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A Church Slavonic Graffito in
Hagia Sophia, Constantinople

IOLI KALAVREZOU-MAXEINER and DIMITRI OBOLENSKY

During the summer of 1969 Barbara H. Van Nice painstakingly recorded
in tracings, photographs, and copies some 2,000 graffiti found in Hagia
Sophia in Constantinople. These graffiti have been scratched on the
marble revetments and columns of the church during the past fourteen
centuries. They are in a number of languages, reflect the diverse back-
grounds of the building’s visitors and, if studied together, would reveal an
uncommon perspective on its history.

One of the graffiti is of particular interest, because it provides possible
answers to two quite unrelated historical questions. The first involves the
structural history of the systems of support for the building’s main dome;
the second concerns the extent of the jurisdiction of Gerasimos, metro-
politan of Kiev (ca. 1433-1435).

The graffito is found in the western bay of the south gallery. It has been
scratched on the northeast column approximately at eye level (1.64 m.) by
a man who apparently was standing at the time. It is incised lightly into
the Proconnesian marble and consists of a single line (0.52 m.; fig. 1, p. 6).
The column is now partially embedded in fill that was added between the
main southwest pier and the column, to increase the mass of the pier at
gallery level. This fill and its marble revetment cover about two-thirds of
the circumference of the column shaft, including the (now invisible) first
word and part of the second word of the graffito. Thus the date of the
graffito would provide a terminus post quem for this major alteration of
the main piers, which resulted in the strengthening of the main supports of
the dome at obviously weak points.

In its reconstructed form (fig. 2, p. 7), the graffito reads:

(Gospodi pom]ozi rabu svoemu lakovu Grigor’evi¢u, pisarju Gerasima
mitropolita kiev’skago, i.e., “Lord help Thy servant James, son of Greg-
ory, scribe of Gerasimos, metropolitan of Kiev.”
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Fig. 1. Hagia Sophia: view of the southwest pier at gallery
level, with arrow indicating location of graffito.
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8 10LI KALAVREZOU-MAXEINER AND DIMITRI OBOLENSKY

The date of the graffito can be determined fairly exactly from the facts of
Gerasimos’s biography. In 1432 this bishop of Smolensk, a city recently
annexed to the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, was sent by the Lithuanian
grand duke Svidrigailo (Svitrigaila) to Constantinople, to be consecrated
metropolitan. In the following year he returned from Constantinople to
Smolensk, duly consecrated by Patriarch Joseph II. Gerasimos’s tenure
of the metropolitanate was brief: on 26 July 1435 he was arrested and
burned at the stake in Vitebsk by order of Svidrigailo, on suspicion of
treasonable relations with the latter’s cousin and rival Sigismund, who
had supplanted Svidrigailo as grand duke in Vilnius in 1432.!

It is hardly conceivable that Gerasimos’s scribe or secretary would have
had an opportunity to scratch his name on a column in the south gallery
of Hagia Sophia unless he was there in attendance on his master. In the
late Middle Ages this gallery was often used for meetings of synods.? Qur
graffito, whose initial words follow exactly the conventional beginning of
Byzantine invocatory graffiti—Kubpig, Borifet 1@ 6@ d0O0A@—can thus be
dated between 1432, when Gerasimos arrived in Constantinople, and the
autumn of 1433, when he returned to Smolensk; the most likely date,
since the words were presumably scratched after Gerasimos’s consecra-
tion, is the first half of 1433.3 It is hardly likely that Metropolitan Gerasi-
mos visited Constantinople again during the remaining two years of his
life.

The date of the graffito suggests that the thickening of the piers, by
filling in the formerly adjoining open bays, is most probably part of the
structural work undertaken by Sinan in 1547. The construction of this
filling of relatively small stones, with their joints marked by red paint, is
similar to the filling used around the Byzantine windows in the tympana,
which are now thought to be part of Sinan’s complete consolidation.

I1

What title and what jurisdiction were granted to Gerasimos by the Byzan-

1 See M. Hrushevs’kyi, Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusi, vol. 4 (Kiev and Lviv, 1907), pp. 197-
206; M. K. Liubavskii, Ocherk istorii Litovsko- Russkogo gosudarstva, 2nd ed. (Mos-
cow, 1915), pp. 64-71; G. Vernadsky, The Mongols and Russia (New Haven, 1953),
pp. 298-99.

2 E. M. Antoniadis,”Ex¢@paocig tiig dyiag Toeiag, vol. 2 (Athens, 1908), pp. 322-23.
3 Gerasimos is unlikely to have left for Constantinople later than 1 September 1432,
the day when Svidrigailo, a victim of the coup d’état engineered by Sigismund, fled
from Vilnius to Polotsk.
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tine authorities? A number of historians have argued that he was ap-
pointed “metropolitan of Kiev and All Rus’” (untponoiirng Kvéfou kai
ndong Pwoiac).4 Since the early fourteenth century holders of this title
resided in Moscow and exercised, or at least claimed, spiritual jurisdic-
tion over the Orthodox in Muscovy, Lithuania, and the Novgorodian
lands. In recent times this was the case with the metropolitans Cyprian
(1390-1406) and Photius (1408-1431). The primatial see fell vacant upon
Photius’s death in 1431 and—so runs the argument —the new metropoli-
tan, Gerasimos, was unable to travel to Moscow because of the armed
conflict (1433-1434) between the Muscovite ruler Basil Il and Prince Iurii
of Galich.5

This view rests on the evidence of three late medieval Russian sources:
the Second Pskov Chronicle,5 the Third Novgorod Chronicle,” and the
Life of Euthymius, archbishop of Novgorod.? These documents state, or
imply, that Gerasimos was given jurisdiction over the entire Rus’ church.

In 1900 a lone voice was raised by the Russian church historian E.
Golubinskii against this reading of the facts.® He argued that the Byzan-
tine authorities, who were vitally concerned with maintaining good rela-
tions with the Muscovite ruler, would scarcely have risked jeopardizing
them by appointing as primate of the Muscovite church a nominee of the
grand duke of Lithuania, Moscow’s traditional rival. Moreover, Golu-
binskii pointed out, the evidence of the above-mentioned Russian sources
is suspect, for their aim is to eulogize Euthymius of Novgorod. This cleric,
having fallen foul of the late Metropolitan Photius, took advantage of the
vacancy in the see of Moscow to go to Smolensk, where he was conse-
crated in 1434 as archbishop of Novgorod by Metropolitan Gerasimos.
Euthymius became a distinguished figure in the church of Novgorod, over
which he presided for the next twenty-four years. His late-medieval pane-
gyrists, faced with the blatant illegality of the Smolensk ceremony of 1434
(since only the metropolitan of “All Rus’” had the right to consecrate the

4 They include S. M. Solov'ev, Istoriia Rossii s drevneishikh vremen, vol. 2 (re-
printed Moscow, 1959), p. 577, A. A. Ammann, Abriss der ostslawischen Kirchen-
geschichte (Vienna, 1950), pp.127-29; A. V. Kartashev, Ocherki po istorii russkoi
tserkvi, vol. 1 (Paris, 1959), pp. 348-49; Vernadsky, The Mongols and Russia, p. 308,
5 On this conflict, see L. V. Cherepnin, Obrazovanie russkogo tsentralizovannogo
gosudarstva v XIV-XV vekakh (Moscow, 1960), pp. 743-63.

¢ Pskovskie letopisi, vol. 2, ed. A. N. Nasonov (Moscow, 1955), pp. 43-44.

7 Polnoe sobranie russkikh letopisei, vol. 3 (St. Petersburg, 1841), p. 238.

8 Pamiatniki starinnoi russkoi literatury, ed. G. Kushelev-Bezborodko, vol. 4 (St.
Petersburg, 1862), pp. 18-19.

8 E. Golubinskii, Istoriia russkoi tserkvi, vol. 2, pt. 1 (Moscow, 1900), pp. 416-18. Cf.
J. Raba, “Evfimij I1., Erzbischof von Gross-Novgorod und Pskov. Ein Kirchenfiirst als
Leiter einer weltlichen Republik,” Jahrbiicher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas 25, no. 2
(1977): 161-73.
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archbishop of Novgorod), attempted a cover-up by falsely claiming that
Gerasimos was then the primate of the whole Rus’ church. This cover-up
has decetved a number of modern historians.

Our graffito, in which Gerasimos is described by his secretary as metro-
politan of Kiev, decisively vindicates Golubinskii’s view. The absence of
the words “and of All Rus’” from Gerasimos’s title (a cross at the end of
the graffito indicates that nothing followed the word “kiev’skago™) proves
that he was appointed by the Byzantine authorities not as a metropolitan
with his see in Moscow and with ecclesiastical jurisdiction over all the
Orthodox of Rus’, but as head of the Orthodox church of Rus’ outside of
the territory controlled by the Muscovite grand prince, that is, the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania and the Halych land. Such a metropolitan had the
title “of Kiev” because Kiev, the traditional primatial see of the church of
Rus’, lay within the territory of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania at that
time.

111

A final word about the circumstances in which the graffito may well have
been scratched. The column with the graffito is just outside the marble
barrier with its door that led into the middle section of the south gallery.
This gallery, we have seen, was used for meetings of synods and other
ecclesiastical gatherings.!0 It seems likely that James, Gerasimos’s secre-
tary, spent some time outside the door, waiting for the meeting to end. A
very similar graffito, written half a century or so earlier by an official of
another metropolitan of Kiev, Cyprian, has been found in the east bay of
the south gallery, on the frame of a door that once led to an outside stair-
case.!! The presence of these two graffiti in the south gallery brings to
mind the hours, possibly long hours, which these two men spent waiting
for their masters, the one inside and the other outside the enclosed area in
which the synods took place.*

University of California, Los Angeles
University of Oxford

10 See fn. 2.

11 C. Mango, “A Russian Graffito in St. Sophia, Constantinople,” Slavic Word 10
(1954): 436-38.

*  We are grateful to the following for their help relating to this article: Professor
Anthony Bryer, Dr. Paul Magdalino, Professor Cyril Mango, Professor Anne Pen-
nington, Professor Thor Sevéenko, Barbara Van Nice, and Robert Van Nice.



Textual Criticism and the Povest’ vremennykh let:
Some Theoretical Considerations

DONALD OSTROWSKI

A number of unresolved problems remain in the publication of the
Povest’ vremennykh let (PVL). Among the most serious are: (1) which
manuscript copies to use as witnesses to the PVL; (2) whether to publish
the PVL as a separate text or as part of another chronicle; (3) what
principles of textual criticism to employ in editing the text; (4) which
variants from other copies to put in the critical apparatus; and (5) whether
to be content with a modified extant copy or to strive for a dynamic
critical text. 1 will discuss each of these problems, suggest reasons why
they are unresolved, and propose solutions that may be better than those
implemented thus far.

The classicist E. J. Kenney remarked not long ago: “The very notion of
textual exactness — let alone the possibility of achieving it — is for many
people a difficult one, and respect for the precise form of a text even in a
literate and cultured society cannot be taken for granted: the convention
must be created.”! An apt illustration of this statement is the publication
history of the PVL. There is no more important source for early East
Slavic history, yet no satisfactory edition of the PVL has been published.
The editions published thus far do not follow clear or consistent prin-
ciples of editing, nor are they based on sufficient textual evidence. Also,
they are unreliable in reporting variants.

Conceptual problems of textual criticism arose in the various publica-
tions of the PVL and its main witnesses. The PVL was first published in
1767 as part of a faulty edition of the Radziwill Chronicle. Two other
early attempts (in 1804 and 1812) to publish a chronicle containing the
PVL were abandoned.? In 1846 Ia. 1. Berednikov prepared the Lauren-

I E.J. Kenney, The Classical Text: Aspects of Editing in the Age of the Printed Book
(Berkeley, 1974), pp. 23-24.

2 See R. P. Dmitrieva, Bibliografiia russkogo letopisaniia (Moscow and Leningrad,
1962), p. 7 — no. 12, p. 16 — no. 61, p. 26 — no. 133; M. D. Priselkov, Troitskaia
letopis’: Rekonstruktsiia teksta (Moscow and Leningrad, 1950), pp. 11-14. By the
term “main witnesses” I mean only those copies that have independent authority to
testify about the archetype. Since most copies of the PVL (for example, the Nikon
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tian Chronicle for volume one of Polnoe sobranie russkikh letopisei
(PSRL).? Berednikov divided the text between the Nestor Chronicle (to
1110) and the Continuation of the Laurentian Chronicle (after 1110). He
felt free to alter his copy text, the Laurentian copy (L), equally from each
of the control texts, that is, the Radziwilt (R), Academy (A), Hypatian
(H), and Khlebnikov (Kh) copies. But he presented no principles for
correcting the copy text according to the control texts. The resultant
edition is a jumble that is not only difficult to disentangle, but contains
rmany mistakes.

Subsequently, S. N. Palauzov prepared an edition of Hin 1871 with Kh
and the Pogodin copy (P) as control texts.? In conjunction with Palau-
zov’s edition, A. F. Bychkov prepared an edition of L in 1872 with R and
A as control texts.’ Both Palauzov and Bychkov published continuous
texts without division into PVL and non-PVL parts. Neither editor
described his principles for altering the respective copy texts. Neither
edition is reliable in reporting variants.

In 1871 and 1872, the publication of lithographic versions of the PVL
portion of H and L, respectively, gave rise to another approach:¢ the
publication of the PV'L as a separate text, rather than as part of another
chronicle. However, the lithographic versions did not require editing,
except for deciding where the PVL ends. It is significant that the titles of
both publications showed that they claimed to represent the PVL.

The approach of treating the PVL as a separate text was further
developed by L. 1. Leibovichin 1876 and A. A. Shakhmatov in 1916. Both
editors attempted to publish composite versions of the PVL based on all
the earliest witnesses,” and they adopted readings freely from the
Laurentian and the Hypatian traditions. Neither attempt to reconstruct

Chronicle, Voskresenie Chronicle, etc.) are derivative from the main witnesses, I do
not consider them here. To do so would needlessly complicate my line of argument.
3 Polnoe sobranie russkikh letopisei (hereafter PSRL), vol. 1, Isted. (St. Petersburg, -
1846). Berednikov, who prepared the first edition of volume 2 of the PSRL (the
Hypatian Chronicle), typically chose to begin the Hypatian with the entry for 1111,
that is, with the part that does not coincide with the Laurentian Chronicle. PSRL, vol.
2, Ist ed. (St. Petersburg, 1843).

4 Letopis’ po Ipatskomu spisku (St. Petersburg, 1871).

5 Letopis’ po Lavrentievskomu spisku (St. Petersburg, 1872).

¢ Povest’ vremennykh let po Ipatskomu spisku (St. Petersburg, 1871); Povest’ vre-
mennykh let po Lavrentievskomu spisku (St. Petersburg, 1872). A photographic
version of the Radziwilt Chronicle (complete) was published as Radzivilovskaia ili
Kenigsbergskaia letopis’, Obshchestvo liubitelei drevnerusskoi pis’mennosti, vol. 118
(St. Petersburg, 1902).

7 L. L. Leibovich, Svodnaia letopis’, sostavlennaia po vsem izdannym spiskam leto-
Disi, vol. 1. Povest’vremennykh let (St. Petersburg, 1876); A. A, Shakhmatov, Povest’
vremennykh let, vol. 1: Vvodnaia chast’ Tekst. Primechaniia (Petrograd, 1916).
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the PVL succeeded because each editor presented confusing and
contradictory information about the interrelation of the early copies and
their relationship to the archetype. In 1926 the Belorussian linguist E. F.
Karski prepared a second edition of volume one (the Laurentian
Chronicle) for the PSRL.8 Karski maintained Berednikov’s division of the
text into PVL and non-PVL parts. Since he was publishing L rather than
the PVL per se, Karski decided to follow Bychkov’s policy and limit his
control texts to R and A — that is, to those copies that stand closest to L.
But this division created an ambiguity in what attested to the PVL. It
could be interpreted that L, R, and A were the true witnesses to the PVL.
This interpretation could be supported by Shakhmatov’s decision, in
publishing the second edition of volume two of the PSRL in 1908, to
follow the procedure of Palauzov and not divide the text of H into PVL
and non-PVL parts.? Also, Shakhmatov concluded that H represented a
secondary redaction inferior to L.

In 1950 D. S. Likhachev published a new edition of the PV .10 Because
of the two previous failures to compile a useable composite version and
because of his distrust of “mechanistic textology,”!! Likhachev adopted
the procedure of Bychkov and Karski — that is, he used L as the copy text
with alterations according to the control texts R and A. Likhachev’s
alterations of the text appear to be based on Bychkov’s version published
in 1872. For example, under the year 1093, which I selected at random, 1
found that Bychkov made eighty-five alterations in the copy text (and
suggested three others). Of these, seventy were based on A and R, twelve
were conjectures, and only three were based on H. Likhachev accepted
seventy-one of Bychkov’s eighty-five alterations, incorporated one of
Bychkov’s three suggestions, and added only one of his own. Likhachev
used A and R for sixty-one alterations, seven were unattested, and five

8 PSRL, vol. 1, 2nd ed. (Leningrad, 1926). Priselkov and Valk criticized Karski’s
edition for being difficult for historians to use because he did not expand abbrevi-
ations, modernize punctuation, or provide contemporary typeface. M. D. Priselkov,
“Istoriia rukopisi Lavrent’evskoi letopisi i ee izdanii,” Uchenye zapiski Gosudarstven-
nogo pedagogicheskogo instituta im. A. I. Gertsena 19 (1939):183; S. N. Valk,
Sovetskaia arkheografiia (Moscow and Leningrad, 1948), pp. 135-37. Thiscriticism is
unjustified, since anyone who has worked with manuscripts should have no trouble
reading Karski’s text. Valk also objected to Karski’s choice of control texts —i.e., R
and A —because the Simeonov Chronicle, for one, is closer to L than either R or A.
Valk’s objection is valid, but inapplicable because the Simeonov Chronicle does not
maintain the PVL.

9 PSRL, vol. 2, 2nd ed. (St. Petersburg, 1908).

10 Povest’ vremennykh let, 2 vols. (Moscow and Leningrad, 1950) (hereafter PVL,
1950).

11 See the chapter entitled “Krizis literaturovedcheskoi mekhanicheskoi tekstologii,”
in D. S. Likhachev, Tekstologiia na materiale russkoi literatury X-XVIIvv. (Moscow
and Leningrad, 1962), pp. 6-20.
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were based on H. By comparison, Karski accepted only thirty-four of
Bychkov’s alterations and added none of his own. Of these alterations,
thirty-three were based on A and R, while only one was based on H. These
figures not only suggest a close connection between Bychkov’s and
Likhachev’s texts, but also show that A and R were given priority over H
as a basis for alteging L.

The many efforts over a period of 175 years to publish the PVL
adequately have failed to produce a single reliable publication. Even the
three publications that have L as copy text and R and A as control texts
do not report all the significant variants. A recent publication by Ludolf
Miiller,!2 for example, points out thousands of variants (many of them
significant) in R and A that were either not reported or reported in-
correctly in volume one of the PSRL. In fact, it is not clear on what basis
variants have been included or excluded. Even today it is necessary to go
back to the manuscripts or to the photographic reproduction of R in
order to obtain any reliable evidence. Indeed, there is no separate publica-
tion or photographic reproduction of two of the main witnesses, A and
Kh. Their readings appear only in lists of variants.

The first probiem in publishing a satisfactory edition is the question of
which manuscripts are to be used to determine the PVL. The titles of the
various publications reflect the shifting positions on this question. Before
1871 the term “Povest’ vremennykh let” was not used in any title. The
1846 edition of L used “Nestor Chronicle” to designate the PVL section of
the text. In 1871 a lithograph of H was published under the title Povest’
vremennykh let po Ipatskomu spisku. In 1876 Leibovich’s composite
version of the PVL used both L and H as witnesses. However, by 1908,
Shakhmatov had relegated H to being representative of an inferior re-
daction. He published the text of H without the designation “Povest’
vremennykh let,” although he made free use of H in his composite version
of the PVL in 1916. Then, Karski decided to accept Berednikov’s division
of the text of L into PVL and non-PVL parts, rather than Bychkov’s
continuous text policy. The result was that the Laurentian tradition
appeared to represent the PVL whereas the Hypatian tradition did not.
By 1950 Likhachev did not even represent the Hypatian line in his
diagram showing the relations between the compilations that include the
PVL.13 In short, Likhachev merged the idea of publishing the PVL as a
12 Handbuch zur Nesiorchronik, ed. Ludolf Miiller, vol. 2: Textkritischer Apparat
ngz;_/l)Vestorchronik, comp. Leonore Scheffler, Forum Slavicum, vol. 49 (Munich,

13 “Skhema vzaimootnosheniia osnovnykh letopisnykh svodov, vkliuchivshikh v
svoi sostav ‘Povest’ vremennykh let,”” PVL, 1950, vol. 2, following p. 554.
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separate text, as Leibovich and Shakhmatov had, with the method of
publishing it as part of the Laurentian Chronicle, as Bychkov and Karski
had. Since H and Kh have independent authority concerning readings in
the PVL, ignoring them is not justified, as 1 will demonstrate below.

Another problem in publishing an adequate edition of the PVL is to
determine the principles of textual criticism for editing a text. Here we can
profitably make use of theory developed from the publication of ancient
Greek and Latin texts, as well as Western medieval texts. The following
discussion of fundamental principles may appear elementary to those
who work with such texts, but it is exactly these principles that PVL
editors have chosen to ignore. The first stage of textual criticism is
gathering the copies and grouping them. The PVL falls into two groups or
families — the Laurentian and Hypatian. But can we establish a more
definite relationship among the copies? That is, can we establish and use a
stemma codicum?

A stemma is a graphic representation of the relation of the extant
copies to one another and of their hypothetical genealogical relationship
to the archetype or author’s original. The first stemma, as such, appeared
in 1831.14 The idea is inextricably linked, however, with the publication by
Karl Lachmann of Lucretius’s De rerum natura in 1850.'5S Although
Lachmann did not actually draw a stemma, he described the principles of
the genealogical method so clearly that he seemed to have resolved all the
problems of textual criticism.

The basic idea of the genealogical method is that common errors or
corrections that could not have been arrived at independently have a
common source. Or as James Willis describes it, “if two people are found
shot dead in the same house at the same time, it is indeed possible that
they have been shot by different persons for different reasons, but it
would be foolish to make that our initial assumption.”!6 The expectation
is that mistakes are passed on to other manuscripts from the one in which
the mistake first appeared, that is, that scribes tended to add mistakes of

14 Karl Gottlob Zumpt, “Prooemium,” in M. Tullii Ciceronis Verrinarum libri
septem (Berlin, 1831), p. xxxviii, fn. *.

15 Karl Lachmann, “Commentarius,” in 7. Lucretii Cari De rerum natura (Berlin,
1850), pp. 3-15.

16 James Willis, Latin Textual Criticism (Chicago, 1972), p. 14. Dom Quentin
improved upon the concept of common error by pointing out that “error” carries the
implication of not having occurred in the archetype. Since archetypes are as prone to
errors as anything else, one should probably use a neutral term, such as “common
variant.” See Dom Henri Quentin, Mémoire sur I'établissement du texte de la Vulgate,
Collectanea Biblica Latina, vol. 6 (Paris, 1922), p. 231; and idem, Essais de critique
textuelle (Paris, 1926), p. 37.
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their own rather than to correct previous mistakes. In general, this
expectation was valid, for most scribes were not well-educated. Also,
their mistakes tend to be mechanical and easy to figure out. A. C. Clark
praised such scribes: “In a copyist there is no more blessed quality than
ignorance, and it is a commonplace, rather than a paradox, to say that the
best manuscripts are those written by the most ignorant scribes.”!?

However, the fly in the ointment was the scribe who was not ignorant.
He would freely make conjectures and, what is worse for the stemma
codicum, he would compare two or more manuscripts and select random-
ly from each. This comparison, now called contamination or confluence,
occurred frequently enough to shake confidence in the genealogical
method. A. E. Housman, for example, eschewed the use of a stemma in
his edition of Juvenal’s Satires: “Authors like Juvenal, read and copied
and quoted both in antiquity and in the middle ages, have no strictly
separated families of MSS. Lections are bandied to and fro from one copy
to another, and all the streams of tradition are united by canals.”!8

Then, a few years later, it appeared that the death blow was struck at
the concept of the stemma by a critic of medieval French texts, Joseph
Bédier. Bédier pointed out that almost all the stemmata he examined had
only two branches. His argument ran:

It is natural that time, which has respected 116 copies derived from the two copies
w and z of the Roman de la Rose, should have maliciously destroyed all those
which might have derived from a third copy; and it is natural also that the same
accident should have repeated itself, in similar fashion, for the Roman de Troie;
but that it should have repeated itself, in similar fashion. .. for all the romances of
all the romancers, and for all the chronicles of all the chroniclers, and for all the
moral tracts of all the moralists, and for all the collections of fables by all the
fabulists, and for all the songs of all the song writers: there lies the marvel. One
bipartite tree is in no way strange, but a grove of bipartite trees, a wood, a forest?1?

17 A. C. Clark, Recent Developments in Textual Criticism (Oxford, 1914), p. 21.
8 A_E.Housman, D. funii luvenalis Saturae (London, 1905), p. xxiv. Housman was
not categorically opposed to the use of a stemma; see, e.g., A. E. Housman, M. Manilii
Astronomicon, bk. 2 (London, 1912), p. xxxii (a fuller explanation appears in the
smaller edition: London, 1932, p. ix).

19 Joseph Bédier, “La tradition manuscrite du Lai de I’Ombre: Réflexions sur Iart
d’éditer les anciens textes,” Romania 54 (1928):172. In this article Bédier refers to 220
manuscripts of the Roman de la Rose that Langlois classified. But in a subsequent
separate publication of the article, the number “deux cent vingt” has been changed to
“cent seize.” Joseph Bédier, La tradition manuscrite du Lai de 'Ombre: Réflexions sur
lart d’éditer les anciens textes (Paris, 1929), p. 12. Although Langlois described over
200 manuscripts of the Roman de la Rose, he seems to have in fact cataloged the
readings from only 116 of them; Ernest Langlois, Les manuscrits du Roman de la
Rose: Description et classement, Travaux et mémoires de 'Université de Lille, n.s. 7
(Lille and Paris, 1910), pp. 2, 238-39. For Bédier’s earlier presentation of his
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Attempts were made to defend this “law of bipartition” mathematically.
For example, Paul Maas argued that of the twenty-two ways in which
three texts could be arranged in relation to one another, only one involves
a three-branch stemma.20 Frederick Whitehead and Cedric E. Pickford
published an article using the formula M inwhicha, b, crepresent
the total number of members of a family of manuscripts, X represents
the total number of manuscripts in all families, and n the number of
extant manuscripts; the formula showed that a two-branch stemma is
more likely to occur than a three-branch stemma.?! However, these
“proofs” succeeded only in telling critics what they already knew, not in
explaining why the archetype or original of almost every text appeared to
have been copied only twice. Clearly, to accept this nonsensical proposi-
tion was impossible. Textual criticism went into a period of crisis, so that
by 1939 the medievalist Eugéne Vinaver wrote:

Recent studies in textual criticism mark the end of an age-long tradition. The
ingenious technique of editing evolved by the great masters of the nineteenth
century has become obsolete as Newton’s physics, and the work of generations of
critics has lost a good deal of its value. 1t is no longer possible to classify MSS on

the basis of ‘common errors’; genealogical ‘stemmata’ have fallen into discredit,
and with them has vanished our faith in composite critical texts.22

But no new method came to the fore. The critic was supposed to choose

reasoning, see Joseph Bédier, Le Lai de I'Ombre par Jean Renart (Paris, 1913), pp.
xxiii-xlv.

20 Paul Maas, “Leitfehler und stemmatische Typen,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift 37
(1937):289-94. The article was reproduced in subsequent editions of his Textkritik,
2nd ed. (Leipzig, 1950), pp. 27-31; 3rd ed. (1957), pp. 27-31; 4th ed. (1960), pp. 26-30;
and in Barbara Flower’s English translation, Texrual Criticism (Oxford, 1958), pp.
42-49.

21 F. Whitehead and C. E. Pickford, “The Two-Branch Stemma,” Bulletin biblio-
graphique de la Société Internationale Arthurienne 3 (1951):83-90. See Edward B.
Ham’s critical dissection of their method in “Textual Criticism and Common Sense,”
Romance Philology 13 (1959):207-209. Whitehead and Pickford subsequently re-
stated their argument, without directly responding to Ham’s criticism. See Frederick
Whitehead and Cedric E. Pickford, “The Introduction to the Lai de I’'Ombre: Sixty
Years Later,” Romania 94 (1973):145-56 (reprinted as “The Introduction to the Lai de
I’Ombre; Half a Century Later,” in Medieval Manuscripts and Textual Criticism, ed.
Christopher Kleinhenz, North Carolina Studies in the Romance Languages and Liter-
atures [vol. 173] Essays; Texts, Textual Studies and Translations; Symposia, no. 4
[Chapel Hill, N.C., 1976], pp. 103-116) (hereafter Medieval Manuscripts). They do,
however, make provocative reference to “uninstructed common-sense.”

22 Eugéne Vinaver, “Principles of Textual Emendation,” in Studies in French Lan-
guage and Mediaeval Literature (Manchester, 1939), p. 351 (reprinted in Medieval
Manuscripts, pp. 139-59). Without overdrawing the parallel, I think it not inappropri-
ate to point out that this reaction against the standard nineteenth-century method
matches attitudes of pessimism, disillusionment, and revolt apparent in post-World
War I literature, music, philosophy, art, chess, etc.
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the “best” copy and edit it eclectically from other copies, an approach the
biblical scholar E. K. Rand had called “a method of despair.”23

The use of stemmata never fully died out because the stemma worked in
many cases, even without adequate theoretical explanation for why it
almost always had only two branches. The prevalence of the two-branch
stemma may lie in that a stemma is a hypothetical construct. We know
that the extant manuscripts of a given text are real, and we know that in
most cases there must have been an author’s original (holograph) or
archetype. Between the archetype and extant copies we have only hypo-
theses and lost copies. But we should not confuse a hypothesis with a lost
copy. In other words, the Greek sigla of a stemma do not necessarily
represent lost copies, but instead may represent hypothetical stages in the
transmission of the main text. In order to “locate” a reading in any
hypothetical stage, we can use the method of triangulation, which re-
quires readings from only two copies or branches. Given that figure (a)
and figure (b) represent the reality of transmission for two different texts,

figure (a) figure (b)

] AN
B B v F)
A Y,
[
8

A

the textual critic can only represent their relationship hypothetically with
figure (c¢), unless he has some good reason to propose an intervening
figure (c)

[+
A/ \B
stage. Both A and B have independent authority for & no matter how
many stages intervene. Ockham’s razor applies here.
A stemma will work in cases where the transmission is closed or
vertical, that is, where little or no confluence occurs among the copies. It
will also work when the transmission is open, so long as the contamina-

2 E. K. Rand, “Dom Quentin’s Memoir on the Text of the Vulgate,” Harvard
Theological Review 17 (1924):204.
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tion is not great. It will not work when the transmission is horizontal or
wild, that is, where “all the streams of tradition are united by canals,”asin
the case of Juvenal’s Satires, the plays of Aeschylus,?* or the Ecclesiastical
History of Eusebius.?s Otherwise, it will work as a tool if properly
handled. A stemma is no substitute for thought. We set up a stemma on
the basis of those significant readings of manuscripts that show clear
primacy. In other words, we construct a stemma to demonstrate graphi-
cally the relationship of copies based on easily perceived primary and
secondary readings. Then, it can be used to help determine the better
reading in instances where primacy is not so clear. This example is from
the chronicle entry for 1093 in the PVL:

RAHKh

L

He said, “I have about eight hundred
of my men who can stand against
them.”. . . . But the thoughtful ones
spoke: “Even if you had eight thousand,
it would not be enough.”

He said, “I have about seven hundred
of my men who can stand against
them.”. . ... But the thoughtful ones
spoke: “Even if you had eight thousand,
it would not be enough.”

From the sense of the passage it is clear that eight hundred is the preferred
reading (unless the Rus’ had a different sense of parallel construction) and
that the scribe of L wrote sem’sor instead of vosem’sot (or osem’sor)
because of a mishearing in either external or internal dictation.26

As soon as these significant readings yield a pattern, we can begin to
construct a stemma. We soon discover that L is an unreliable copy not to
be trusted in discrete readings (or lectiones singulares). It is remarkable
that Bychkov, Karski, and Likhachev all persisted in maintaining the
inferior reading “700,” apparently for the sole reason that L hasit. W. W,
Greg calls such a phenomenon “the tyranny of the copy-text.”?” Many
examples of the tyranny can be found in the editing of both classical and
medieval texts. Another example might be the plight of the Balliol under-
graduate who was reading aloud a borrowed essay on Greek playwrights:

2 . R. D. Dawe, The Collation and Investigation of Manuscripts of Aeschylus (Cam-
bridge, 1964), especially pp. 1-14.

25 Edward Schwartz, “Einleitung zum griechischen Text,” in Eusebius Werke, vol. 2:
Die Kirchengeschichte, Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller der ersten drei
Jahrhunderte, vol. 9, pt. 3 (Leipzig, 1909), pp. cxliv—cxlvi.

% Thor Sevienko has suggested a possibility 1 overlooked: a damaged manuscript
might also explain the corruption — i.e., [Bo]JcembcoT — cembcoT. This would be
possible if the scribe of the exemplar had written the number out as in Kh, instead of
providing a letter designation, e.g., ® as in AR or # coTs as in H.

77 W. W. Greg, “The Rationale of Copy-Text,” Studies in Bibliography 3 (1950-51):
26 (reprinted in Bibliography and Textual Criticism: English and American Literature,
1700 to the Present, ed. O. M. Brack, Jr. and Warner Barnes [Chicago, 1969], pp.
41-58).
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when challenged by his tutor he protested, “it says Bophocles, Master! »28

Let us consider again the chronicle entry for 1093. Likhachev chooses
to change the copy text according to R and A sixty-one times. We find
that H and Kh are in agreement with thirty-four of these changes. That is,
Likhachev changes L thirty-four times when it has a lectio singularis. The
entry for 1093 has at least ninety-three other instances where the reading
of L is a lectio singularis — that is, where all the other main witnesses are
in agreement against it — but Likhachev does not change the copy text.
On what basis can he alter L thirty-four times when a certain situation
exists, but not ninety-three other times when that same situation exists?
The only explanation is that he gives greater weight to L than to all the
other copies combined. It is significant that Likhachev learned textual
criticism during the time when Bédier’s ideas of despair had their greatest
popularity in the West. This may explain his unwillingness to use a
stemma. However, since the transmission of the PVL appears to be
closed, a stemma should apply.

A stemma to the PVL has already been attempted, but the results are
only partially known. The Ukrainian scholar and textual critic S. A.
Buhoslavs’kyj completed an edition of the PVL based on a stemma. But
his version was never published.?? Fortunately, some of the results are
presented in a remarkable article he published in 1941.3° There Buhoslav-
s’kyj provided this stemma:

Buhoslavs’kyj’s Stemma

First Redaction ?ond Redaction
Archetype Novgorod
of HPKh Izvod

/TN

H p Kh

8 Cited in Kenney, Classical Text, p. 23.

2% N. K. Gudzii, “S. A. Bugoslavskii (Nekrolog),” Trudy Otdela drevnerusskoi
literatury. (bereafter TODRL), 6 (1947):411. It would be helpful if Buhoslavs’kyj’s
version were located and published.

3 S. A. Bugoslavskii (Buhoslavs’kyj), “‘Povest’ vremennykh let’ (Spiski, redaktsii,
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By examining the most obvious differences of the main witnesses of the
PVL we can improve on this stemma. L, R, and A have similar entries
that run through 1110;3 therefore we can group those three together. In
addition, L and those few readings of the Trinity copy (t) that are attested
show a greater similarity between the two than with R and A,3? which
themselves seem to derive from a common ancestor.3* H and Kh also
derive from a common ancestor.3* However, Kh has some contamination
from an RA-type copy.3s Therefore, one must be cautious about instances

pervonachal’'nyi tekst),” Starinnaia russkaia povest’: Stat’i i issledovaniia, ed. N. K.
Gudzii (Moscow and Leningrad, 1941), pp. 7-37 (the stemma appears on p. 34). More
recently Miiller has drawn up a slightly different stemma. See Ludolf Miiller, “Die
‘dritte Redaktion’ der sogenannten Nestorchronik,”in Festschrift fiir Margarete Wolt-
ner zum 70. Geburtstag, ed. Peter Brang et al. (Heidelberg, 1967), p. 185; a simpler
version of this stemma appeared in Miiller, Handbuch, 2:iv. J.L.1. Fennell, ina review
of the Handbuch, pointed out that this stemma could be used to determine “primacy of
readings” (Slavonic and East European Review 57 [1979]):124).

31 For lists of agreed readings of LRA against HKhP, see Bugoslavskii, “‘Povest’
vremennykh let,”” pp. 26-28. In another article [ intend to go into greater detail about
the significant readings among the copies, as well as the relationship of the PVL to the
Novgorod 1 Chronicle.

32 For a brief discussion of this point, see A. A. Shakhmatov, Obdzrenie russkikh
letopisnykh svodov XIV-XVI vv. (Moscow and Leningrad, 1938), p. 40. Readings for
t are taken from Priselkov’s reconstruction of the Trinity Chronicle, which had been
destroyed in the Moscow fire of 1812. Priselkov’s reconstruction must be used cau-
tiously because we do not know whether he always checked his readings against the
manuscripts. For example, in the entry for 1064 Priselkov assigns the reading “Bce-
cnaBb xe Bb ce tbro paTh mouans.” to t with the assertion that all the other copies
arrange the phrase differently: Troitskaia letopis’, p. 142, fn. 3. But R has exactly the
same wording that Priselkov assigns to t: Radzivilovskaia ili Kenigsbergskaia letopis’,
fol. 95. This suggests that Priselkov relied on Bychkov or Karski, who do not report the
variant wording in R: Letopis’ po Lavrentievskomu spisku, p. 160; PSRL, 1 (1926):
164. 1t is interesting that Berednikov does report it: PSRL, 1 (1846):71, variant d.
33 Cf. Shakhmatov, Obozrenie, pp. 44-45, 65-66.

34 Cf. Shakhmatov, Obozrenie, pp. 99-100, 103-104; Shakhmatov, PVL, pp. xliv—
xlv, fn. 4.

35 See Shakhmatov, Obozrenie, pp. 106-107, where he cites examples of agreement
among KhRA against LH. But he also cites examples of agreement between KhL
against HRA (Shakhmatov, Obozrenie, pp. 104-105, 107-108; Shakhmatov, PVL, p.
xIv). He concludes that contamination is due to the so-called Vladimir Polychronicus
of the early fourteenth century, thatis, toa common source for L, R, and A (Shakhma-
tov, Obozrenie, p. 105). However, elsewhere he suggests that the contamination may
have come from the common source of R and A (A. A. Shakhmatov, “*Povest’
vremennykh let’ i ee istochniki,” TODRL 4 [1940]:18). 1 tend to accept the latter
explanation because the agreements between Kh and L can be explained as
coincidentals, e.g., ckoponucua instead of 6opsonucua (898), nepes cnaBy/nepes
ciaBs (993), 6oxecTBeHbIMB/ GoxecTBenb (1015), umbxe/ ke (1051), etc. The only
agreement Shakhmatov gives that could not be a coincidental — i.e., nucMo/ mrems
(1037) — turns out to be a typographical error, where the text reads micmo/ nucms.
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where Kh and RA appear to agree. The Ermolaev copy (E), on the whole,
derives from Kh. But the scribe of E or of its exemplar used another Kh-
type manuscript to make changes.3 Therefore, in some places E can be
used to support a reading of H against Kh. Similarly, P derives directly
from Kh and can be used as a substitute where Kh has lacunae from folios
lost after P was copied.?” The following stemma represents these relation-
ships:
Stemma for the Main Witnesses of the PVL

/“\y
7\
/ \ /

o~
o]

L

i

=
=2

Priselkov

Academy

Ermolaev

Hypatian

Khiebnikov

Laurentian

Pogodin

Radziwift

Trinity

M. D. Priselkov’s reconstruction of Trinity

wmwrfzm>
| U2 L S 1 R L R T R 1 N 11

Priselkov

36 A. A. Shakhmatov, “Predislovie,” PSRL, 2 (1908):xv-~xvi. Likhachev claims that
E is a reworking of P: see D. S. Likhachev, Russkie letopisi i ikh kul'turno-istoricheskoe
znachenie (Moscow and Leningrad, 1947), p. 431; PVL, 1950, 2: 159. But whenever Kh
# P then E follows Kh. See, e.g., the lacuna in Kh for 969-971 (PSRL, 2[1908]:56-58)
where E also has a lacuna; and the lacuna in P for 1095-1096 (PSRL, 2[1908]:219-21)
where E again follows Kh. Likhachev also states that E was used in the edition
published in 1871, but that statement is a factual error.

37 Shakhmatov, “Predislovie,” PSRL, 2 (1908): xii.
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With this stemma in mind we can establish certain standard situations
— that is, where certain copies agree (=) while others provide dissident

readings — and the preferred reading in each case:

Choice of Readings for the PVL

where prefer
1. L= R=A= H=Kh LRAHKh
2. L¥ R=A= H=Kh RAHKh
3. L#¥ R#¥A= H=Kh AHKh
4. L# A¥#R= H=Kh RHKh
5. L= R#A= H=Kh AHKh
6. L= A#R= H=Kh RHKh
7. R= A#L= H=Kh LHKh
8. R# A#L= H=Kh LHKh
9. R# A=L= H=Kh ALHKh
10. A#¥ R=L= H=Kh RLHKh
11. L= R=A= H#Kh LRAH
12. L# R=A= H#Kh RAH
13. L# R#A= H#Kh AH
14. L# A#R= H#Kh RH
15. L= R#A= H#Kh AH
16. L= A#R= H##Kh RH
17. R= A#L= H#Kh LH
18. R# A#L= H#Kh ‘ LH
19. R# A=L= H#Kh ALH
20. A¥ R=L= H##Kh RLH
21. L= R=A=Kh#H LRAKh
22. L# R=A=Kh#H RAKh
23. L# R#A=Kh#H AKh | when not the result
24, L.# A¥#R=Kh#H RKh | of contamination
25. L= R#A=Kh#H AKh
26. L= A#R=Kh#H RKh
27. R= A#L=Kh#H LKh
28. R# A#l =Kh#H LKh
29. R# A=L=Kh#H ALKh
30. A¥ R=L=Kh#H RLKh

w
—

. L= R=A% H=Kh
. L# R=A# H=Kh
. L R=A% H#Kh
. L# A#R# H=Kh
. L# A#R#* H#Kh
. L= R#A7# H=Kh
. L= R#As H#Kh
. L= A#R#* H=Kh
. L= A#R#* H#Kh
. L#Kh=R# A=H

. L#Kh=A» R=H

B W W W W W
(=Y -J- RN - NV N )
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—
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42. L=Kh#A= R=H ?

43. L=Kh#R# A=H ?

44. L=Kh#A# R=H ? | if contamination

45. A#¥Kh=R# L=H ? | is present, then LH

46. R#Kh=A# L=H ?

47. L=Kh=R# A=H ?

48. L=Kh=A% R=H ?

49. A=Kh=R# L=H ? if contamination is present, then LH

Basically, when an agreement that is not a scribal coincidental occurs
between any two or more separate family copies without any other
agreement occurring between the other separate family copies, we should
prefer the agreed reading. A problem arises when no agreement occurs
between the families or one agreement is countered by another agreement
between the families. Then we must start applying the principles of
selectio that have been developed over the years — for example, brevior
lectio potior, difficilior lectio probior, etc.38 In general, we should choose
the reading that explains the others. But also we should realize that each
case contains its own characteristics and that these may override any
given principle at any given time.3

As I pointed out above, the Hypatian tradition has been almost totally
eliminated from editions of the PVL. Its omission is predicated on the
argument that the Hypatian represents a second, inferior redaction, and
that therefore readings from it should not be mixed with readings from
the superior redaction. Is this line of argument justified? I think not. First,
it is true that the Hypatian line shows clear signs of having been reworked.

¥ For various discussions of these principles, see Maas, Textkritik; Willis, Latin
Textual Criticism; Bruce Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission,
Corruption, and Restoration (New York and London, 1964), pp. 119-246; Giorgio
Pasquali, Storia della tradizione e critica del testo, 1st ed. (Florence, 1934), 2nd ed.
(1952); Alphonse Dain, Les manuscrits, 1st ed. (Paris, 1949), pp. 87-171, 2nd ed.
(1964), pp. 95-186, 3rd ed. (1975), pp. 95-186; M. L. West, Textual Criticism and
Editorial Technique Applicable to Greek and Latin Texts (Stuttgart, 1973).

3%  Housman compares a textual critic going about his business to a dog hunting for
fleas: “If a dog hunted for fleas on mathematical principles, basing his researches on
statistics of area and population, he would never catch a flea except by accident. They
require to be treated as individuals; and every problem which presents itself to the
textual critic must be regarded as possibly unique,” A. E. Housman, “The Application
of Thought to Textual Criticism,” Proceedings of the Classical Association 18 (1921):
69 (reprinted in A. E. Housman: Selected Prose, ed. John Carter [Cambridge, 1961],
pp. 131-50 and in The Classical Papers of A. E. Housman, ed. J. Diggle and F.R.D.
Goodyear, vol. 3 [Cambridge, 1972], pp. 1058-69). In other words, we can accept, with
qualification, Bentley’s maxim: “with us, good Sense and the Reason of the Thing are
of more Weight than a hundred Copies™ (author’s capitals and emphasis). Richard
Bentley, The Odes, Epodes, and Carmen Seculare of Horace (London, 1712-14), pt.
XVII, p. 16. See the comment concerning this statement by Rudolf Pfeiffer, History of
Classical Scholarship from 1300 1o 1850 (Oxford, 1976), pp. 153-54.
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But most of the reworkings are in the nature of simple insertions and
expansions of detail.® They are easily recognizable. Second, the rework-
ings do not, for the most part, affect the reliability of the Hypatian line as
a witness to the archetype. In other words, the Hypatian line has indepen-
dent authority. Why, then, has its reliable evidence been ignored?

The decision to eliminate one of two fairly equal traditions has been a
common phenomenon in Western editorial practice. Theidea is to simpli-
fy the decision-making process. The obvious error in this practice has
been vividly depicted by Housman:

An editor of no judgment, perpetually confronted with a couple of MSS to choose
from, cannot but feel in every fibre of his being that he is a donkey between two
bundles of hay. What shall hedo?. .. He confusedly imagines that if one bundle of
hay is removed he will cease to be a donkey. So he removes it. Are the two MSS
equal, and do they bewilder him with their rival merit and exact from him at every
other moment the novel and distressing effort of using his brains? Then he
pretends that they are not equal: he calls one of these “the best MS,”and to this he
resigns the editorial functions which he is himself unable to discharge.4!

Responding directly to Housman’s comment (and to Rand’s criticism of
Bédier’s “method of despair™), Likhachev charged that neither Housman
nor Rand understood the concept of basic text (osnovnoi tekst), and that
they confused the basic text with the source itself.#2 Furthermore, he
stated in his edition of the PV L: “we print not a ‘composite text’ ‘accord-
ing to all copies’ and not a hypothetical reconstruction of the original text
but a text that really has reached us in the Laurentian Chronicle.”43
Likhachev’s statement can be objected to on at least three points. First,
in matters of textual criticism it seems unlikely that Housman and Rand

4  For a list of some of these alterations, see Bugoslavskii, *“‘Povest’ vremennykh
let,”” pp. 26-28; see also Shakhmatov, Obozrenie, pp. 93-94.

41 Housman, M. Manilii Astronomicon, bk. 1 (London, 1903), p. xxxi. Housman
elsewhere restated this idea more succinctly and with less rodomontade: “the indul-
gence for love for one manuscript and dislike for another inevitably begets indifference
to the author himself.” A. E. Housman, M. Annaei Lucani Belli civilis (Oxford, 1926),
p. vi.

42 Likhachev, Tekstologiia, pp. 495-96.

4 PVL, 1950, vol. 2, p. 150. In places, he seems to have preferred published versions
to the manuscript of L. For example, under the entry for 945, Likhachev claims that
the word muTs appears in L. But a check of the manuscript shows the word 1wuTs,
which is correctly reported in Berednikov’s and Bychkov’s editions of L, whereas
Karski reports muts. PVL, 1950, 1:39,and 2: 187, fn. v,22; PSRL, 1(1926):54; PSRL |
(1846):23; Letopis’ po Lavrentievskomu spisku, p. 53; Povest’ vremennykh let po
Lavrentievskomu spisku, fol. 14. Similarly Likhachev reports the spelling cnagko for L
under the entry for 986. This spelling appears in Berednikov’s, Bychkov’s and Karski’s
editions of L, but not in the manuscript, which has ciaakoe. PVL, 1950, 1:60; PSRL, 1
(1926):85; PSRL, 1 (1846):36; Letopis’ po Lavrentievskomu spisku, p. 83; Povest’
vremennvkh let po Lavrentievskomu spisku, fol. 27v.
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confused anything, let alone the base text with the source. Second, the
numerous alterations that Likhachev made in the Laurentian copy belies
the assertion that he printed “a text that really has reached us.” Not only
does Karski’s edition better represent the text than Likhachev’s, but also
the lithographic version of 1872 is closer to the manuscript than either
edition. And third, if we were to construct a stemma solely on the basis of
Likhachev’s preferred readings, we might come up with something like
this:
Hypothetical Stemma for Likhachev’s Edition

That is, in cases where L needs correction the -y reading is accepted. In the
few cases when R and A do not represent 4, then the 6 (i.e., H and Kh)
reading is taken. Thus, the agreements of RAHKh could theoretically be
assigned to vy, not 8. And L becomes the single most important witness for
a. Clearly this stemma distorts the relationship of the copies as shown by
a comparison of all their readings.

It seems to me that the crux of the difference between Housman and
Rand, on one side, and Likhachev, on the other, is the difference between
the concept of a dynamic critical text and of a static critical text, and the
question of when to use each concept.

The late Angiolo Danti wrote:
there is a widespread disdain of the problems of textual criticism, because the
literary text is considered as an objective and certain source, which the scholar
must approach as found. This point of view is no longer acceptable. . .. a “critical”
text cannot be considered “canonical,” “definitive,” or the fruit of a scientific
process of a nomothetic kind. It is the fruit of a hypothesis based upon the entire
series of data found in the manuscripts, and is recognized as reliable as long as that
hypothesis is not substituted by a better conjecture.4

4 A, Danti, “On a Dinamic [sic] Conception of Critical Texts,”in VIl Medunarod-
ni slavisticki kongres Zagreb 3-9. I1X 1978. Ljubljana kniga referata (Zagreb, 1978), p.
166. Asher states a similar idea: “the reconstruction of texts, i.e., the arrival at the
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Danti’s argument is acceptable only with the qualification that at times a
static text based on an extant copy may be justified. Many medieval
works have been relatively well transmitted through the manuscripts. For
example, the recent discovery of the author’s copy of the Tale about Peter
and Fevroniia showed that no primary reading had been lost in the
manuscript transmission.*s Therefore, the choice of printing an extant
copy with little or no alteration, as M. O. Skripil” had done previously,
was the best decision.4 The static text was justified.

However, many other medieval works and most classical texts have not
been well transmitted. Classical texts often reached the Middle Agesin a
trickle of a few copies or even only one faulty copy. Then the trickle
turned into a torrent as texts were copied and recopied through the
Renaissance.4” The subsequent copies, however, were no better and often
worse than the relatively late common ancestor. For textual critics to be
satisfied with one of the subsequent copies or even the corrupt ancestor
would be irresponsible. In the transmission of the PVL asimilar situation
prevails. None of the extant manuscripts adequately represents the PVL
per se. A gap of over 250 years separates the presumed time of compila-
tion from the earliest copy. Clearly we must attempt, through emenda-
tion, conjecture, and educated guess, to recover the author’s text.

By using L as copy text and RA as control texts, we might come close to
their common exemplar (8 on our stemma), but we would have difficulty
choosing between readings where RA oppose L. There would be a fifty-
fifty chance of choosing the better reading, provided that we were not
tyrannized by the copy text. But the resultant text would be midway
between an extant copy and S. '

I propose editing a dynamic critical text of the PVL on the basis of a
hypothesis that is more in accord with the manuscript relationships than
previous editions have been.

author’s ‘approved’ or ‘definitive’ text must surely constitute the first and most
fundamental step in all literary work whatsoever, classical, medieval, and modern.
Literary criticism in the usual sense of the term is — at the best — an unsatisfactory
exercise, and — at worst — an absurdity, if the text under discussion is itself corrupt.
Not all scholars and students are aware of this obvious truth.” J. A. Asher, “Truth and
Fiction: The Text of Medieval Manuscripts,” Aumla 25 (1966):8. And again Maas
laconically: “Aufgabe der Textkritik ist Herstellung eines dem Autograph (Original)
moglichst nahekommenden Textes (constitutio textus).” Maas, Textkritik, 4th ed.
(1960), p. 5.

45 R. P. Dmitrieva, Povest’ o Petre i Fevronii (Leningrad, 1979), pp. 105, 209-223.
46 M. O. Skripil’, “Povest’ o Petre i Fevronii (teksty),” TODRL 7 (1949):215-56.
47 See the description of this process by West, Textual Criticism, pp. 13-14.
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To demonstrate clearly how this procedure would operate in practice
we can analyze the heading for the PVL. This heading appears in each of
the main witnesses as follows:

A R L
HOBECThb MOBECTh ce noskcTu
BPEMEHHLIXb BpPEMEHHBIXb BPEMAHBHBIX b
abTh uepnopuiua IbTh uepHopusya abkTh, oTKYOY
Peodocvesa Deodocvesa €CTb MolLIa
Maracmsipa MOHacmuIpa pycKas 3ems,
neuepbvckaeo, neuepscxazo, KTO Bb Kueeh
OTKyJa €CTh OTKyJa ecTh Haua niepBke
noLuIa pyc HoLIa pycckas KHSDKUTH, H
3eMJif, H KTO 3eMJIf, H KTO OTKYZY
B Heil noyans B Hed 1ovalib pyckas 3emus
nepBoe nepBsoe cTana ecrb.
KHSDKUTH. KHSKHTH.

t H Kh
ce noskern noBbcTh noBkcTH
BpPEMEHbHBIXD BPEMEHHBIX b BpPEMEHHBIXD
JbTh, OTKYRY abTb abTe Hecmepa
€cTb 1o1Ia uepHOpU3Ua YegpHOpu3Ua
pyckas 3emiid, Pedocvesa Deodocovesa
KTO B Helt Manacmuipa MaHacmuipa
fioua nepeoe neyepscKazo neuepbcKazo
KHSDKUTH, U OTKY/y €CThb OTKYAY €CThb
OTKYIY nouuia nourIa
pyckas 3eMJiis pyckas 3emis pyckas sems
cTana ecTh. CTaja ecTh U XTO B Hei

[ xTo B fio4aTh TiepBoe
Hell movas KHSDKBTH U
nkpske OTKyHly pyckaa
KHSKUTH] . 3eMJIA cTaja

€CThb.

[ 1= marginal gloss in a different hand

If the word ce, which appears in L and t, was in e, 8, and 8, one wonders
why it was dropped in vy and e. There is certainly no reason to think that it
was dropped independently in R, A, H, and Kh. It is more likely that ce
was added in 8. The word Hecrepa was added in Kh, and thus cannot be
used as evidence for the name of the compiler of the PVL.

The phrase yepHopusia PeogocseBa MOHACTHIPS NeYephrckaro, which
appears in RAHKh, can be placed in a, 8, v, and ¢, but not in §, from
which it was dropped. Haplography due to homoeoteleuton occurs in H
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after the word 3emunsa. This was corrected with the marginal gloss: uxTo B
Heit noyars mhpebe kuskuTH. The reading B Kuesb naya appears only in
L; the phrase B Heii noya(J13) is in the other copies. Therefore, the muta-
tion belongs not in 8 but in L. This mutation is of special interest to us
because it appears in the heading of all the published versions of the PVL,
presumably for the sole reason that L has it. Clearly, the manuscript
evidence testifies to B Heit moyans in a. Finally, AR drop the phrase n
OTKYAy pyCKas 3eMJIs CTajia eCTh, whereas it most likely appeared in o, B,
v, and 8. Therefore, the heading best attested by the manuscript is:
HosbeTh BpeMenubiXxs NbTH yepHOpuina PeomockeBa MaHACTLIPS Me-
yepLCKxaro OTKyIy eCTh HOIIA pycKasi 3eMJIS ¥ KTO B Heli nowans nepebe
KHSOKUTH H OTKYZy pyckas 3emis ctajia ectb.*® Compare this paradosis,
or best reading, with the heading given by Likhachev: Ce mopbctn
BpeMSIHBHBIX J5TB, OTKyHy €CTh IOLIIA pyckas 3eMis KTo B Kuepb
Hava nepBbe KHSKUTH M OTKYAY pyckas 3emMilfl cTaja ecTb.*

How then should one proceed to edit the text? What criteria should be
used to select a copy text? Or should there be a copy text at all? Should a
composite version be compiled, as Shakhmatov and Leibovich tried to
do? If the PVL were a wild or horizontally transmitted text, then a
composite version, picking and choosing readings from here and there,
would probably be the best solution. However, the PVL is a vertically
transmitted text. Therefore, a copy text can and probably should be
established, for this will eliminate much chaff and allow concentration of
time and effort on the more significant cruxes. Likhachev seems to
suggest that a copy text be chosen according to its better “composition”
(po sostavu), which leaves the editor free to correct mechanical errors.50
But this approach allows the copy text to rule over matters of meaning.

Greg provided a better solution. His recommendation concerns early
published editions of Shakespeare’s plays, but it can with equal validity
be applied to the publication of manuscripts. Greg suggested that we
make a distinction between substantive readings — that is, those “that
affect the author’s meaning or the essence of his expression” — and
accidentals — “such . . . as spelling, punctuation, word-division” — which
affect “mainly its formal presentation.”5! Greg pointed out that “it is only
on grounds of expediency, and in consequence either of philological

4 Buhoslavs’kyj came to a similar conclusion about the heading in 1941: Bugoslav-
skii, “‘Povest’ vremennykh let,”” p. 33. I arrived at this reading independently thirty-
six years later.

¥ PVL, 1950, 1:9.

50 D. 8. Likhachev, Tekstologiia: Kratkii ocherk (Moscow and Leningrad, 1964), p.
86.

5t Greg, “Rationale of Copy-Text,” p. 21.
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ignorance or of linguistic circumstances, that we select a particular origi-
nal as our copy-text.” Therefore, “it is only in the matter of accidentals
that we are bound (within reason) to follow it, and that in respect of
substantive readings we have exactly the same liberty (and obligation) of
choice as has a classical editor. . . .”52 In other words, “whenever there is
more than one substantive text of comparable authority, then although it
will . . . be necessary to choose one of them as copy-text, and to follow it in
accidentals, this copy-text can be allowed no over-riding or even pre-
ponderant authority so far as substantive readings are concerned.”33 The
copy text takes care of the accidentals and the editor takes care of the
substantive readings.

Anyone who has worked with the manuscripts of the PVL realizes that
L, although the earliest extant copy, is idiosyncratic in regard to acciden-
tals. R and A are not much better, since they contain late fifteenth-century
spellings. We must eliminate Kh because of its sixteenth-century spellings.
But is H (around 1425) much of an improvement? Not really, due to its
having been reworked. Yet most if not all of these reworkings have
already been identified. If we were able to eliminate the reworked parts,
then a fair copy of a good tradition would remain. If we were able to check
the accidentals against the other copies in much the same way that
substantive readings are compared, then a copy text might be based on H.
The difference would be that in doubtful cases, the accidentals of the copy
text would be left as they are. With substantive readings we would follow
Greg’s advice to edit the copy text as a classical editor should, that is, we
would try to recover the original wording.

By establishing a copy text on this basis, we can also solve to a great
extent the problem of a critical apparatus. Likhachev recorded variants
only when he chose to alter the copy text. E. J. Kenney pointed out the
anachronistic nature of such a procedure:

The humanist style of collation, which persisted down to the time of Lipsius
[1547-1606] and later, was unscientific because selective: the MSS were looked
upon as a source of improvment for the lectio recepta, and their readings were
recorded when they seemed to coincide with the critic’s idea of what constituted
an improvement, passed over in silence otherwise. Politian and other more reflec-

tive enquirers realized the importance of recording errors, in which the truth
might be concealed. . . .3

Then what should a critical apparatus contain? The medievalist Ludwig

52 Greg, “Rationale of Copy Text,” p. 22.
53 Greg, “Rationale of Copy-Text,” p. 29.
54 Kenney, Classical Text, pp. 59-60.
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Bieler replied thus: “My answer is that it should contain all real variants of
all constitutive witnesses, and a selection of others which illustrate the
history of the text.”55 But what constitutes a “real variant?” Willis warns
that “The primary purpose of the apparatus is to convey the truth; butan
important secondary purpose is to be readily intelligible.”s¢ If every
orthographic and paleographic peculiarity was included we would be
marginally closer to the truth, but at the cost of losing almost all
intelligibility from the variants.

Since the copy text will be taking care of the accidentals, for the most
part, we can concentrate on providing all substantive readings from all
the main witnesses to the PV'L, as well as any accidentals that might havea
substantive effect on the text. This will provide each reader with the
information requisite to decide whether or not the editor made legitimate
choices of preferred readings.

The creation of a dynamic critical text of the PVL based on all the main
witnesses will benefit the study of early East Slavic history by bringing
into question many of the long-accepted but inferior readings of previous
editions. It will also open the door to re-editing other texts that are similar
to the PVL in transmission, but which have been edited inadequately.
Finally, it will provoke debate, discussion, and new thinking about this
extraordinary historical and literary source.

Harvard University

55 Ludwig Bieler, “The Grammarian’s Craft: A Professional Talk,” Folia 10 (1956):
30 (reprinted as The Grammarian’s Craft: An Introduction to Textual Criticism [New
York, 1965]).

56 Willis, Latin Textual Criticism, p. 44.




Mongol Census Taking in Rus’, 1245-1275*

THOMAS T. ALLSEN

Introduction

Because of its great size and cultural and ethnic diversity, the history of
the “Empire of the Great Mongols” (yeke Mangho! ulus) has been
parceled out among various academic disciplines: sinologists study the
Yiian dynasty, Islamicists the Il-khans, and historians of Eastern Europe
the Golden Horde. To a large extent, this is a result of the language
problem. Important data on the medieval Mongols are scattered
throughout a wide variety of sources — Latin, Byzantine Greek, Old Rus’,
Arabic, Syriac, Persian, Armenian, Georgian, Chinese, Tibetan, Uighur,
and Mongol, to name the most important. This compartmentalization of
Mongol history, while inevitable and in some respects desirable, has had
several unfortunate side effects. First, events in one area of the Mongol
realm are often evaluated only in light of local conditions, when in fact
they are connected with developments in other parts of the far-flung
empire. Second, there is a pronounced tendency to view matters
exclusively from the standpoint of the subject population. Mongol
policies are frequently analyzed in terms of their impact on the Chinese or
the Rus’, but only rarely in terms of Mongol motives and goals.
Therefore, to gain a more balanced view of the Mongols and a clearer
understanding of their place in world history, it is essential on occasion to
look at events from the perspective of the empire as a whole and from the
standpoint of the Mongols themselves. Such an approach, of course, has
been advocated before. Omeljan Pritsak has argued convincingly that
Moscow’s relations with the Khanate of Kazan cannot be fully compre-
hended without detailed knowledge of cultural and political institutions
“of the other side,” i.e., the steppe peoples.! This “polycultural” approach,
as | will try to show, is a particularly appropriate and profitable way of

* This article is dedicated to Basil Dmytryshyn of Portland State University, who so
skillfully introduced me to the history of Eastern Europe.

! Omeljan Pritsak, “Moscow, the Golden Horde, and the Kazan Khanate from the
Polycultural Point of View,” Slavic Review 26 (1967):577-83.
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examining the Mongol census (chislo) in Rus’ in the thirteenth century.

While the Mongols’ registration efforts in Rus’ often receive mention in
works on the history of medieval Russia and the Golden Horde,? to the
best of my knowledge no detailed study relating the chislo, in timing,
technique and purpose, to the evolution of census taking in the Mongol
empire as a whole has yet appeared.? Since the Mongol state in the period
that concerns us embraced large parts of East and West Asia, and was
institutionally indebted to many of its subject peoples, this attempt will
necessitate brief excursions into Chinese and Islamic history, and in con-
sequence, frequent references to Chinese and Persian historical sources.
The advantages of employing such a procedure in this particular case are
twofold. In the first place, the cryptic and often fragmentary data on
Mongol census taking encountered in the Rus’ chronicles become com-
prehensible or take on new meaning when aligned with related informa-
tion drawn from documents and narratives originating in other parts of
the empire. Second, the non-Rus’ sources contain vital pieces of informa-
tion on the preparation and management of the census in Rus’that are not
found in the indigenous sources. In brief, the chislo, as well as other
elements of Mongol policy in Rus’, is not fully intelligible without a good
knowledge of Mongol practices elsewhere in the empire, and without the
aid of foreign, principally Oriental, sources.

The Evolution of Census Taking in the Mongol Empire

Census taking is an important instrument of social control and resource
mobilization in modern nation states, and it was so in many pre-modern
imperial regimes.* This is certainly true in the Mongol case, where pop-

2 See, among others, George Vernadsky, The Mongols and Russia (New Haven,
1953), pp. 214-33; A. N. Nasonov, Mongoly i Rus’ (Moscow and Leningrad, 1940),
pp. 9-23; V. V. Kargalov, Vneshnepoliticheskie faktory razvitiia feodal’noi Rusi
(Moscow, 1967), pp. 147-67;and B. D. Grekovand A. Tu. lakubovskii, Zolotaia orda i
ee padenie (Moscow, 1950), pp. 218-24. Karl Wittfogel, in his article, “Russia and the
East: A Comparison and Contrast,” Slavic Review 22 (1963):637-39, alludes to the
censuses of 1257-59 and 1275 to support his thesis that an authoritarian form of
government (“Oriental despotism,” in the author’s terms) was transferred from China
to Rus’ during the period when the Mongols dominated both countries.

3 My earlier remarks on this subject, s.v. “Chislo,” in The Modern Encyclopedia of
Russia and Soviet History, vol. 7 (Gulf Breeze, Fla., 1978), pp. 63-64, are brief and
only hint at some of the ideas that are more fully developed in this paper. For a
discussion of the census in post-Mongol Russia, see Henry L. Eaton, “Cadasters and
Censuses of Muscovy,” Slavic Review 26 (1967):54-69.

4 For a discussion, see Karl Wittfogel, Oriental Despotism (New Haven, 1957), pp.
50-52.
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ulation registration was a key institution in the empire’s efforts to regulate
and exploit its subjects, whether nomads, agriculturists, or urban dwellers.

The first indication we have of Mongol interest in population registra-
tion comes soon after the proclamation of the empire in 1206, when
Chinggis Khan ordered the Tatar foundling, Shigi Khutukhu, who was
his kinsman by adoption, to assume control of the judicial affairs of the
newly founded state and to supervise the apportionment of subject peoples
among the imperial family. These matters, the emperor further ordered,
were to be recorded fully and carefully in a book, the so-called “Blue
Register” (Koke debter in Mongol and ch’ing-ts’e in Chinese), for future
administrative use.’ The apparent purpose of this directive was to establish
precedents for legal decisions and, of more immediate concern to us, to
maintain a record of the peoples and lands assigned to various Mongol
princes and military commanders for their economic support (such grants
were called khubi in Mongol and fen-ti in Chinese).

Evidence that such records were actually kept can be found in para-
graph 222 of the Secret History of the Mongols, where it is reported that
Chinggis Khan ordered “Degi, the shepherd, to assemble the unregistered
and command them as [a military unit of] a thousand.”¢ To judge from
this passage, one of the principal uses of population registration in the
early period of the empire was military recruitment. Since the Mongols as
yet had few sedentary subjects, most of those carried on the rolls at this
time must have been nomadic peoples. It was not until the reign of Ogodei
(r. 1229-1241), Chinggis Khan’s third son and chosen successor, that a
systematic registration of the sedentary population of the empire was
attempted.

The decision to institute a comprehensive survey of the population of
North China, which had recently come under Mongol control, grew out
of an acrimonious debate between Ogodei’s Chinese advisers and the
conservative Mongol element at court over the future direction of im-

5 On the “Blue Register,” see paragraph 203 of the Secret History of the Mongols,
translation in Erich Haenisch, Die Geheime Geschichie der Mongolen (Leipzig, 1948),
pp. 92-93; Paul Pelliot, “Les kdkd dibter et le hou-k'eou ts’ing-ts'eu,” T'oung Pao 27
(1930):194-98; and Liu Ming-shu, “Yiian-tai chih hou-k’ou ch’ing-ts’e,” Chung-kuo
wen-hua ven chiu hui k’an 7 (1947):101-106.

6 Italics are mine. In the Mongolian text the term for “unregistered” is bukde’iil, a
word unattested elsewhere. Apparently it has the basic meaning of “concealment.” The
Chinese text of the Secret History, however, translates this word with the phrase “the
people who are not entered in the register.” See Kuo-yi Pao, Studies on the Secret
History of the Mongols, Uralic and Altaic Series, vol. 58 (Bloomington, 1965), p. 22
(Mongolian text), p. 37 (English trans.), and p. 62, fn. 82.
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perial policy. The leader of the latter faction, the extremist Begder,
advocated exterminating or at least deporting all the inhabitants of North
China and turning the vacated land into pasturage for the herds of the
Mongol nomads! Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, a sinicized Khitan” who was the
champion of Chinese interests and values at the imperial court, argued
that in the long run a program of regular and equitable taxation would
better serve the interests of the empire than the short-sighted and cruel
measures espoused by Begder and his followers.

In pressing his argument on Ogodei, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai promised to
produce 500,000 ounces of silver, 80,000 rolls of silk and 400,000 bushels
of grain for the imperial treasury if his program were adopted. The
emperor was impressed with Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s argument and allowed
him to carry out his program on a trial basis. However, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai
needed up-to-date census data to facilitate the assessment and collection
of the proposed taxes. As no census had been taken in North China since
1206, the date of the last Chin dynasty registration,® Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai
argued that a new one be initiated as soon as possible. A limited census
was carried out in 1234, and in this same year Ogddei directed that plans
for a more comprehensive survey of the population be prepared. This
registration, supervised by Shigi Khutukhu, the custodian of the “Blue
Register,” was begun in 1235 and completed the following year.?

While the census was being carried out, Yeh-lit Ch’u-ts’ai was able to
institute some of his administrative and financial reforms. As a result of
these measures, the revenue quotas promised by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai were
met, and Ogodei, gratified with the increased income, made the Khitan his
chief minister of state. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s triumph, however, was only a
partial one. Although he succeeded in averting the worst possible alterna-
tive — the depopulation of North China — the reinstitution of the census
did not lead, as he had hoped, to the restoration of a Chinese-style

7 While not ethnically a Chinese, Yeh-1ti Ch’u-ts’ai was clearly the spokesman of the
Chinese faction at Ogdédei’s court. For a full discussion of his career and his debates
with the conservative wing of the Mongol hierarchy, see Igor de Rachewiltz, ‘Yeh-li
Ch'u-ts’ai, Buddhist Idealist and Confucian Statesman,” in Confucian Personalities,
ed. Arthur F. Wright and Denis Twitchett (Stanford, 1962), pp. 189-216.

8 The Chin dynasty, which controlled China north of the Yellow River from 1115-
1234, was of non-Chinese, Tungusic origin. On the last Chin census see Ho Ping-ti, “An
Estimate of the Total Population of Sung-Chin China,” in Etudes Song, ser. 1, pt. 1,
ed. Frangois Aubin (n.p. [Mouton and Co.], 1970), pp. 34-45.

9 Paul Ratchnevsky, “Sigi Qutuqu, ein mongolischer Gefolgsmann im 12.-13. Jahr-
hundert,” Central Asiatic Journal 10 (1965):108-11; and N. Ts. Munkuev, Kitaiskii
istochnik o pervykh mongol’skikh khanakh (Moscow, 1965), pp. 43-47.
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administrative order. For example, one of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s major goals
was to reduce the power of the Mongol princes, who controlled large
tracts of territory throughout North China. In point of fact, however, the
census results were used by the imperial government not to limit, but to
expand greatly, the system of assigned territories (khubi). According to
one contemporary estimate, after 1236, when the expansion took place,
nearly half of the Chinese population subject to Mongol rule came under
the control of these princes.!0

Thus, Yeh-lit Ch’u-ts’ai’s political and social reforms were not com-
pletely successful; but as a result of his efforts, the Mongols came to
appreciate fully the potentialities of population registration as a means of
extracting goods and services from their subjects. Thereafter, the orders
of submission that the Mongols customarily sent to all foreign states they
intended to attack always included a stipulation that the surrendering
populace had to be counted.

The Chronology of Census Taking in Rus’ and in the Mongol Empire

In this section I will survey the censuses taken by the Mongols in Rus’
and, at the same time, try to show that the registrations within the
confines of the Golden Horde were connected with similar endeavors
throughout the Mongol empire. Since the Rus’ sources are rather paro-
chial in outlook, seldom straying beyond the bounds of Rus’and Eastern
Europe, it is not at all apparent from them that the principalities of Rus’
were part of a much larger political entity stretching from Korea to Asia
Minor. We must, therefore, turn to Chinese, Persian, and Caucasian
sources in order to establish the chronological and administrative links
between the registration in Rus’ and the rest of the Empire of the Great
Mongols.

As Mongol rule was not firmly established in Rus’ until the early 1240s,
the registration initiated during Ogodei’s reign (1229-1241) in North
China had no counterpart in the Golden Horde. The first census in Rus’
was not until 1245. The Sophia Chronicle records that in this year Batu,
the founder of the Golden Horde, sent an emissary to Mikhail Vsevelo-
dovich of Chernihiv, the ruler of Kiev, informing him that his subjects,
who were scattered and in hiding, had to be registered preparatory to the

9 Yiian shih (Peking, 1976), chap. 2, p. 35; and Su T’ien-chiieh, Yiian wen-lei
(Taipei, 1967), chap. 57, pp. 16a-b.
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imposition of tribute (dan’).!' The Franciscan friar, John of Plano Car-
pini, who traveled through the Mongol realm in 1245-1247, also alludes
to a Tatar census during his stay in Rus’, but without mentioning the
locality. This registration, according to the friar, was conducted by a
“Saracen” and had as its aim military recruitment and the collection of
tribute. 2

These two reports are sometimes viewed as referring to the same
event.!3 There are, however, chronological difficulties with this assump-
tion. Carpini was in Rus’ twice: once in the early months of 1246, when he
first arrived in Mongol territory, and once in the late spring and early
summer of 1247, after he had returned from Khara Khorum, the imperial
capital in Mongolia, and was on his way back to Europe. The friar states
that the census took place while he was in Rus’, but he does not indicate
during which of his two stays that was. Fortunately, however, Carpini
himself provides the means for resolving this problem when he remarks
that the census in question had been ordered by Cuyuc Chan (Giiyiig
Khaghan) and Bati (Batu). Since Giiyiig, the eldest son of Ogddei, was
not elevated to the office of grand khan of the Mongol empire until 24
August 1246 (an event which the friar witnessed personally),!4 it appears
that Carpini meant his second stay (i.c., the summer of 1247). This
follows from the fact that Giiyiig and Batu were bitter personal and
political rivals; it is hardly likely that the khan of the Golden Horde would
have recognized the authority of his long-time antagonist on such a
substantive matter prior to Gilyiig’s actual selection as grand khan, an
eventuality that Batu had tried to forestall by all means at his disposal.

Evidently, then, the two sources refer to not one, but two distinct
registrations. This being the case, the census of 1245 was most probably
instituted by Batu on his own initiative for his own purposes; the census of
1247, on the other hand, was connected with registrations instituted in
other parts of the empire on the authority of the grand khan. In China, for
example, a census was carried out on Gilyiig’s orders in the fall of 124715

' Sophia I Chronicle, in Polnoe sobranie russkikh letopisei (hereafter PSRL), vol.
5 (St. Petersburg, 1851), pp. 182-83. Mikhail later was executed on orders of Batu. See
Carpini’s account of his death in Christopher Dawson, The Mongol Mission: Nar-
ratives and Letters of the Franciscan Missionaries in Mongolia and China in the
Thirteenth and Fourteenth Centuries (New York, 1955), p. 10.

12 Dawson, Mongol Mission, pp. 38-39.

3 Grekov and lakubovskii, Zolotaia orda, p. 218, fn. 1.

14 Dawson, Mongol Mission, pp. 62-63.

1S Yiian shih, chap. 2, p. 39.
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and in Iran officials appointed to or confirmed in office by Giiyiig
conducted a census in the Caspian provinces in 1248.1¢ Although resentful
of Gilyiig’s rise to power and jealous of his own prerogatives, Batu
nonetheless accepted the authority of the new grand khan and, as Carpini
indicates, introduced a census in Rus’ in the name of his rival.!?

In any event, the enumeration of 1247 in Rus’ was conducted on a fairly
limited basis, as were all the registrations carried out during Giiyiig’s brief
and ineffectual reign. It was not until the reign of Grand Khan Méngke
(1251-1259) that a comprehensive census of the Golden Horde took place
as part of the effort to register the population of the entire empire.

Maongke, the eldest son of Tolui, Chinggis Khan’s youngest son, came
to power with the support of Batu, the acknowledged leader of the line of
Jochi.’® Once on the throne, Mongke initiated an extensive purge of the
dissident elements within the ruling family, particularly the Ogodeids,
who claimed that the office of khaghan belonged to them exclusively. At
the same time Méngke began to concentrate considerable political and
administrative power in his own hands. After he had consolidated his
hold on the throne, the new khaghan launched a series of major military
campaigns in West Asia, southwestern China, and Korea which were
designed to bring the known world under Mongol hegemony.

To sustain these large-scale campaigns, Mongke needed ready access to
huge quantities of men, money, and materiel from the sedentary sector of
the empire. To this end, in the fall of 1252 the emperor ordered that a new
census be taken throughout the realm, and that following its completion
new taxes be levied and new armies be raised.!® This, of course, was an
enormous and unprecedented undertaking, since the order meant that a
goodly portion of the population of Eurasia had to be counted. But, as we
shall see, the task was completed successfully by the end of Méngke’s
reign.

In China the “examination of the rise and fall of the population” took

16 This is reported in the History of Herat, a Persian chronicle of the fourteenth
century. See Sayf ibn Muhammad ibn Ya’quib al-Harawi, Ta'rikh Nama-i-Harat, ed.
Muhammad Zubayr as Siddiqi (Calcutta, 1944), p. 175.

17 It should also be pointed out in this connection that Batu sent various princes of
Rus’ to Giiyiig for their formal investiture as Mongol vassals, a further indication that
he acknowledged, albeit reluctantly, Giiyiig’s authority as grand khan. See Vernadsky,
Mongols and Russia, p. 147.

18 Jochi (d. 1227) was Chinggis Khan’s eldest son. To simplify matters somewhat, the
lines of Jochi and Tolui were pitted against the lines of Ogddei and Chaghatai for
control of the imperial throne.

19 °Ata-Malik Juvaini, The History of the World Conqueror, 2 vols., trans. John
Andrew Boyle (Cambridge, Mass., 1958), 2:598. Hereafter Juvaini/ Boyle.
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place in 1252.20 Thereafter, registration and re-registration were more or
less continuous. There are references to a census in 1255, and to others in
1257 and 1258.2! The registration in West Asia was begun somewhat later,
in 1254, and was completed for the most part in the following year. The
areas covered at this time were Afghanistan, Iran, and the Transcaucasus.
Irag, too, was surveyed, but this had occurred toward the end of
Maéngke’s reign, after the conquest of Baghdad (1258). All of the latter
operations were under the control of the khaghan’s chief official in West
Asia, the Oyirad Mongol, Arghun Aqa.?

Preparations for the Golden Horde’s part in this great enterprise com-
menced in the early months of 1253, when Méngke, according to the
Yiian shih, “sent the secretary Pieh-erh-ko to determine the population of
Rus’ (Wo-lo-ssu).”23 In the next several years, traffic between the Golden
Horde, the imperial court, and Méngke’s agents in the field intensified as
arrangements were put in hand for the forthcoming registration.

In late 1253 or early 1254, Arghun Aga, who had just organized the
census in Iran, set out for the court of Batu on the Volga. The matters
discussed on this occasion are not revealed in the sources, but the Persian
historian Juvaini, an intimate of Arghun, relates that they “were trans-
acted in accordance with Moéngke Khagan’s edict and [Arghun’s] own
improvisation.”2 When Arghun departed from Sarai, the capital of the
Golden Horde, he conducted a census in Armenia in the company of one
of Batu's men.2’ These data alone constitute grounds for associating
Arghun’s visit to Sarai with the proposed census in the Golden Horde;
fortunately, however, direct testimony to this effect is available in Kartlis-
Tzkhovreba, or the Georgian Annals.?¢ This work, an eighteenth-century
compilation based on much earlier sources, states specifically that Ar-
ghun Aqa participated in registration in the Golden Horde. While he did
not conduct the census personally, as this source implies, there can be
little doubt that he had a hand in the planning and organization of the
enterprise.

2 Yiian wen-lei, chap. 40, pp. 15b-16a. See also Yiian shih, chap. 3, p. 46.

21 Yiian shih, chap. 3, p. 51; chap. 98, p. 2511; and chap. 160, p. 3762.

22 Juvaini/Boyle, 2:517-21 and 525; and Kirakos Gandzaketsi, Istoriia Armenii,
trans. L. A. Khanlarian (Moscow, 1976), pp. 221-22.

2 Yiian shih, chap. 3, p. 46.

24 Juvaini/ Boyle, 2:521. See also Rashid al-Din, The Successors of Ghenghis Khan,
trans. John Andrew Boyle (New York, 1971), p. 231; hereafter Rashid/Boyle.

25 Kirakos, Istoriia Armenii, p. 221.

26 M. Brosset, Histoire de la Géorgie, pt. I: Histoire ancienne jusque ‘au en 1468 J.C.
(St. Petersburg, 1850), p. 550.






