorius and Arcadius (d’Honorio 
& Arcadio) by a century – this was done a hun-
dred years before the fall of the Roman Empire 
(dell’Imperio Romano). However, I believe that 
they were first mention by Ptolemy of Alexandria 
(Tolomeo Alessandrino), who places the Slavs in 
the eighth table, erroneously referring to them as 
“Sulani”, next to the Finns (li Finni), who were 
Slavic as well, according to Melanchton (Melan-
tone) and his Comments to Tacitus, as well as the 
“Synonymics” of Abraham Ortelius (Abram Orte-
lio). Petrus Marcellus (Pietro Marcello) calls them 
Silanians (Silani) in “The Origins of the Barbar-
ians”, claiming them to be the very same nations 
as are known as Slovens (Schiauoni) today. This 
name was doubtlessly subject to alterations in the 
past, and could be transcribed in a variety of ways. 
The Greeks, failing to understand the meaning of 
the word “Slavs”, or “Slovenes” (Slaui, o’ Slauini), 
transformed it into “Sclavenes” (Sclauini), while 
the Italians used the term “Sclaui”. 

This error was surreptitiously introduced 
into some copies of Procopius of Caesarea, Jor-
dan and Blond. I believe that it was introduced 
by the Italians, who often strive to eschew rough 
pronunciations, according to Martin Cromer 
(Martin Cromero), often substituting “i” for “l” 
(thus, “flato” becomes “fiato”, and “place” turns 
into “piace”; similarly, they say “siauo” instead of 
“slauo”). Due to the similarities between the re-
spective pronunciations of “siauo” and “sciauo”, 
Italians, being ignorant of the Slavic language, 
started to transcribe “slavo” as “sclavo” in Latin 
transcription. I think this might also be explained 
by hostile feelings of certain Italians, especially 
the inhabitants of the Adriatic coast (lungo il mar 
Adriatico), who suffered greatly at the hands of 
the Slavs in the past, and were almost completely 
destroyed by them.

According to John Dubravius (Giouanni 
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Dubrauio), the Slavs got their name from the word 
“slouo”, which stood for “word” in the language 
of the Sarmatians, seeing as how all the Sarma-
tian peoples scattered across the globe speak the 
same language. The similarities in their pronun-
ciation gave them the moniker “Slovins”, which 
concurs with the claim made by Martin Cromer 
about the Slavs getting their name from the word 
“word” (due to their honesty and penchant for 
keeping promises). Even to this day the Poles and 
the Bohemians (li Poloniu, & Boemi) greatly scorn 
individuals who fail to keep their promises given 
in good faith; people of noble origins are willing 
to undergo any hardship and even die instead of 
breaking a promise once given. Those who fail to 
practise what they preach risk more than a slap in 
the face – namely, death by a weapon.

However, leaving the above interpretations of 
the name “Slav” aside, I hereby dare to claim that 
it is derived from no other word but “slava”, or 
“glory” (dalla Gloria), since a Slav, or a Slavon 
(Slauo, o’ Slauone) translates as “glorious” (Glo-
rioso). After so many triumphs over the enemy, 
testified to by a multitude of conquered kingdoms 
and countries, this most valiant nation assumed 
the name of Glory as its very own. “Slaua”, which 
stands for “glory”, is the ending of many a noble 
and famous name: Stanislav, Venceslav, Ladislav, 
Dobroslav, Radoslav, Boleslav etc (Stanislauo, 
Vencislao, Ladislao,

Dobroslauo, Radoslauo, Boleslauo). This fact 
is recognised by many eminent authors – one of 
their ilk is Reiter Reinetius (Reinero Reinecio). 
In his tractate on Henetians (Henete) he points 
out that the Slavs received their name from the 
word “slava” or “glory”, which is something they 
intended to excel all the other nations in. 

The opinion of Reinetius is shared by Jeremy 
the Russian (Geremia Russo), who wrote the Rus-
sian Annals in 1227 (gli Annali di Russia). He 
reports the following about the military endeav-
ours that took place at Russian borders in 1118: 
“When Russia was afflicted by internecine wars, 
Krunoslav (Crunoslau) came to our borders with 
a mighty Slavic army, and defeated our army in 
battle. Krunoslav himself had been killed, likewise 
his son; he was buried near the citadel of Voicha 

(della Voicha). This nation regularly laid our bor-
ders waste, demonstrating great cruelty, despite 
our blood relation. They are called Slavs, due to 
their numerous victories and glorious deeds (as I 
opine, finding a great deal of proof in the ancient 
tradition of our forefathers)”. Aimon the Monk 
(Aimone Monaco) and John Aventine (Gioanni 
Auentino) share the opinion of Jeremy, calling the 
Slavs not only the most famous German nation, 
but also the most respected and powerful one. 

Bernard Justinian (Bernardo Giustiniano) the 
Venete (Veneto) is another one to tell us quite un-
ambiguously that the Slavs received their glorious 
name since they were valiant fighters. In the third 
volume of “The History of Venetia” he writes the 
following: “Then the proud Slavic nation invaded 

“Slavo dell’ Illirico.” Illustration from the first edition of 
Mauro Orbini’s book.
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Istria and came to the borders of Venetia. Many 
tribes attacked the Roman Empire in those days – 
but the Slavs, a Scythian (scitica) nation, received 
their glorious name because of their military prow-
ess”. Therefore, the nation in question could have 
no other name but the Slavs, and this is how it was 
called by many scientists, including Helmold (Hel-
moldo), Abbot Arnold (Arnoldo Abbate), George 
Verengerius (Giorgio Vuerenhero), Sigismund 
Herberstein, Giorgio Cedreno, Johannes Herburt 
(Gioãni Herburto), Alexander Guaino (Alessan-
dro Guaino), Robert Guaino (Roberto Guaino), 
Giovanni Leunclavio (Gioãni Leunclauio), Silbert 
Genebrard (Silberto Genebrardo), David Chytreo 
and Hugo Fulvonio (Vgo Fuluonio). 

Even if the name of the Slavs is new, the glory 
they bought with blood and steel is rightly theirs, 
inherited from forefathers who fought victorious 
in Asia, Europe and Africa. They were known as 
Vandals, Burgundions, Goths, Ostrogoths, Visig-
oths, Gepids, Gets, Alanians, Verlians or Ger-
ulians, Avarians, Scyrians, Gyrians, Melanchlens, 
Bastarns, Peucines, Daci, Swedes, Normans, Fenns 
or Finns, Ukrians or Unkrans, Marcomen, Quads, 
Thracians and Illyrians (Vandali, Burgũdioni, 
Gothi, Ostrogothi, Visigothi, Gepidi, Geti, Alani, 
Verli, ò Eruli, Auari, Scyrri, Hyrri, Melancleni, 
Bastarni, Peuci, Daci, Suedi, Normanni, Fenni, 
ò Finni, Vchri, ò Vncrani, Marcomanni, Quadi, 
Traci, & Illirij). They were all Slavs and shared a 
common language.

Hailing from Scandinavia (della Scandinauia) 
originally, all these nations (except for the Illyr-
ians and the Thracians) were known under the 
common name of Goths. Francesco Irenico (III, 
10) tells us that the Anti (gli Anti), which were 
true Slavs, as we demonstrate above, citing Pro-
copius, also happen to be Gothic by origin, refer-
ring to Jordan and Ablabius (Ablabio). In Chapter 
42 of Book I Francesco Irenico writes that the 
Goths were the forefathers of the Slavs, the Anti, 
the Avarians, the Scyrians, the Alanians and a 
host of other nations. This claim is in good con-
currence with the evidence of Ablabius, Jordan of 
Alania and Paul Barnefried (Paolo Barnefrido). 

Procopius (Procopio) writes the following as 
he describes the deeds of the barbarians (as he 

calls them) in Volume I of his “War against the 
Vandals” (who invaded the Roman Empire under 
Honorius): “In the ancient times there were many 
Gothic tribes; their numbers remain plentiful, 
but the greatest and most powerful Goths were 
known as Vandals, Visigoths and Gepids, formerly 
known as Sarmatians, and the Melanchlens. Cer-
tain authors also call them Geti. All of them dif-
fered in name and nothing but – they all had the 
following common features: white skin, shoul-
der-long fair hair, large build and pleasant looks. 
They all had a single law and practised Arianism 
(sono di setta Arriana), and also spoke a single 
language called Gothic (Gotico). As I see it, they 
all came from the same tribe, eventually taking 
the names of their warlords.

Nicephoras Callistus (Niceforo Calisto) (IV, 
56), F. Martin (F. Martino) (VIII) in his “Abbrevi-
ated Roman History” and Lucius Faunnus (Lucio 
Faunno) (VIII) share the opinion of Procopius. 
Since the Vandals are true Goths, one cannot deny 
that the Slavs are Goths as well. Many famous writ-
ers confirm that the Vandals and the Slavs were a 
single nation. Blondus, for instance (I) tells us that 
the Vandals were named after River Vandal (dal 
fiume Vandalo), subsequently becoming known 
as the Slavs. John the Great Goth (Gioanni Magno 
Gotho) (I) writes that the Slavs and the Vandals are 
really a single people and only differ in name. M. 
Adam (M. Adamo) says in the II volume of “Eccle-
siastic History” that the Slavs were formerly known 
as Vandals. Pier Francesco Giambilari (I) writes 
that, according to numerous references made by 
Barnefrid, Jordan, Methodius (Metodio) and Iren-
ico, the Vandals were initially a Gothic tribe, even 
if they became very hostile towards them subse-
quently (history knows many such incidences). 

They lived in the part of Germany presently 
occupied by Moravia, Silesia, Bohemia, Po-
land and Russia, between the Germanic Ocean 
(l’Oceano ancora di Germania) in the North 
and Istria and Slavonia (l’Istria, & la Slauonia) 
in the South. Gianbulari proves this by the most 
significant circumstance that all the provinces 
(Prouintie) in question speak the same language. 
The same is claimed by Albert Crantius (Alberto 
Crantio) to the foreword to “Saxony” and Peter 
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Suffrid (Pietro Suffrido) (II); the latter writes that 
the ancient Boyi (i Boij) were chased away by the 
Marcomen, or Vandals (Vandali), which remain 
masters of Bohemia to this very day. 

Thus, the Bohemians are the Vandals whose 
name derives from the ancient name of their 
province. They were known as Marcomen previ-
ously – or, more generally speaking, as Vandals. 
Moreover, their common origin is also proven by 
the linguistic uniformity. He proceeds to tell us in 
the very same book that the natives of Westphalia 
and Ostphalia (Vesuali and Osuali) “were Van-
dals, known by the name of Vali, since the Van-
dals had several monikers – Vandals, Venedes, 
Vendians, Henetians, Venetians, Vinitians, Slavs 
and Vali (Vandali, Venedi, Vẽdi, Heneti, & Veneti, 
& Viniti, & Slaui, & finamente Vali), according to 
Saxon Grammaticus (Sassone Grãmatico), Hel-
mold, Silvius (Enea Siluio), Crantius, Irenico, 
Reinentius (Reinẽcio), Latius (Lazio) and many 
others. All their numerous and diverse names can 
be found in the works of the above authors and 
need not be listed presently.” 

The above makes it obvious that no other Ger-
manic nation was quite as great as the Vandals, 
whose colonies spread all across Asia, Africa and 
Europe. Their settlements can be found every-
where in Europe – from the North to the South, 
from the Germanic Sea to the Mediterranean. 
Therefore, the Muscovites, the Russians, the Poles, 
the Bohemians, the Cherkassians (Cercassi), the 
Dalmatians (Dalmatini), the Istrians (Istriani), 
Bosnian Croats, Bulgarians (Bulgari), Rassiani 
and many other nations all have common Van-
dal roots, despite the differences in names. This 
is also proven by their common language. This is 
what we learn from Suffrid. 

Albert Crantius, wishing to emphasise the 
unity of the Slavs and the Vandals, uses the term 
“Vandals” for referring to the Slavs, as we learn 
from his books “Vandalia” and “Saxony”. Herber-
stein’s “Notes on the Affairs of the Muscovites” 
also prove this fact. The author reports (refer-
ring to Russian chronicles) that, failing to reach 
a concordance, the Russians summoned the rul-
ers of Vagria (Vvagria Citta’) to help them elect 
a new prince – a Vandal province, formerly of 
great fame, located near Lubeck (Lubecca) and 
the Duchy of Holstein (al Ducato di Holsatia). 

The vandals, who were very powerful in that 
epoch and spoke the same language as the Rus-
sians, also sharing their customs and religion, 
sent three brothers of their most distinguished 
clan – Ryurik, Sineus and Truvor (Rurich, Sinav 
and Truvor). Ryurik received the Principality of 
Novgorod (il possessio di Nouogardia), Sineus 
settled in the region of Byeloye Ozero, or White 
Lake (lago Albo), and Truvor got the Principal-
ity of Pskov (il principato di Plescouia), with his 
royal residence located in the city of Izborsk (res-
idenza nella Citta’ di Svuortzech). Peter Atropius 
of Pomerania (Pietro Artopeo Pomerano) also 
doesn’t distinguish between the Vandals and the 
Russians. He tells us in “Munster” that the entire 
Magnopolese Region between Holstein and Li-
vonia was populated by the Vandals, or the Slavs. 
Therefore, taking into account the learned opin-
ions of such earnest and famous authors, one can 
claim the Goths, the Visigoths, the Vandals and 
the Gets to be the same Slavic nation. For greater 
demonstrability, I provide a list of words from 
the II book of Carlo Vagriese and the XI book of 
Latius, which were used by the ancient Vandals, 
according to said writers.

WORDS
(Vandal – Slavic – Translation)

baba – baba – old woman (maid)
bieda – bieda – misfortune
boditi – bosti – to put, to stick
boty – biecve – stockings (shoes)
boy – boy – battle

brat – brat – brother
brod – brod – boat (ford)
buchvuize – buchviza – book (letter)
cachel – cotol – cauldron
chizipati – chihati – to sneeze
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chtiti – htiti – to desire
chvaly – huala – glory
culich – kulich – Easter cake
czerzi – cetiri – four
czetron – cetrun – citron 
czysti – cisti – clean
dar – dar – gift
desna – desna – right
dol – dol – valley
dropati – darpati – to shave
dum – dom – house
dvuaziuo – duoiestuo – two
dyeliti – dieliti – to share
dyl – dil – share
dynia – digna – melon
gladkhi – gladki – smooth
gnysti – gnyesdo – nest
golubo – golub – pigeon
grob – grob – tomb (coffin)
grom – grom – thunder
hora – gora – mountain
hruscha – kruscha – pear
kada – kuda – tail (of a whale)
kaftan – coftagn – kaftan
kamora – camara – room, chamber
kila – kila – hernia
klach – klak – limestone
klap – hlap – servant
klatiti – klatiti – to beat
klich – kgliuc – key
klynoti – klonuti – to bend
koblãch – klobuch – hat (hood)
kobyla – kobyla – mare
koczka – macka – cat
kolo – kolo – wheel
korzen – korien – root
kost – kost – bone
kriti – kriti – to cover
krug – krug – circle
kuchas – kuhac – cook
kuchinie – kuhinia – kitchen
kurvua – kurva – prostitute (curve)
lagithi – laiati – to bark
lechchy – lachscij – light
lepsi – liepsci – the most beautiful
levu – lav – lion
libo – gliubau – love

lisy – plisy – bald
lopata – lopata – spade
lost – suietlost – light
loter – lotar – coward
lug – lug – meadow
lyd – gliudi – people
maluasy – maluasia – malmsey
masdra – mesgra – guts
matiti – mlatiti – to thresh
mayti – myti – to wash
med – med – honey
mez – mac – sword
milikuo – mlieko – milk
mincze – minza – coin
mistr – mestar – master
miziati – misciati – to pee
mlady – mlad – young
mogu – mogu – i can
mucha – muha – fly
mule – mlin – mill
mus – musc – husband
muy – moi – mine
myss – mysc – mouse
nagy – nago – naked
nass – nasc – our
navavu – navo` – hire
navuchyer – nauchyer – helmsman
nevuiesta – neviesta – bride
novuy – nouy – new
okruzij – kruzy – surrounded
olobo – olouo – lead (tin?)
opuchh – opach – curved
pakole – pachole – boy
pasti – pasti – to herd
pavu – paun – peacock
pechar – pehar – glass
perla – perla – pearl
pero – pero – feather
pflaster – implastar – plaster
piet – pet – five
pisati – pisati – to write
pitati – pitati – to question
pithi – piti – to drink
plachta – plato – kerchief
placz – plaza – plaza
plamen – plamen – flame
plavuiti – plauiti – to swim
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plesati – plesati – to dance
plin – pun – full
plyge – pluchia – lungs
pochoy – pochoy – rest
poczvuati – pociuati – to linger
pogiti – poyti – to water
postdye – poslye – after
potokh – potok – stream
praczovuati     prazouati – to produce
prosach – prosiak – beggar
prositi – prositi – to beg
prut – prut – rod
ptach – ptich – bird
pust – pusto – empty
rabota – rabota – work
razlog – raslog – reason
rozum – razum – mind
ruzie – ruse – rose
safran – ciafran – saffron
saumar – kramar – groom
scarlet – scarlat – scarlet
schergiti – siati – to sow
schornia – scorgne – high boots
scoda – scoda – damage
sechyra – sechyra – pole-axe
sediate – sedieti – to sit
sedil – sedlo – saddle
sestra – sestra – sister
siti – siati – to sow
sledovuaty – sliedouati – to follow
smitti – smiati – to laugh
snych – snig – snow
sobota – subota – Saturday
ssilhan – lihan – cross-eyed
stal – stol – table
stati – stati – to stand
strach – strah – fear
strossati – strossati – to cut
stuol – stuol – table

suuynie – suigna – pig
svuager – suak – brother-in-law
svuanti – sveti – saint
tanecz – tanaz – dance
tele – tele – calf
tenchhy – tanchy – thin
teneta – tonoti – trap (to pull)
tepli – toplo – warm
teta – teta – aunt
tisytz – tissuchia – thousand
tlaisiti – tlaciti – to lock up
tma – tma – darkness
tobole – tobolaz – sack
tribuch – tarbuh – stomach (tripe)
truba – trubgua – chimney
truhy – truhauo – sad
tuti – tucchi – to grind
tẽczouati – tãczouati – to dance
vncza – vncia – ounce
volk – vuk – wolf
vualiti – vuagliati – to scatter
vuasate – vesati – to knit
vudovuecz – vdovaz – widower
vuich – vik – eternal (century)
vuidieti – vidieti – to see
vuiter – vietar – wind
vule – voglia – will
vunach – vnuch – grandson
vuoda – voda – water
vuoliti – volieti – to choose
vuyno – vyno – wine
vvedro – vedro – clear
zalogi – zaloghi – clutches
zhuchar – zuchar – sugar
ziena – zena – wife
zima – zima – cold (winter)
ztrevuicz – zrevic – shoes
zumby – zuby – teeth
zvuati – zvati – to call

For those who know the Slavic language, it is 
quite clear that the above words of the ancient 
Vandals are Slavic. Therefore we can confidently 
say that the Goths, Ostrogoths, Visigoths, Gepids, 
Goths, and Vandals (VãDali) were Slavs by Na-
tionality and language.

Procopius of Caesarea, who was in troops 
of Belisarius (Bellisario) during his campaigns 
against the ready and personally visited all these 
peoples, also recognizes that all of them one na-
tion, have the same name and speak the same 
language, according to their expression, Gothic.
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The origin of the Alans was addressed by 
Peter Cruzber (Pietro Crusber) in his work on 
the northern peoples. He argues that they were 
Wends, i.e., Slavs. He also confirms Eremey 
Russky in his annals and Matvei Mekhovsky (I, 
13), the latter writing that Alans, Vandals, Sueui, 
Burgundy lived in the kingdom of Poland (del 
Regno di Polonia) and spoke in Polish (lingua 
Polona), i.e., Slavonic language

Pierre Francesco Jambulari and Irenico (I) 
argue that the bohemians originated from these 
Alans, whom Karl Vagri (II) calls the Slavs. Cru-
zber (I) and Albert Cruncius (I, 22) also classifies 
the Slavs as Slavonic.

Karl Vagriysky (III) writes that he found in 
Frankfurt (in Frãcofor) a handwritten book by 
one author who wrote about Germany, which 
convincingly proves that the Buckle (li) Verli) 
were Slavs. Judging by the antiquity of the man-
uscript writes Karl Vagriysky, the author could be 
familiar with grandchildren and great-grandsons 
of Vertices. Albert Crantius in his book “History 
of Vandals” points to the numerous evidence in 
favor of the fact that Herula also were Slavs.

However, Helmold eliminates all doubts by 
placing among the Slavs living on the Venedic 
sea. According to the testimony Rhine, they 
lived along the river Haluelo. Some writers mis-
takenly call them Heruli, but their real name it 
was a Whorl, which in Slavic means a proud, 
cruel, arrogant people. The fact that these qual-
ities historians attributed to the SKIRS, will be 
discussed in the appropriate place. Avars, Bas-
tarny, Peckniny, and Finns (as Zachary Lily writes 
(Zacharia Lilio), Ireniko (II, 39), Abram Ortelius 
in Synonymic and Melanchthon in the comments 
to Tacitus) were also Slavs.

The author who described The life of the kings 
of France – Pepin, Charlemagne and Louis (di 
Pipino, Carlo Magno, & Lodouico), openly states 
that the Avars were of the same blood as the Slavs. 
This author, a Benedictine monk (Monaco Ben-
edittino) (as Ortelius writes), who was in close 
friendship with Louis, can certainly be trusted, 
because in his time the Avars still existed.

The Slavs like the Bulgars, called their King 
Kagan or Kogan (Rè Cacano, ò Cogano). John 

Dubravius   (I), counting as Slavs the Scythians 
and Gyros, writes that Sarmatia, which according 
Ptolemy borders on the east with the Meotian 
swamp and Tanais, on West with the Vistula (la 
Vistula), in the north with the Sarmatian Ocean, 
and in the south with the Carpathian Mountains 
(monti Carpathi), was a common homeland all 
peoples. They are now called Slavic, were called 
before Girs, Scythians, Serbs, and Wends (Hyrri, 
Scyrri, Syrbi, and Venedi). Karl Vagriysky (I) also 
argues that Scirs and Girs were Wends, i.e., Slavs.

Per common opinion of many writers, in the 
past, they lived in Dacia (la Dacia) and were called 
Dacians (Daci), albeit before the invasion of the 
Hunni (Hunni), as writes Bonfinius (Bõfinio) 
(I), they lived in these places together with the 
Romans (Romani). The memory of this and is 
now preserved in Dacia, because in Moldavia and 
Wallachia (Nella Moldauia, & Valachia) (which 
is an ancient Dacia) Slavonic language and writ-
ing are used in public  and religious inscriptions. 
Moldovans (li Moldaui) in the dialect are close to 
Russ or Muscovites, the Wallachian (li Valachi) 
are more similar to Rassians (Rassiani). According 
to Jambulari, Cruzber and Ireniko (I), Swedes or 
Sveves (li Suedi, or’ Sueui), which is one and the 
same, the Normans and Bulgars are Slavs. Jam-
bulari (I) writes about them as follows: “From the 
vast borders of Scandinavia came repeatedly end-
less hordes and countless crowds of people: Alans, 
Slavs (to which belong the Bohemians and Poles), 
the Swedes who gave us Normans, and Bulgars “.

According to the testimony of Wolfgang Lac-
ius, the Normans are descendants of Marcoman, 
with Sigibert, Einhard (Eginharto) and other 
writers of the time, and count among the Nor-
mans, among others, and Russ. This is written 
by Abram Ortelius in the history of Denmark 
(Dania), referring to Lacia.

On the Unkran (degli Vncrani) Einhard Monk 
mentions in life of Charlemagne, he classifies 
them as Slavs. Vidukind Monk, as can be seen 
from the “Synonyms” of Ortelius, one of the they 
call the Vukri (Vchri), the other Unkran. Finally, 
the Marcomans and the Quads, so famous in an-
cient history, came from the victorious tribe of 
the Slavs, as Cornelius Tacitus (Cornelio Tacito) 
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and Albert Cruncius (in 14 chapters I of the book 
“Vandals”) are called Vandals.

Moreover, Eremey Russian in his “Annals of 
Muscovy” writes, that Marcomans are real Slavs. 
In confirmation, he presents in his annals an in-
scription carved into stone  that he found in the 
country of Marcoman when he accompanied the 
ambassador of Prince Muscovy to the emperor 
to Vienna:

STYN OUUY UKLOPYEN BYLIE JESTI MERA 
SGODE, KRUKOUUYE NASS MARKOMAN. I BRETE 
SLAVNOV, LYTOU BOYA NASGA … MARKOMAN 
PROYDE. NI SLAUNOu … STyN … POKOy … 

LyTH v VIKA.

This is nothing more than Slavonic words, be-
cause the Slavs say, namely: 

STINA OVVA VKLOPIENA BILIEG IEST MIRA 
SGODE KRVKOVYE, NAS MARKOMAN I BRATIE 

SLAVNOVIEH, LITABOYA NASCEGA …
MARKOMAN PROYDE, NI SLAVNI … STINA … 

POKOI … LITH VVIKA.

In our language, this sounds like this stone was 
carved as a sign of peace concluded between us, 
the Marcomans, and brothers Slavs, the year of 
our war … with the Marcoman will pass, not 
Slav … stone … piece … forever.

Thus, we can confidently say that the Mar-
comans are Slavs because the unity of language 
in the past proves the unity of origin. After all, 
we attribute to one people all those who, from 
birth, with the mother’s milk, have learned one or 
the other language. In addition to the above au-
thoritative evidence of learned men and famous 
writers, wwe showed that all the peoples listed 
above were Slavs, their unity and origin can also 
be proved by the personal names mentioned by 
different authors who described the history of 
Goths and other northern peoples. These are the 
names: Vidimir (Vuidimir), Valamir (Valamir), 
Sigimir, Theodomir, Frigimir, Sveulad (Sueulado) 
(or, as others mistakenly write, Siswald (Sis-
vualdo)), Selimir, Gelmir, Radagast or Radagas 
(Radagast, o’ Radagasio), Rahimir (Rachimir), 

Raimir, Sancho (one, according to Doglione, 
rules in Spain in 823, another in 1064). There 
are also Sigismir, Vizumar, Vitiz (Vitise), Misislav 
or Mislav (Misislauo, o’ Mislao), Otkar (Ottocar), 
Visislao (Visislao), Singiban (Sĩgibano), Predemir 
and Obrad. These names are actually Slavic. To 
the brilliance and glory of the Slavs should be 
added the circumstance that not only men but 
also women immortalized their names by mili-
tary valor. I mean female Amazons by that. By the 
testimony of Cruzber (I) and Horopia (Gioanni 
Goropio) (VIII BC “Amazons”), they were the 
wives of the Slavs of the Sarmatians.

Having completed this first acquaintance with 
different peoples, let us consider now their origin 
and deeds. Let’s start with the Slavic Goths.

In the deepest antiquity, even before the glory 
and the very name of the Romans spread, the 
Goths, without external enemies, fought among 
themselves. Coming out of their ancestral home 
Scandinavia under King Bericho (il Ré Bericho), 
they first attacked the Ulmerhus (gli Vlmegugi), 
and after expelling them, they occupied all their 
country. After this, under the leadership of King 
Philimir the Goths moved to Scythia (Scithia), 
called Owin (Ouin). About it reports Jordan. 
Having defeated the Spells (de gli Spalli) (as Ab-
lauio writes), the Goths split. One part conquered 
Egypt (l’Egitto), as mentioned by Herodotus of 
Halicarnasso (Herodotto Halicarnaseo), another 
under Amal (Amalo) moved to the east. The oth-
ers led by Valt (Vualtho) went west.

Those that went to the east, expelled Scythians, 
gave them other kings. Their king Vesos (Vesose), 
called by some Vesore, went to war with Betorich 
(á Betorice), the king of Egypt, and won a victory, 
you can check by Jordan, Iustino, Trogo (I), Boni-
fatio Simoneta and others. He succeeded the queen 
of Tomir (Tomira Regine), who waged war with 
Xerxes, king of Persia (Serse Ré di Persia).

After that Macedonian king Philip (Filippo 
Ré déMacedoni) married Gotile (cõ Gothila), the 
daughter of the king of the Scythians. His son Al-
exander (Alessandro), having encountered their 
strength, made peace with them, as write Strabo 
(VII) and Arrian of Nicomedia (Arriano di Nico-
media) (IV), as well as Ottone Frisigese.
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Quintus Curtius (Q.Curtio) refutes the opinion 
of the authors above. Darius (Dario), becoming the 
king of the Persians, took as his wife the daughter 
of the king of the Scythians Antiregira (Antrire-
giro). Until then, the Goths were called Scythians, 
as clearly show Dion, Scholastic Smirn sky, Agathia, 

Jordan (Dione, Scolastico Smirneo, Agathio, 
Giornardo) and others. But not because the Goths 
came from the Scythians, as think some Italian 
authors, but because, after expelling the Scythians, 
the Goths took possession of their kingdom.

That’s why Tribelli Pollione (Trebellio Pol-
lione) says that the Scythians are part of the Goths. 
Those Goths who went east, ravaged Greece, in-
vaded Asia and came to the aid of the Trojans. 
With their kings, as Dion of Greece writes, were 
Euripil and Teleph (Euripilio, & Telefo), who 
killed Cassandra (Casandra) without weapons 
taken by Achilles (da Achille).

Later, in time of  Augustus Caesar (d’Augusto 
Cesare), the king of the Goths Berobista, became 
famous. At that time, Elijah Catone (Elio Ca-
tone) brought 50,000 Goths for the Danube in 
Thrace. The king of the Goths ordered them to 
strengthen their bodies with exercises, be tem-
perate and respectful, and introduced the laws, 
created a vast kingdom, conquered many neigh-
boring nations and, boldly crossing Istr (l’Istro), 
devastated Thrace, Macedonia, and Illyricum (la 
Tracia, Macedonia, &, l’Illirico).

He inspired a strong fear to the Romans and 
returned with countless prey from the posses-
sions of the Gauls (Galli), Thracians and Illyrians. 
In addition, he completely exterminated the BOIS 
(li Boij), subjects of Critasio, and Taurisks (li Tau-
risci). As writes Strabo in the VII book “Geog-
raphy,” Augustus was forced to send an army of 
50,000 soldiers against him.

Approximately at the same time, the king of 
Goths Dromahyet (Dromachete), who won the 
Istra from the king  Lysimachus (Re’ Lysimaco) and 
took him prisoner. About it is written by Campano 
(il Campano) in the Ratispes speech, in Strabo 
(VII) and Plutarch (Plutarcho) in Apostegms and 
parallel biographies, where he writes that the cruel 
Dromahet, the king of the barbarians, taking Ly-
simachus captive, generously dismissed him. Paul 

Orosius (III) calls this Dromahata king of Thrace 
and describes his life, same as did Titus Livius, Eu-
tropius, Eusebius and others.

However, Strabo and Jordan claim that he was 
a Goth. It seems to me more plausible, since those 
who called him Thracian prince wanted to show 
that the Goths have always controlled Thracia. 
Pliny (IV), Stephen the Byzantine and Ptolemy 
spoke of the area of   Lysimachia in Thrace, after 
the described battle. The Goths waged numerous 
wars with Macedonians and defeated broke the 
thirty thousand strong armies of Sopirion (Sop-
irione), the commander of Alexander the Great, 
and a little earlier defeated King Philip, as Justin 
(XXVII) writes, calling them Scythians. However, 
the Jordan and others refer these events to the 
Goths, who were known to the ancients under 
the name of the Scythians.

By the testimony of Strabo, Arrian, Ptolemy 
of Lago (Tolomeo di Lago) and Campano, Al-
exander the Great himself made peace with the 
Goths. Nevertheless, Justin writes that Alexander 
conquered the Goths. This testimony, however, is 
not supported by any of the historians who wrote 
about the Goths. Blond (I), speaking of the de-
cline of the Roman Empire, says that the Goths 
were defeated by Lucullus. However, neither 
Methodius nor Jordan confirm this.

According to Agathios and Methodius,  Goths 
prevented Agrippa from crossing Istrus. Later, at 
the time of Augustus, Goths ravaged the prov-
ince, subordinate to the Roman Empire. Ovid the 
Nazon, who lived in the Goths at that time, points 
to this in the first book of the Letters from Pont:

Many, many people do not care about your 
strength

Are not scared by your power, dazzling Rome.
The string and arrows in the quiver give me 

courage.

And also in a letter to the North:

I do not know the world, I live, I always wear 
a weapon:

Goths arrows and a bow are still threatening 
war.
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Approximately at the same time, the Goths pos-
sessed many Roman cities and provinces. This is 
indicated by  Ovid:

The town is old near the banks of the Istra 
river

The terrible wall protects its position.
Caspian Egis, to believe the stories, that city 

has built.
And, according to legend, he gave his off-

spring a name.
Goths fierce horde, destroying the unexpect-

edly Odris,
The city seized by attack against the Czar.

Bassian and Caracalla (Bassano, & Caracalla), we 
find in Flavius   and Methodius, both suffered high 
losses in wars with goths. The third part fo Goths, 
remaining until that time in the boundaries of 
the Ulmer Islands (nell’Isola degli Vlmerugi), 
united with the rest of the Goths, took (wrote 
Methodius) Pannonia (la Pannonia). At that time, 
their prince Sitalco heading a hundred-thousand 
army waged war against the Athenians (gli At-
eniesi). Having experienced the might of the Ro-
mans during this war, he concluded peace with 
them. This continued until the time of Domitian 
(di Domitiano), who first opened the doors of the 
temple of Janus (Giano). Then, says the Jordan, 
the Goths defeated the Roman troops under the 
leadership of Pompey Sabina Agrippa (Pompeo 
Sabina Agrippo), and the corpse of Pompey was 
beheaded. After that Goths separated, one part 
occupied Moesia and Thrace. Their descend-
ant on the maternal line was Emperor Maximin 
(Massimino) (as evidenced by the Simmacho 
Greco, Julius Capitoline and Jordan), another 
started a war against the Roman Emperor Philip. 
Philip refused to pay the Goths a fixed tribute, 
infuriated them against himself and unleashed a 
war. The thirty thousand strong Roman army was 
defeated in a decisive battle, and Senator Decius, 
who headed it, fell together with his son.

After that the Goths occupied Moesia. In mem-
ory of these events in Moesia is a place called “Altar 
Decius”. Mentions about this war can be found in 
Sabellikus, Blond, Jordan, Orosia, Gottfried and 

others. However, Pomponio Leto, describing the 
events of those years in detail, says that the father 
and son of Decius accepted the death of one’s own 
will, wishing to imitate the ancient Deceases and 
sacrifice themselves to the gods for a future vic-
tory. Eusebius and Sabellicus (VII) indicate that 
both of Decius were killed in the war with Goths. 
At a time when the Roman Empire ruled by Gord-
ian (Gordiano), the Goths devastated Asia, Ponto 
(Ponto), Macedonia and Greece, which is spoken 
of by Blond, Eusebius, Eutropius, and Sabellicus. 
Treblely Pollio expounds these events differently 
and does not agree with Eusebius. He writes that 
at that time Macrinus (Macrino), the son the Em-
peror was killed. After Galliano (Gallieno) power 
in the empire passed to Postumo. The Goths, 
having captured Thrace, devastated Macedonia 
and caused the damage to Thessaly. Having raided 
Asia writes Tribellius, they destroyed the temple 
of the goddess Diana in Ephesus (in Efeso). Ac-
cording to Tribellius, Sabellicus, and Blond, Byz-
antium suffered greatly. Goths secretly crossed on 
ships across the Great Sea, entered the estuary of 
Istra and, suddenly attacking local residents, killed 
many of them. 

They were stopped only by the governors of 
Byzantium Cleocanu and Athenaeum (Cleocano, 
& Ateneo Presidenti di Bizantio), however the 
prefect of Venus was killed (Veneriano). The 
proud Goths, besieged Kizik (Cyzycena) and 
occupied Asia and all Greece. The Greek writer 
Deuxippo (Deusippo) writes about this otherwise. 
According to him, the Goths passed through Epi-
rus, Gemonia and Boethius (l’Epiro, Hemonia, 
& Boetia). According to the Jordan, the emperor 
Diocletian also waged war with the Gothic kings 
Günterich and Argaiich (Gunterico, & Arcaico). 
These kings, after defeating Romans and having 
seized their camp, took the Mesian city of Marzia-
nopolis (Martianopoli Citta’), about which they 
write Blond and Pomponiy Leto. Volusianus con-
cluded a peace with the Gothic kings. His heir 
Galeniano (Roman Catholic Republic) broke 
peace again. Goths under the command of three 
generals Wendicon, Turon and Varon (di tre capi-
tani, Vendicone, Thurone, & Varone), devastating 
Asia, the Hellespont, Ephesus, Bithynia (Bitinia) 
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and Calcedonia, destroyed Anchialo Citta, the 
city on Mount Hemo (del monte Hemo), as men-
tioned by Sabellicus, Blond and other authors. 
According to the testimony of Pomponia Leto, 
this time all the Goths were conspiring against 
the Roman Empire. This confirm Calpurnio Sur 
(Calfurnio Sura), Junius Cord (Giunio Cordo), 
Dexip, Arrian and others. Tribellite Pollion in 
the description of Acts Marcian reports that the 
Goths devastated Achaia (l’Acaia), Thrace, Mace-
donia and Thessaly, killed practically all the pop-
ulation of Byzantium, so there is not a single one 
left in it representative of ancient lineages, except 
for those who by a happy accident was absent at 
this time. Seeing this, Maximian preferred peace 
to war and the first of the Roman emperors began 
to pay tribute to Goths. Jordan writes that at this 
time that Giberich, the king of Goths, conquered 
the Scythians, Tweeds, Bubengoths (Bubengeti), 
Vizmabronts (Vasmabronti) and Kadie (Cadi). It 
is evident from the letters of Emperor Claudius 
to the Senate from Tribellius Pollio and Pom-
ponia Leto that in his time three hundred and 
twenty thousands were killed in the battles and 
two thousand ships were sunk. From a letter to 
Yunia Boku, prefect of Illyricum, it is clear that 
Claudius fought the Goths in Thessaly, Dacia, and 
Moesia in the vicinity of Marcianopole and Byz-
antium that the Goths put the island of Candia 
and Cyprus betrayed the fire and the sword, but in 
the end, were defeated by Claudius. By decision of 
the Senate for such a glorious victory in honor of 
Claudius a golden shield was hung out, and before 
the temple on the Capitol a golden statue erected. 
Such honor and reward deserved the one who 
could defeat the Slavs.

For the victories won, Aurelian was nick-
named the Returner of Gaul and the Liberator of 
Illyricum. However, none of those who read the 
Jordan will doubt that it is a lie. Obviously, Fla-
vius, flattering Aurelian, wanted to multiply his 
glory, indicating only the number of the dead of 
Goths. In this case, Vopisk himself begins his nar-
rative recognizing this sin of historians who try 
to exalt the emperors by pointing out the many 
enemies they defeated. According to Sabellikus 
and Blond, the Goths were also defeated by the 

emperor Constantine, the Jordan openly denies 
this.  Nevertheless, with complete certainty, it can 
be argued that after the conclusion peace with 
Rome, the Goths did not show up for almost sixty 
years up to the time of Valent (di Valente). The 
latter, denying them friendship and disposition, 
provided them with a residence in Thrace, allow-
ing them to carry weapons. After this, the Goths 
split into Visigoths and Ostrogoths, that is, on 
the upper and lower ones, since for Slavs who 
have the same language as the Goths, visi means 
high, or upper, and ostoch or istoch means the 
east. Those who were closer to East, began to be 
called Ostrogoths, West – Visigoths. Ablavy says 
that they were called that way at home. However, 
Paul Deacon (Paolo Diacono), Abbot of Ursparg 
(l’Abbate Vrspargese) and Albert Cruncias say 
that those who after the discord between the 
Goths followed Fridigerno (Fridigerno), called 
Visigoths, and those who joined Atalaricu (At-
alanio, Atalarico) is a joke. Friedigern turned 
to Emperor Valentus with a request to help him 
in the struggle against Atalarih and, according 
to Socrates (VIII, 14), defeated his rival. Valent 
broke them in Thrace, so the Goths at the in-
sistence of Valente took Arianism. At that time, 
according to the testimony of Bishop Theodoric, 
the Arian Heresy among the Goths was preached 
by Ulfila (Vualfila), a Gothic priest.

Here, the opinions of writers differ signifi-
cantly. Sabellicus (IX, 7) writes that the Goths, 
being expelled by the Huns, turned to Valente 
with a request to provide them with a residence 
for Thrace. This is confirmed by and Orosius. 
However, the Abbot of Ursparga and Jordan argue 
that the Goths requested Moesia and Dacia, but 
Valente gave them Thrace, where they settled. 
This is also confirmed by the historian Socrates. 
Nevertheless, Methodius writes that the Goths 
conquered Thrace and Emperor, fearing that in 
the future the Goths would be able to attack the 
Roman Empire, against their request, offered them 
Thrace andgave two of his commanders, Lupitsin 
and Maxim, so that they could win other, better 
countries. There is no accord between historians 
about the cause of the disagreement between Em-
peror Valent and Visigoths. Pavel Deacon, Abbot 
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Urspargus and Sabellicus argue that this was due 
to the imprudence of Maxim and Lupitsian (the 
Jordan calls him Lupitsy), whose tyrannical rule 
has repeatedly led to hunger. Other historians say 
that Lupitsian was building a plot against Friedi-
gern, the king of the Visigoths, and tried to poi-
son him. In the opinion of the third, Visigoths, 
urged by necessity, rebelled against Valent and led 
by Friedigern defeated the Roman army. Emperor 
Valent himself was wounded with an arrow and, 
feeling that the forces leave him, was taken out of 
the battlefield and left in some sort of hut, which 
the enemies burned, not knowing, that there is an 
emperor. Bishop Theodoric writes that the first 
defeat of the Visigoth was inflicted to Valent on 
the Bosporus and, as writes Socrates (VIII, 33), 
in May they reached Constantinople and, pushing 
the Romans to Adrianople, and in a bloody battle 
defeated and burnt the Emperor.

This happened in 382 from the birth of Christ, 
in 1033 from the founding of Rome and in the 
fourth year of Valent’s rule. However, Theodoric 
claims that Valent died on August 9. As Sozomen 
notes, God punished Valente because of him the 
Goths, who could to bring many benefits to the 
Holy Mother Church, became Arians. He is also 
writing, that one Catholic predicted Valent death 
from the Visigoths in the event of the breach of 
the peace with them. After Valent’s death, the 
Goths besieged Constantinople. According to 
Sabellikus, Blond, and other historians, at this 
time Domenica, widow of Valente, in every pos-
sible way showed this proud people their gen-
erosity, sending in abundance every reasonable 
provision. Nevertheless, Socrates argues that the 
Visigoths besieged Constantinople even during 
the life of Valent. About other campaigns in those 
times, that the Goths performed in Moesia and 
Thrace, is written in detail by Platinum (Platino) 
from Siricius, Hierolomus by Eusebius, and also 
by Prosper, however, their stories are contra-
dictory. The most reliable should be considered 
the testament of Hierolam who lived in the time 
he described. After Valent, the imperial power 
passed to Valentinian, who shared with Theodo-
sius obligations to protect the borders of Roman 
possessions. At this time, the thunderous glory 

of the exploits of the king of Goths Atalaric, who, 
having concluded peace with the Greeks, arrived 
in Constantinople. And it was not only excel-
lent but vital. If at that time the Goths attacked 
the Romans, the Empire was lost. Atalarich, ex-
pressing his admiration of the emperor and the 
reception given to him, said that the Emperor 
was beyond any doubt was the personification of 
God on Earth, who will expose to the immediate 
punishment those who intend to weave intrigues 
against him.

After the death of Atalarich, Theodosius of-
fered him royal honors, which caused a deep ap-
preciation already. After the death of Atalarich 
Goths did not choose a new King for 25 years , 
recognizing the authority of the Roman emperor 
who paid them tribute. Finally, leaving Thrace, 
the king of Alaric was appointed from the Balts 
family. Alaric entered into an alliance with King 
Radagas, who , according to Claudian, Orosia 
and Blond, was rhe worst man on earth. Ablawy 
writes that he appeared unexpectedly with army 
of two hundred thousand. After thrushing the 
army of Alaric, Radagaz (Radagaso) put to the 
fire and sword Thrace, Pannonia, Illyricum and 
Norik (Norico). Because of his success, Radagas 
was very proud and in the event of a victory, he 
vowed to his gods to devote them all Italian blood, 
threatening to exterminate the very name of the 
Romans and make Italy to Gothia. Like all the 
emperors after Augustus and Caesar were called 
Augustus and Caesars, he wanted all the emperors 
called themselves the Radagas. But God could not 
stand such arrogance and put him in the hands of 
Christians. Defeated near the Fiesole Mountains, 
Radagaz was killed. Alaric captured Spain and 
ruled it for thirteen years, after which he returned 
to Italy. About what he did in Italy, you can read 
Blond, Sabellikus, and Otto of Freising (IV), who 
described the deeds ready. The Goths fought for 
a long time with the kings of France, but, being 
expelled from France, again returned to Spain. In 
the time of Marcellus under the rule of Merobia, 
or Maravia, Goths invaded France and occupied 
many cities. Marcellus sent against them his com-
mander Luiprand. In the same time French King 
Abdiram waged war with the Goths, which can be 
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read from Gaguin (Gaguino) (III). All this hap-
pened before Attila invaded Italy, since after the 
invasion Goths and the French reigned peace, as 
write Procopius and Ablavi.

So far we have given a brief overview of the 
history of the Visigoths, now let us turn to Ostro-
goths. Ostrogoths bravely defended themselves 
during the invasion of the Huns, and when for-
tune turned from the sons of Attila, expelled them 
from Pannonia and Moesia, and also ravaged Il-
lyricum. Ostrogoths obtained from Emperor Leo 
the concessions of won by them land, leaving as 
hostage Theoderich, the future king of  Italy. 
Meanwhile, in Rome in a short time changed sev-
eral Emperors: Rahimer, Basilisk, Anteny, Zeno, 
Mark, Leo, Olympus, Glycerium, Orestes and his 
son Augustulo. About how it happened, is writ-
ten in detail by Blond, Sabellicus (II), Pomponia 
Leto and John the Monk. I omit these events, be-
cause I’m only interested in the Slavs. When the 
Roman Empire was led by Augustus, the king of 
the Slavs Ottokar took possession of Italy, ruin-
ing Treviso, Vicenza, Brescia (Treuiza, Vicenza, & 
Brescia) and capturing Pavia (Pauia). According 
to the testimony by Sabellicus, at that time more 
Roman blood was shed than ever after the Roman 
Empire began to lean towards decline. Other of 
his acts are described by Otto of Freising (IV, 31).

Orestes and Augustus died a miserable death, 
due to their unjustified ambition. That way, in 
two years, Rome lost 12 emperors, most of whom 
died a violent death. The main breachers of calm 
were precisely the Slavs. The first foreigners to 
take possession of the country after the fall of the 
Roman Empire were Italy’s Slavs. It was the Slavs 
who put an end to the Empire in Italy. If Cyrus 
(Ciro) is famous for conquering the Chaldeans 
(li Caldei), Alexander The Great is because he 
subdued Persia (de’Persi), the Romans famous for 

the destruction of the monarchy in Greece, the 
Slavs deserve more glory and honor for putting 
an end to the Roman pride. As repeatedly noted 
by Lazius  the history of the migration of peoples, 
as well as Wolfgang and Albert Cruncius in his 
“Vandalia”, Ottokar, whom some also call Odoakr 
was a Rug Slav.

He was a man of high stature and ruled Italy 
for fifteen years. Rome was so frightened by his 
cruelty that all the population of the city came 
out to greet him and greeted him as king of Ro-
mans, having rendered the Slav to more honor 
than any mortal deserved. Honors were given to 
Ottokar, and vastness of his empire caused envy 
of the Ostrogoths and Emperor Zeno (Zenone 
Imperatore), incited Theoderic (Teoderico), the 
sharp- witted king, to rebel against him. The Ale-
mans invaded Italy and after three battles on the 
river Po (al Po’), Theoderich managed to gain 
victory. Ottokar fled to Ravenna (Rauenna), was 
besieged and in the beginning of the third year 
of the siege, having concluded worthy conditions 
surrendered. However, due to the betrayal of The-
oderich was, after all, murdered. Theodericus, 
as Procopius Greco writes, built many buildings 
in Italy and prevented its ruin. To more confi-
dently keep Italy in his power, he introduced 
many administrative innovations. After the thir-
ty-seven-year rule Theoderic died, and with his 
death, Italy lost calm. After all, during his reign, 
all the efforts of the authorities were aimed at 
maintaining peace and embellishment of the 
country. Those who want to know about this in 
detail, read the most accurate testimonies  given 
in Cassiodorus’s letters, from which is clear that 
both for Rome and for Italy, the government this 
good king can be placed on a par with the rule of 
Octavian Augustus (Ottaviano Augusto), Trajan 
(Traiano) and Adriana (Adriano). …
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