








FROM THE EDITOR

Dear colleagues!

Every scientific publication is a living, constantly evolving organism. Our journal
dedicated to the relevant problems of the Middle Ages is no exception. In particular, a
new column — “From the Editor” has appeared in the second issue of our journal, where
a review of articles is given.

In the section “Ethnogenesis. Archaeology. Linguistics” you can find the second
part of article “Actual problems of Turkic paleohistory: proto-language, proto-ethnos,
proto-homeland” about the origin of the Turkic ethnic groups, written by Russian
researcher N.I. Egorov. According to the historian, the synthesis of paleobiology data
and comparative historical and genetic analysis of botanical vocabulary refers to the
origin of the proto-Turkic populations from the South-Western district of the modern
provinces of Jilin, Liaoning and South-East district of Circumgobi region of the Central
Asia. In the first Millennium BC, exactly from the area mentioned above, the earliest
observable migrations of proto-Turks began, northward along the Western foothills of
the Greater Khingan up to Eastern Mongolia and Transbaikal, and westward migration
to Ordos, the Alashan desert, the Gansu corridor, and possibly to the Tarim basin.
These migrations began on the eve of the collapse of the proto-Turkic ethno-linguistic
and cultural universe and continued until the ancient Turkic epoch. In our opinion, the
polemic article by N. I. Egorov does not claim to be the ultimate truth and can be seen
as a calling up to a broad scientific discussion.

The section “History of Juchi Khanate” starts with a joint article “New source on
the history of Juchid dynasties” by Halit Eren, Ashirbek Muminov and Selahaddin
Uygur, the scientists of the IRCICA research center (Istanbul, Turkey). This article
considers the analysis of the work “Fadhlakat aqwal al-akhyar” (1641), written by the
outstanding Turkish historian and bibliographer Kitip Celebi (1609-1657). This work has
been kept in a single copy and has not yet been published. The special value of Kitip
(elebi’s book is that it has a special section with details of the genealogies of the Juchid
dynasties. Kdtip Celebi identifies five branches of the Chingisids: 1) the Chingisids in
Karakorum (1206-1368); 2) their branch in Turan (1227-1370); 3) their branch in Iran and
Khorasan (1256-1353); 4) their branch in Desht-I-Kipchak (1226-1502) and 5) their
branch in Mawarannahr (1500-1598). The Appendix to the article contains original texts
in Arabic, Persian and Turkish. Indeed, the authors of the article have researched a lot
of sources and thus made a significant contribution to the history of the Juchid
dynasties.

The article by Zh.M. Sabitov considers the administrative reform of Uzbek Khan.
According to the author, Uzbek Khan strengthened the centralization of the Golden
Horde through the reform of its political institutions. The reform was successful thanks
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to the support of three strata of the population: the settled tax-paying population,
commercial Muslim communities, and the tribal counter-elite. Another success factor of
the reforms were unexpected reprisals against the Juchids, which began immediately
after the election of Uzbek as a Khan of the Golden Horde, when the Juchids who
participated in the Kurultai did not have time to leave for their Khanates. As a result,
there was a renewal of the elites, and the Juchids were relegated to the background.
Following Mansur Olson’s concept, Zh.M. Sabitov states that administrative reform of
Uzbek Khan meant the transformation of the “Nomad bandit” into a “Settled bandit”
with all its consequences (large economic growth due to the political stability, culture,
infrastructure construction, etc.). In our view, this article may start a discussion on the
reformers of the Middle Ages; however, it is important to avoid projecting modern
political realities on the distant historical past.

The relevant issues of military history of ancient and medieval Kazakhstan are
considered in the article of the Kazakh historian A.K. Kushkumbayev. The author
believes that the nomad military business is directly included in the medieval history of
the Turkic-Mongol peoples of Eurasia and Kazakhstan, as well as an integral part of the
military system, which includes: the structure and composition of the armed forces,
military strategy and tactics, a set of weapons, craft technology for making weapons,
techniques for using them, etc. At the same time, military affairs are not only an integral
part of the country's history, but also an important element of the economy, material
and spiritual culture, social and political relations and everyday life of the people. The
author believes that the military affairs of Mongol Empire were inherited by the Nogai
Horde (XV-XVII centuries), the nomads of the Eastern Desht-I-Kipchak (the land of
Sheibanids) and Moghulistan (XV-XVI centuries), the Kazakh khanate (XV-XVIII
centuries), the Siberian khanate (XV — early XVII centuries), the Bashkirs and other Turkic
peoples. The military history of the above-mentioned Turkic lands requires further
research on key areas of military development. In our opinion, the study of the military
history of the Turks requires the joint efforts of historians of all the Turkic lands, as well
as the wider use of interdisciplinary approaches.

In the previous issue of our journal, it was noted that the Kazakh school of
medieval studies, which is in the process of formation, should not be limited to the
history of Kazakhstan and Central Eurasia, it is important to keep in mind the broader
historical context, especially since the Turkic lands have always interacted with other
peoples and lands, including Europe and Russia. Therefore, in the second issue of the
journal, another new section has appeared — “History of the European and Eurasian
middle Ages”. Definitely, this will make our view of the history of the Middle Ages
more correct and balanced.

This section begins with an article by M.Y. Shaikhutdinov “Marc Bloch and the
development of theoretical and methodological foundations of historical science”,
which identifies the most important stages in the formation of Bloch's views on the
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purpose of historical science. The article analyzes such fundamental works of Bloch as
“The Royal Touch: Monarchy and Miracles in France and England”, (1924),
“Characteristic features of French agrarian history” (1931), “Feudal society” (1939-1940),
“Apologia of history or the craft of a historian” (1941-1942). Special attention is paid to
the contribution of Bloch to the formation of the journal “Annals of economic and social
history” (1929) and the corresponding scientific school. According to the author of the
article, the scientific ideas of Bloch contributed to the maturation of new theoretical and
methodological approaches, increasing the attention of historians to socio-economic
history, historical comparative studies, historical anthropology, spatial economic
geography, collective psychology, the history of mentalities, etc. The very fact of lively
discussions about the significance of Bloch's scientific heritage indicates that his works
still retain their scientific value and relevance.

The article “Landscape of medieval Europe: researcher about the role of wood in
the institution of the Russian culture and state system” by M.V. Shlyupikov and M.M.
Shlyupikova is of considerable interest. From the authors’ point of view the study of the
environment’s influence on each nation development, especially at the initial stages of
the formation of statehood and the development of cultural patterns of behavior, is very
relevant today. The article analyzes the scientific contribution of S.M. Solovyov, N.Y.
Danilevsky, V.O. Klyuchevsky, and N.I. Kostomarov to the study of the Russian forest
as a factor in the development of Ancient and Medieval Russia, the Moscow state and
the Russian Empire. Russian historians’ concepts concerning the influence of the nature
of the Russian North-East on the formation of the Russian nation, the development of
the economy, everyday life, culture, spiritual world, political processes and
international relations are described. In our opinion, article by M.V. Shlyupikov and
M.M. Shlyupikova could form the basis of a separate monograph.

The second issue of our journal ends up with another new section — “Reviews”.
The first review is on the work “Medieval Europe” by well-known British historian
Chris Wickham. According to the author of the review, Wickham is distinguished due
to critical view of established dogmas in historical science. The work “Medieval
Europe” was no exception, in which Wickham states that history is devoid of
expediency, historical development does not strive for something, but starts from
something. Therefore, the turbulent period of the Middle Ages is of distinct interest and
it is not necessary to consider it through the prism of subsequent events. The reviewer
claims that Wickham thinks too categorically, but it is impossible not to notice his
innovative approaches to the turning points of medieval history, as well as a wide and
quite appropriate use of the comparative method. Therefore, one can consider the work
of Wickham as a valuable contribution to modern medieval studies.

Editor-in-Chief
Shaihutdinov M.Y.
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LANDSCAPE OF MEDIEVAL EUROPE: RESEARCHER ABOUT THE
ROLE OF WOOD IN THE INSTITUTION OF THE RUSSIAN CULTURE
AND STATE SYSTEM

M.V. Shlyupikov, M.M. Shlyupikova
Karaganda, Kazakhstan
Moscow, Russia

Abstract The study of the influence of nature, the environment, its forms and the power
of influence in the development of each nation, especially in the initial stages of formation,
establishment of statehood, economic development of the territory, development and
consolidation of cultural patterns of behavior is highly relevant. The article presents an analysis
of the historiographic heritage: the contribution of the classics of the Russian historical thought
of the XIX century by S.M. Solov'ev, N.Ya. Danilevsky, V.O. Klyuchevsky, N.I. Kostomarov to
the study of the forest problem and its role in Russian history. The source base of the research is
the various works of Russian historians of the XIX century, dedicated to the Russian history of
the medieval period and the new time, the time of the ethnogenesis of the Russian people, the
formation of economic foundations, culture and Russian statehood.

The research focuses on the scientific views of the 19th century Russian historians on the
influence of forests, forests, geography of space on the development of Ancient and Medieval
Russia, Moscow State and Russia. The historical concepts of S.M. Solovyov, N.Ya. Danilevsky,
V.O. Klyuchevsky, N.I. Kostomarov of nature influenced the nature of the Russian northeast on
the formation of the Russian nationality, the development of the economy, life, culture, spiritual
world, political processes, international relations. An assessment is made of the degree of forest
influence, as a multifactorial phenomenon, on the dynamics and direction of social processes,
the predominance of regressive or progressive tendencies of the historical movement of the
Russian people and state. The authors concluded that many important aspects of the
multifunctional forestry of ancient and medieval Russia were touched upon in the works of
famous nineteenth-century Russian historians. Without mastering this historiographic heritage,
it is impossible to start writing a full-scale Russian forest history.

Keywords: S.M. Soloviev, N.Ya. Danilevsky, V.O. Klyuchevsky, N.I. Kostomarov,
historiography, Russian forest, colonization, household and mode of life, wooden architecture,
applied crafts, spirituality, political institutions.

Introduction.

In the development of each nation, especially in the initial stages of formation,
establishment of statehood, economic development of the territory, development and
consolidation of cultural patterns of behavior, nature, the environment, its forms and
power of influence have a decisive influence.
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European thinkers such as I.G. Herder, G. Lessing, Sh. L. Montesquieu have long
noticed this feature, tried to establish the historical relationship of man and nature.
Therefore, they distinguished marine, mountain, forest, steppe peoples, peoples of the
Far North, arid semi-deserts and deserts, tropical forests.

Accordingly, the environment determined the type of economic development,
methods of obtaining food, social interactions and political institutions, ethical
standards and aesthetic patterns, religion, law, spiritual symbols, ways of
communicating with each other and others, trade, aggressiveness or defense, expansion
or autarky, density or the distraction of society, the strength or weakness of kindred
ties, the intensive or extensive path of the historical movement, the methods and nature
of urban planning, architecture, everyday life, writing methods, literary images,
weapons and military tactics and strategy, the characteristics of military units and the
army as a whole, ways of its acquisition, wealth and poverty of man and state, progress
or lag, stagnation of civilization.

Russia and its peoples were destined to interact, grow, “grow up”, and rise
civilizational in the “world of the forest”. The vast sea of forest is a kind of motherly
bosom of Russian civilization. This is the soil; this is the roots, water and air of the
emerging state. Forest - protection, the keeper of life and freedom in times of adversity,
the forest - the breadwinner, generously giving his wealth to man in the form of wood,
game, mushrooms and berries, nuts, honey, furs, skins and bones of wild animals.

Forest is a mysterious world of mysterious creatures, fairy-tale heroes, full of life,
energy, forming the foundations of folk culture, endowing animals and birds, all
inhabitants of the forest with human features, intelligence, strength, courage, cunning,
kindness and antipodes of these features: anger, treachery, greed cowardice, stupidity,
hypocrisy, etc.

The forest is the best friend of a Russian person; it is shelter, fire and heat, food,
clothes and shoes, household utensils, tools and crafts, weapons.

Russia is a great forest country. Huge in length, diversity, and impact on the
surrounding world, the Eurasian forests were an important factor in the life of Russian
people. A complex community of living, mainly plant organisms mutually creating
each other and constantly interacting with soil, climate and landscape - the forest in
Russian history has long been transformed from an external factor into an internal one,
forming Russian statehood and types of political structure, economic life and
psychology, mentality and features of religious perception of the world.

The aggressive economic expansion of man into the forest in the 20th century,
which has grown into a serious environmental hazard, poses the problems of the
coexistence of man and the forest, the identification of historical trends in such
coexistence, and the history of forests in Russia.

An important role in the reconstruction of historical retrospective will be played
by the study of historiographic heritage: the contribution of the classics of Russian
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historical thought of the 19th century to the study of the forest problem and its role in
Russian history.

Russian historians of the 19th century intuitively felt this interconnection of folk
life and the forest, not only searched for documentary evidence, but also visually
observed the remnants of this historical coexistence of the people and the forest, as
conscientious scientists, to the extent of their scientific and literary talent, tried to
express their basic characteristics of this "forest world".

The sources, due to the specifics of historiographic work, were the various works
of Russian historians of the 19th century devoted to the Russian history of the medieval
period and the new time, the time of the ethno genesis of the Russian people, the
formation of economic foundations, culture and Russian statehood.

Soloviev Sergey Mikhailovich (1820-1879), the Ilargest historian of pre-
revolutionary Russia. The main work is “The History of Russia from Ancient Times” (29
vols., 1851-1879), in which, based on a huge number of historical sources, the scientist
substantiated a new concept of Russian history [61]. She explained her originality by
three factors: “the nature of the country” (natural and geographical features), “the
nature of the tribe” (ethno cultural identity of the Russian people) and the “course of
external events” (foreign policy reasons). Recognized the common features of the
historical path of Russia and Western Europe and the possibility of a comparative
historical research method. He proved the historical regularity and preparedness of the
reforms of Peter I, their need for the country to enter the path of "Europeanization". The
attachment of peasants to the land and serfdom was seen as a necessary measure,
caused by the "spread" of the peasantry over the vast territory of Russia and the
military needs of the state. The historical concept of the scientist had a great influence
on his students (V.O. Klyuchevsky and others) and on the whole domestic historical
science of the XIX century. [51].

Kostomarov Nikolai Ivanovich (1818-1885), historian, publicist, public figure,
corresponding member of the Imperial St. Petersburg Academy of Sciences, current
state adviser, author of the multi-volume publication “Russian History in the
Biographies of Its Most Important Figures” [39], researcher of socio-political and
economic history of Russia. Kostomarov tried not only to reveal the conditions that led
to the formation of the Russian political system, but also to determine closer the very
nature of this system, its relation to the life that preceded it, and its influence on the
masses. To find and catch the peculiarities of the national life of parts of the Russian
state was the task of his studies in history. In connection with this main idea of
Kostomarov’s work, he had another idea about the need to study the tribal
characteristics of each part of the people and create a regional history. He introduced
and persistently carried out in all his works the idea of folk history. N.I. Kostomarov
was interested in Slavic mythology [41], domestic life and customs of the Russian
people [40], Zemsky Cathedrals [44], the Time of Troubles of the Moscow State [42],
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schism [37], Cossacks [33], Russian foreigners [38], domination of the house Romanovs
before the accession to the throne of Catherine II [36].

Vasily Osipovich Klyuchevsky (1841-1911), historian, professor at Moscow
University, academician of the Imperial St. Petersburg Academy of Sciences on Russian
history and antiquities, chairman of the Imperial Society of Russian History and
Antiquities, secret adviser. Candidate dissertation: “Tales of foreigners about the
Moscow state” (1866) [29], master's thesis: “Old Russian lives of saints as a historical
source” (1871) [19], doctoral dissertation: “Boyar Duma of Ancient Russia” (1882). In the
field of scientific interest V.O. Klyuchevskogo turned out to be the economic activity of
the Solovetsky Monastery (1867), new studies on the history of ancient Russian
monasteries (1869), the church in relation to the mental development of ancient Russia
(1870), the origin of serfdom in Russia (1885), the poll tax and the abolition of slavery
(1886), the composition of the representation at the zemsky cathedrals of ancient Russia
(1890). His works were published in the USSR: “Works in nine volumes. The course of
Russian history” [30],” Unpublished works "”[23],” Historical portraits. Figures of
historical thought” [20], and the real renaissance of the historical heritage of V.O.
Klyuchevsky survived at the end of the 20th and beginning of the 21st centuries: “A
Brief Guide on Russian History” [21], “Russian History: A Full Course of Lectures: in
Three Books” [26, 27], “Aphorisms. Historical portraits and studies. Diaries ”[18],” On
Morality and Russian Culture ”[24],” Russian History ”[28],” The Complete Course of
Russian History ”[25],“ The Course of Russian History ”[22]. Of course, we were
primarily interested in stories related to the influence of the natural factor, the role of
the forest in Russian history.

Nikolai Yakovlevich Danilevsky (1822-1885), Russian sociologist, culturologist,
naturalist, geopolitician, one of the founders of the civilizational approach to history,
the ideologist of pan-Slavism. The main work of N.Ya. Danilevsky “Russia and Europe”
(1869) [5-8], in which he put forward the theory of isolated, local “cultural-historical
types” (civilizations) that develop like living organisms. They are in a continuous
struggle with each other and with the external environment, just like biological species,
they go through the stages of maturation, decrepitude and inevitable death. The course
of history is expressed in the change of cultural-historical types replacing each other.
Danilevsky considers the “Slavic type” most fully expressed in the Russian people to be
a qualitatively new, promising from the point of view of history type. Danilevsky’s
research interest was manifested in his attention to the population movement in Russia
[10], the climate of the Vologda province (Danilevsky, 1853), Darwinism [3], and other
political and economic problems [9].

In general, the source study base is sufficient to solve the tasks. The study is
based on the general methodological principles of historical knowledge - historicism,
scientific credibility, systematicity and objectivity. The method of structural-functional
analysis was also used. It was used to study the socio-political concepts of Russian
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scientists, in which society, economics, and forms of interaction with nature appear to
be a complex dynamic system. In addition, special historical methods were used -
historical-genetic (when revealing the evolution of views on the role of the forest in
Russian history), comparative-historical (when determining the general and special in
approaches to the problem of forest and man among Russian historians of the 19th
century), historical system (in the course of a comprehensive analysis of different
groups of sources).

Discussion.

The problem of studying the rich historical heritage of Russian historians of the
19th century S.M. Soloviev, N.I. Kostomarova, V.O. Klyuchevsky, N.Ya. Danilevsky is
an actively developing topic in the study of Russian historiography. New sources are
regularly introduced into circulation, especially documents of personal origin,
journalism. A significant contribution to the study of the aforementioned topics was
made by the monographs of N.L. Rubinstein [56], M.V. Nechkina [48], V.E. Illeritsky
[15], Yu.A. Pinchuk [52], N.I. Tsimbaeva [62, 63], S.I. Bazhova [2], A.P. Shikman [58],
B.P. Balueva [1], G.V. Vernadsky [64], M.Yu. Lachaeva [45], as well as collective works
and general works “Essays on the history of historical science in the USSR” [50],
“Historiography of the history of Russia until 1917” [16], “Encyclopedia of life and
work of N.I. Kostomarova "[13] and others.

A huge number of special works and research articles on various subjects of the
scientific work of Russian historians of the XIX century: K.N. Leontiev [46], A.A.
Galaktionova and P.F. Nikandrova [14], A.M. Sakharov [57], V.A. Zamlinsky [65, 66],
Yu.S. Pivovarova [53], O.A. Platonov [54], V.V. Kichurina [17], A.V. Efremova [11, 12],
S.A. Nikolsky and V.P. Filimonova [49], Yu.A. Polyakova and N.V. Shcherban [55] and
others. They analyzed the views of Russian scientists on the problems of the formation
and development of Russian statehood, the economic structure, rural and urban life,
everyday life, beliefs, religion and culture, Russian national character and self-
awareness. Today, the questions of interpretations by Russian historians of the 19th
century of the influence of natural factors (forests, river systems, climatic features,
characteristics of the soils used, geographical location of the developed territories) on
the development of the Russian world remain insufficiently studied. Attempts are just
beginning to assimilate the historical heritage of classical Russian historiography
related to the theme of “social geography” of medieval Russia and new-historical
Russia. Much remains to be done for the scientific analysis of the problem: “historians
on the role of forests in Russian history.”

It should be noted that the interaction of man and nature in the Russian
geographical space for a thousand years has been considered either within the narrow
framework of local historical concepts, or individual topics and subjects have been
studied outside their relationship with each other and outside the historical context. The
first appeal to this problem was made by us more than twenty years ago, but only in the
form of theses at a number of international conferences devoted to the history of the
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forest [59]. Therefore, there was an urgent need to create a comprehensive study in

7

which the main directions of the concepts of “forest history” of 19th-century Russian
historians would be considered in interrelation. This study is an initial attempt to fill the
indicated historiographic gap.

A steady account of the geographical factor, nature and the environment in
which the history of Russia went was typical for S.M. Solovieva [60]. “Where, under
what natural influences did the people act ... - here,” writes S.M. Soloviev - the first
questions in the history of every nation” [60, p.159].

His remarks on the role of forest spaces in the centralization of the Moscow state,
which was primarily a forest state (“The Moscow state was primarily a forest state; to
travelers, the whole country seemed to be a vast forest cleared for dwellings and arable
land”), when parts of the population scattered over vast spaces, live a special life, are
not connected by the division of occupations, when there are no big cities, when
communications are difficult, there is no consciousness of common interests, then the
parts fragmented in this way are brought into contact, pulled together by government
centralization, which, in his opinion, is the stronger the weaker the internal connection.
“Centralization makes up for the lack of internal communication, due to this lack,”
concludes S.M. Solovyov [60, p. 26].

Russian history took shape, in his opinion, in the long struggle between the
“forest” and the “steppe”, in the struggle against the invasions of the southeastern
nomads and the state could establish itself, gain strength only far from the steppe, in the
north, in the forest side, inaccessible, inconvenient for the nomad [60, p. 45].

The original interpretation of S.M. Solovyov’s historical differences between
Western and Eastern Europe: the first is stone, the second is wooden. The stone divided
Western Europe into many states, delimited nationalities, protected freedom, gave
strength and certainty to everything. A tree in the East created one state of
unprecedented size, since people always move across a wide unlimited forest area: the
lack of diversity did not make resettlement difficult, the fragility of dwellings - wooden
huts, the cheapness of the material favored the population to leave invasions, taxes [60,
p. 45-46]. Hence the desire of the government to “catch and attach” [60, p. 44]. “There
are no solid dwellings with which it would be difficult to part, in which would have
settled down for whole generations; cities consist of a pile of wooden huts, the first
spark - and instead of them a pile of ash. The trouble, however, is small, driven so little
that it is easy to take with you, to build a new house does not cost anything cheap
material: from here with such ease the old Russian man left his home, his hometown or
village; left the Tatar, from Lithuania, left the heavy tax, from the bad governor or clerk;
there was nothing to wander about, for everywhere it was possible to find the same
thing, everywhere Russia smelled. Hence the habit of spending in the population and
the government’s desire to catch, plant and attach” [60, p. 58].
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The struggle of the state with the Cossacks during its inception, according to S.M.
Solov'ev, there are relatively natural forms - the struggle of the forest side with the field,
the steppe. Under these conditions, the forest more limited, determined, made a man
settled. The stinginess of nature, which requires constant and hard work on the part of
man, forms, believes S.M. Soloviev, such traits of his character as slowness, caution,
consistency in achieving the goal, thoughtfulness, which are able to establish strong
foundations of state life [60, p. 188-190].

At the same time, according to S.M. Solovyov’s own disadvantageous aspects: it
determined the severity of the climate, dampness, and the abundance of water and
swamps, which made travel difficult in the summer and forced him to resort to the hard
work of paving roads with wood [60, p. 46]. “Near the capital, travelers on summer
nights had to lay fires to escape from myriads of mosquitoes and midges. Near this
trouble there was danger, danger from a wild beast living in the forest, and even greater
from a man who so conveniently hid his evil trade in the forest” [60].

In general, the movement of Russian history from the southwest to the northeast
was a movement from the countries of the best to the worst, in more adverse
conditions. Sad, harsh, monotonous nature could not, according to S.M. Solovyov’s life-
giving effect on the spirit of a person, to develop a sense of beauty in him, a desire to
decorate life, to raise it above the daily, everyday monotony, to bring into a festive state,
so necessary for the restoration of strength. The small population was scattered in vast
desert spaces, which were constantly increasing without a corresponding increase in
population. All this was poor and weak, without the possibility of independent life,
without the possibility of protection when faced with any force.

“The Russian man appeared in the northeastern deserts seedless in all the sad
meaning that this word had in our days. Lonely, abandoned into the world of
barbarians, the last, the last of the European-Christian family, forgotten by his own and
forgetting his remoteness, scattered from his siblings - these are the position of the
Russian man in the northeast: and for centuries it was intended for him to move further
and further further in the desert of the east, to live in alienation from the Western
gatherings” [60].

The sad, harsh, monotonous nature, the Russian scientist believes, could not have
a life-giving effect on the spirit of a person, develop a sense of beauty in him, a desire to
decorate life, raise it above everyday monotony [60, p. 26].

According to another Russian historian of the XIX century N.Ya. Danilevsky in
the early stages of the formation of the Russian nationality and statehood "nothing
prevented the free resettlement of the Russian people,” since "in this whole space there
was no formed political body when the Russian people gradually began to leave tribal
forms of life and adopt a state system. The whole country was either a desert or
inhabited by semi-wild Finnish tribes and nomads”, he “occupied wastelands” [5, p. 24-
25]. For the most part, N.Ya. Danilevsky, it was “occupation of an empty place, perfect

Medieval History of Central Eurasia. 2020, No2 ISCA



128

... the resettlement of the Russian people almost without the assistance of the state” [5,
p- 39].

"The expanse of forests, waters and steppes that Finnish hunters only roam:
Zyryans, Vogulichi, Cheremis, Mordovians, the whole, measuring and Tatar nomads"
allowed, according to the scientist, to make extensive resettlements almost without the
participation of the government, adventurers and even robber chieftains [5, p. 63, 188-
189].

According to N.Ya. Danilevsky, the forest has great cultural power, since only
forests, representing a sufficient physical obstacle to the development of nomadic life,
do not, however, constitute an insurmountable barrier to the founding of settled life,
and, consequently, to the development of the original culture. An original culture,
without any extraneous influence, could have arisen, in his opinion, only in a forest
country [5, p. 230].

According to N.Ya. Danilevsky, Russians were not a nomadic people, attached to
their homeland, to their climate, to their surrounding nature [5, p. 52]. Forest for the
Eastern Slav, in his interpretation, is a poetic mood inspired by a mysterious thicket and
twilight [5, p. 230].

The scientist is considering a method of resettlement in a forest country: from
settlements - islands in the forest sea, to forest islands. “At first, individual settlements
were scattered by rare islands in the forest sea. Settlements, farms, repairs occupy new
places near their metropolis; small forest barriers separating them are cut down and a
volost consisting of several villages is formed, between which there is no separating
forest space. Small islands are grouped near this large settled island. The volosts
themselves are separated by significant forest areas. The number of volosts is
increasing, and the forest, in which rare villages were first interspersed, from the forest
ocean takes the form of a network, all the threads of which are interconnected ”[5, p.
230-231].

But vast swamps, according to N.Ya. Danilevsky, prevent this forest network
from being evenly riddled with villages. Vast forest spaces remain - ditches that
separate one group of villages (volosts, communities) from another. With an increase in
population, N.Ya. Danilevsky, the network breaks in many places, the volosts merge
with each other, merge, and finally they themselves form a continuous network in
which “pieces of forest are scattered in separate groups, as before villages were
scattered in the forest network” [5, p. 231]. These pieces of wood concludes N.Ya.
Danilevsky, everything is decreasing, and there is a continuous sea or lake of villages in
which "forest islands are scattered."” These lakes do not merge, however, into one vast
sea, remaining for a long time still separated by vast drags.

This course of resettlement in the forest should be followed by the course of
development of the public, which explains, in his opinion, the federal structure of all
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the peoples living in the forest country, whom history found during the ethnographic
period of their life (as, for example, among the Germans and the Slavs) [5, p. 231].

The territorial dominance of the Russian forest indirectly softened, according to
N. Ya. Danilevsky, the Tatar yoke, since the degree of culture, the way of life of settled
Russian and Tatar nomads were different and any power of the latter over the former
could not penetrate deeply, had to stay on one surface. This was promoted, according to
the scientist, by the nature of the area, which allowed the conquerors to maintain their
usual way of life in the Zadonsky and Zavolzhsky steppes [5, p. 257].

At the same time, the space and nature of the Russian region were, according to
N. Ya. Danilevsky, the main obstacle to state unification, since there is no need to obey
the harsh requirements of the state order, personal service, money payments, when
forests represented impenetrable shelters [5, p. 258]. “Its vast forests and steppes made
it possible for the rare population, still living in ethnographic forms of life, to evade the
burdens imposed by the state, to elude them without active resistance” [5, p. 496].

N.Ya. Danilevsky singles out the so-called law of preserving the stock of
historical forces when, at the beginning of the history of a people, part of it, being in
favorable geographical conditions and in relations with neighboring nations that have
reached a higher degree of culture, makes a breakthrough in progressive development.
Meanwhile, the rest of the people under the protective cover of mighty nature
(including forests) continues to lead a quiet life, not squandering, but accumulating,
elements of future power [5, p. 437].

Forest factor, according to N.Ya. Danilevsky, will play an almost decisive role in
the collection of Russian lands under the banner of Moscow after internal strife, the
"Tatar pogrom", the invasions of Lithuania and the Polish government. “But in the
northeast, in a dense forest country (emphasized by us - M.Sh.), Russian colonization,
apart from active historical life, forms a strong reserve of Russian power, strengthens
Finnish tribes and, having strengthened, is the restorer of the unity of Russia ...” [5, p.
439].

Massifs - swamps and forests - N.Ya. Danilevsky also took into account the
important military-strategic factor of Russia's security in modern times. “The vast
impassable swamps and forests,” concludes the scientist, “cut the space along the
western border of Russia into two completely separate theaters of war” [5, p. 375].

Indirectly forest spaces, swamps, impassability even serfdom in Russia did,
according to N. Ya. Danilevsky, "an easy form of dependence", but only for the XVIII
century. Given this geography, the weakness of economic ties, and trade, subsistence
farming dominated, landowners were satisfied with the products and products of their
estates, had stocks of bread, oats, smoked their wine, infused on forest berries and
sweetened with honey from apiary trees [5, p. 261].

The forest also finds its place in N. Ya. Danilevsky spread of Christianity in
Russia. If the new religion had to endure a strong fight against paganism, then how
could the power contribute to the affirmation of Christianity against the will of the
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people, with the then weakness of state power, with impassable forests, dividing the
region from the region, volost from volost, the Russian scientist raises the question [5, p.
193].

In their size and architectural splendor, Russian churches could not compete
with the Gothic cathedrals of Northern Europe or with the temples of Italy, N.Ya.
Danilevsky, due to the lack of technical experience, material means for the construction
of such huge buildings, and, most importantly, the material of manufacture - wood,
which is cheap, malleable, convenient to use, but perishable [5, p. 272].

Secular architecture, ornamentation of houses and household utensils did not
receive much development in Ancient Russia, according to N. Ya. Danilevsky, not only
because of the simplicity of the then needs, but also because almost all the buildings
were wooden [5, p. 273].

The image of the forest and Russian history are so merged, related in perception
of N.Ya. Danilevsky, that he often, for the best, as it seemed to him, argumentation,
used comparisons of soil, forest, a specific type of tree (for example, oak), its root
system and certain socio-historical objects and phenomena of Russian, or Slavic, life in
general. Here are just a few examples. In chapter III, "Is Russia Europe?” N.Ya.
Danilevsky writes: “Is it possible that an organism that has been eating its juices that are
pulled by its roots from its soil for so long, sticks to the other organism with its
neighbors, let its roots dry and become alien from an independent plant? If the soil is
lean, that is, if it lacks any components necessary for the full growth, it must be
fertilized, these missing parts must be delivered, those that are already in it should be
loosened with deep plowing, so that they are better and easier to assimilate, and not
alien, leaving to dry their roots. (...) If not by birth, then by adoption, Russia has become
Europe; the European shank is grafted to a wild game” [5, p. 60-61].

In chapter X, “Differences in the Course of Historical Education,” N. Ya.
Danilevsky, explaining the interaction of different peoples, again uses the image of a
living tree. “If a tribe located at such a still inconscient stage of development is
embraced by another, which has already begun its political growth, then the former is
absorbed by the latter; for the tribe, more powerful and mature, cannot stop its growth
because these tribal shortcomings meet on its way. If a foreign object is caught between
a tree and its bark, the tree overgrows it and includes it in its mass. (...) Such was the
fate of the Finnish tribes scattered throughout the space of Russia” [5, p. 223].

N.Ya. Danilevsky once again applies the image of the “tree” in his explanatory
scheme for Peter's reforms in the first quarter of the 18th century. “Having become
acquainted with Europe, he ... wanted by all means to make Russia Europe. Seeing the
fruits that the European tree brought, he concluded that the plant itself, which brought
them, was superior to the Russian fruitless wild game (not taking into account the age
differences, not thinking that the fruiting season might not have come yet) and
therefore wanted to cut down it at the very root and replace it with another” [5, p. 265].
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In the story about Constantinople and "complaints about the too huge size of
Russia", the possible expansion of the Russian state N. Ya. Danilevsky proposes the
following dependence of size and growth “from the relation of the achieved growth to
the internal expansive power of the growing. Oak and three girths thick and fifteen
fathoms high cannot yet be called too large, outgrown its normal size! The state also
cannot be considered to have reached its full growth, no matter how much it encloses
square miles or miles, when about three million other compatriots live outside its
borders ... 7[5, p. 377].

Great attention was paid to the problem of the impact of forests on Russian
history in his work V.O. Klyuchevsky. He considered the effect of settlement on tribal
life [20, p. 38-39], the colonization of forest north-eastern region [20, p. 90], the features
of household life, created under the influence of the nature of the country (dispersal of
the population, insignificance of peasant plowing, mobile nature of tillage,
development of forest land) [20, p. 102], various aspects of the psychology of Russian
people (the struggle with nature alone, in the wilderness of the forest), formed in silent
black work on the external nature, on the forest, and not on itself and society [20, p.
105].

The forest provided a variety of services to the Russian man — economic,
political, and even moral: he built it with pine and oak, heated it with birch and aspen,
lit it with a birch torch, shod it with his bast bast shoes, and equipped it with household
utensils and a bast. For a long time and in the north, as before in the south, he fed the
national economy with a fur-bearing animal and a forest bee. The forest served as the
most reliable refuge from external enemies, replacing Russian mountains and castles.
The state itself, whose first experience on the border with the steppe failed due to the
fault of this neighborhood, could strengthen, according to V.O. Klyuchevsky, only in
the north, far from Kiev, under the cover of forests from the steppe [22, ch. 4].

Analyzing the nature of the colonization of the regions of the Middle Oka and
the upper Volga by Russian settlers V.O. Klyuchevsky emphasizes the geographical
conditions for the development of the region. “Finnish tribes settled in the forests and
swamps of central and northern Russia at a time when there was no noticeable trace of
the presence of Slavs” [20, p. 41]. In his opinion, settlement took place, and not conquest
of the region. The colonists themselves, according to the Russian scientist, "for the most
part belonged to the peaceful rural population, who left the south-western Russia from
the hardships there and sought among the forests of the North not safe harvests, but
safe places for cultivation and crafts" [20, p. 43]. In addition, Russian immigrants,
believes V.O. Klyuchevsky, the Finns did not invade the land by large masses, but
seeped in thin streams, "occupying vast gaps that remained in the swamps and forests
of the Finnish villages."

The Russian people, according to V.O. Klyuchevsky, this is a kind of economic
system and even a special national character, and the nature of the country has worked
hard on this system and on this character [20, p. 55]. The main features of the Upper
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Volga region, which makes up the central region of Great Russia, are the abundance of
forests and swamps, the predominance of loam in the soil and the spider web of rivers
and streams running in different directions. According to V.O. Klyuchevsky, a deep
imprint on both household life and the tribal character of Great Russia [20, p. 55].

Rural settlements here have gained a decisive advantage over the cities.
Moreover, V.O. Klyuchevsky, and these settlements sharply differed in their character
from the villages of southern Russia. In the latter, external dangers and lack of water in
the open steppe forced the population to settle in large masses, to be crowded into huge
villages. On the contrary, a settler is in the north, V.O. Klyuchevsky, “in the midst of
forests and swamps, he was struggling to find a dry place where he could put his foot
with some safety and convenience and build a hut. Such dry places, open hillocks, were
rare islands in the sea of forests and swamps” [20, p. 56]. On such islands one, two,
maximum three peasant households could be put up. That is why a small village is,
according to V.O. Klyuchevsky, the dominant form of settlement in northern Russia
until the end of the XVII century. Around such small scattered villages, it was difficult
to find a significant continuous space that could be conveniently plowed. Convenient
places around the villages came across insignificant areas. These sites were cleared by
the inhabitants of a small village. “It was an unusually difficult job: it was necessary,
choosing a convenient dry place for arable land, to burn out the forest that covered it, to
root out stumps, to raise virgin soil” [20, p. 56].

The then methods of cultivating the land were reported, according to V.O.
Klyuchevsky, mobile, restless, nomadic nature of this cultivation. Burning the forest to
novi, the peasant informed the loam of enhanced fertility and for several years removed
an excellent crop from it, because ash serves as a strong fertilizer. But after six to seven
years, the soil was depleted, and the peasant had to leave it for a long rest, to let it fall
over. Then he notes V.O. Klyuchevsky, transferred his yard to another, often remote
place, raised another nov, put a new “fix on the forest” [20, p. 57]. Thus exploiting the
land, the Great Russian peasant moved from place to place in the direction of the
northeast, until he reached the natural borders of the Russian plain, to the Urals and the
White Sea.

In order to make up for the meager earnings from tilling on the Upper Volga
loam, the peasant had to turn to crafts. “Forests, rivers, lakes, swamps provided him
with many lands, the development of which could serve as an aid to meager
agricultural income” [20, p. 57]. IN. Klyuchevsky sees this as the source of that
peculiarity that has distinguished since time immemorial the economic life of the Great
Russian peasant, the reason for the development of local rural crafts, called handicrafts.
Handicrafts, fishing, hunting, hunting, beekeeping (beekeeping in the hollows of trees),
fishing, salt production, tarring, ironwork - each of these activities served as the basis
for household life in whole districts.
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According to Klyuchevsky, the features of the Great Russian economy that were
created under the influence of the country's nature are “1) the dispersion of the
population, the dominance of small towns, villages, 2) the insignificance of peasant
plowing, the smallness of backyard arable plots, 3) the mobile nature of tillage, the
dominance of portable or deciduous agriculture, and 4 ) finally, the development of
small rural industries, the intensified development of forest, river and other lands ”[20,
p. 57].

Along with the influence of the country's nature on the national economy of
Great Russia V.O. Klyuchevsky notes traces of its effect on the tribal character of Great
Russia. Great Russia of the XIII-XV centuries with its forests, swamps and swamps at
every step, the scientist notes, presented the settler with thousands of small dangers,
unforeseen difficulties and troubles, which had to be fought every minute. This taught
Great Russians, according to V.O. Klyuchevskogo, vigilantly follow nature, look at
both, walk around looking around and feeling the soil, do not meddle in the water
without looking for a ford, developed in him resourcefulness, a habit of patient struggle
with hardships and deprivations. “In Europe there are no people less spoiled and
pretentious, accustomed to expect less from nature and fate and more enduring” [20, p.
57].

By the very property of the region, each locality asked the settler a difficult
economic riddle: he needed to study the place, all its conditions, in order to look out for
the land. Hence, V.O. Klyuchevsky, this amazing observation, which opens in Russian
folk signs. Here, all the characteristic phenomena of the annual turn of Great Russian
nature are captured, its diverse climatic and economic accidents are noted [20, p. 58].
“Saints and holidays were his guides in this observation and study. ... He carried them
out of the temple with him into the hut, in the field and in the forest, hanging their signs
in their names ... In the signs of Great Russia, his meteorology, his business textbook,
and his everyday autobiography ”[20, p. 59-60]. The vernacular signs of Great Russia
are wayward, Klyuchevsky believes, as the wayward nature reflected in them is willful.
She often laughs at the most cautious calculations, the waywardness of the climate and
soil deceive the most modest expectations of Great Russians. Contrasting the whim of
nature with the whim of one’s own courage, the tendency to tease happiness, play luck
is, according to Klyuchevsky, the Russian “maybe”.

The properties of the region determined, according to the Russian scientist, the
order of resettlement of the Great Russians. Life remote from each other, secluded
villages with a lack of communication could not teach Great Russians to act in large
unions, friendly masses. Velikoross did not work in an open field, in front of everyone,
like an inhabitant of southern Russia, he fought nature alone, in the wilderness of the
forest with an ax in his hand. “It was a silent black work on the external nature, on a
forest or a wild field, and not on oneself and society, not on one’s feelings and attitudes
towards people” [20, p. 61].
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Despite all such services, the forest, according to V.O. Klyuchevsky was always
difficult for a Russian person. “In the old days, when there were too many of them, he
interrupted his paths and roads with his thicket, challenged the meadows and fields
with difficulty in clearing thickets, and threatened livestock and cattle with a bear and a
wolf. Robbery nests also twisted through the forests. ” The hard work of the ax and the
flint, which started the forest cultivation on the pali, cleared from under the felled and
burnt forest, according to V.O. Klyuchevsky, tired, annoyed. This can explain the
unfriendly or careless attitude of a Russian person to the forest: he never loved his
forest, concluded the Russian scientist [22, ch. 4]. Unaccountable timidity took hold of
him when he stepped under his gloomy canopy. The sleepy, "dense" silence of the forest
frightened him; in the dull, soundless noise of its age-old peaks, something ominous
was sensed; every minute expectation of an unexpected, unpredictable danger strained
my nerves, excited my imagination. And Old Russian people inhabited the forest with
all kinds of fears. The forest is the dark kingdom of the one-eyed goblin, an evil spirit - a
mischievous person who loves to fool around with a traveler wandering in his domain.

According to V. O. Klyuchevsky, the methods of land cultivation at that time
gave a mobile, restless, nomadic character to this farming. Burning the forest in Novi,
the farmer gave the loam increased fertility and for several years removed from it an
excellent crop, because the ash is a strong fertilizer. But after six or seven years, the soil
was exhausted, and the farmer had to leave it for a long rest, run into fallow. Then he,
notes V. O. Klyuchevsky, moved his yard to another, often remote place, raised another
virgin soil, put a new "fix on the forest" [20, p. 57]. Thus exploiting the land, the great
Russian peasant moved from place to place in the direction of the North-East, until he
reached the natural borders of the Russian plain, the Urals and the White sea.

In order to make up for the meagre earnings from farming in the upper Volga
loam, the peasant had to turn to crafts. "Forests, rivers, lakes, swamps provided him
with a lot of land, the development of which could serve as a help to poor agricultural
earnings" [20, p. 57]. V. O. Klyuchevsky sees this as the source of the peculiarity that
distinguishes the economic life of the great Russian peasant from time immemorial, the
reason for the development of local rural crafts, called artisanal.

Handicrafts, fishing, hunting, beekeeping (forest beekeeping in tree hollows),
fishing, salt production, tarring ironwork - of these occupations served as the basis of
economic life of entire districts.

Features of the great Russian economy, created under the influence of the
country's nature, according to Klyuchevsky, are "1) the dispersion of the population, the
dominance of small towns, villages, 2) the insignificance of peasant plowing, the
smallness of farmstead arable land, 3) the mobile nature of grain farming, the
dominance of portable or shifting agriculture, and 4) finally, the development of small
rural crafts, enhanced development of forest, river and other lands" [20, p. 57].
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Along with the influence of the country's nature on the national economy of
great Russia, V. O. Klyuchevsky notes traces of its action on the tribal character of great
Russia. Great Russia of the XIII-XV centuries with its forests, swamps and swamps at
every step, the scientist notes, presented the settler with thousands of small dangers,
unforeseen difficulties and troubles that had to be constantly fought. This taught the
great, according to V. O. Klyuchevsky's ability to keep a sharp eye on nature, to keep
his eyes open, to look around and feel the ground, not to go into the water without
looking for a ford, developed in him a quirkiness, a habit of patient struggle with
adversity and privation. "In Europe, there is no people less pampered and pretentious,
accustomed to expect less from nature and fate, and more resilient" [20, p. 57].

By the very nature of the region, each locality gave the settler a difficult economic
riddle: he had to study the place, all its conditions, in order to look for land. Hence, V.
O. Klyuchevsky believes, this amazing observation, which is revealed in Russian folk
signs. Here all the characteristic phenomena of the annual turnover of the great Russian
nature are captured, its various climatic and economic accidents are noted [20, p. 58].
"Saints and feasts were his guides in this observation and study. ...He took them out of
the temple with him to the hut, in the field and forest, putting their names on their
signs... In the signs of the great Russian and his meteorology, and his economic
textbook, and his household autobiography" [20, p. 59-60]. Folk signs of the great
Russian are wayward, Klyuchevsky believes, as the nature reflected in them is
wayward. It often laughs at the most cautious calculations, the waywardness of the
climate and soil deceive the most modest expectations of the great Russian. The
opposition to the Caprice of nature to the Caprice of one's own courage, the tendency to
tease happiness, to play at luck, is, according to Klyuchevsky, the Russian "maybe".

According to the Russian scientist, the properties of the region determined the
order of settlement of the great Russians. Life remote from each other, isolated villages
with a lack of communication could not teach the great Russian to act in large unions,
friendly masses. The great Russian did not work in the open field, in front of everyone,
like an inhabitant of southern Russia, he fought with nature alone, in the middle of the
forest with an axe in his hand. "It was a silent black work on external nature, on the
forest or wild field, and not on yourself and society, not on your feelings and attitudes
to people" [20, p. 61].

Despite all such services, the forest, according to V. O. Klyuchevsky, has always
been heavy for the Russian person. "In the old days, when there was too much of it, it
interrupted the way-roads with its thicket, disputed the hard-cleared meadow and field
with its importunate thickets, and threatened itself and livestock with bear and wolf.
There were also nests of robbers in the woods." According to V. O. Klyuchevsky, hard
work with an axe and flint, which started forest farming on the Pali cleared from under
the felled and burned forest, tired and annoyed. Russian Russian scientist concluded
that this can explain the unfriendly or careless attitude of the Russian person to the
forest: he never liked his forest [22, p. 4]. An unaccountable shyness took possession of
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him when he entered its shadowy shade. The sleepy,” deep " silence of the forest
frightened him; there was something ominous in the dull, soundless noise of its age-old
peaks; every minute the expectation of an unexpected, unforeseen danger strained his
nerves and excited his imagination. And the old Russian man populated the forest with
all sorts of fears. The forest is the dark realm of the one-eyed Goblin, a mischievous evil
spirit who likes to fool around with a traveler who wanders into his domain.

V. O. Klyuchevsky defines some features of the psychology of the Russian person
as the features of the forest side: isolation, caution, lack of communication, self-doubt,
difficulty in getting used to acting together, the habit of hesitating and maneuvering
between the roughness of the path, the impression of not being straight, insincerity,
going to the goal looking around. "Nature and fate led the great Russian so that they
taught him to go out on a straight road by devious ways. The great Russian thinks and
acts as he walks. Think you can come up with bendy and twisty great Russian country
road? Just like a snake crawled" [20, p. 62].

The "geography of the forest" became the "geopolitics of the forest country".
Russian suburbs suffered, according To V. O. Klyuchevsky, from external enemies, but
the small middle Moscow Principality remained safe, and boyars and common people
were drawn there from all the edges of the Russian land [20, p. 66].

V. O. Klyuchevsky also studied such a plot as "the forest and the Church", he
analyzed the role of numerous forest monasteries that became strongholds of peasant
colonization. The monks cleared the forest, planted gardens, plowed, mowed, as did the
peasants. This is evidenced by numerous petitions to Moscow about the monastic
structure. Permission to plough meant that the wild state forest surrounding the
monastery was given to him for clearing for arable land. From the moment of the
award, the partnership (monastery) turned into an institution and became legal entity.

Agricultural farming had to be started in the wild untouched forest, clearing it
for arable land and vegetable gardens. Hermits followed the peasants or paved their
way in the forests of the Volga. The deserted forest monastery served the needs of the
settlers, religious and economic, and widely used their labor.

The forest served as a Russian hermit's Thebaid desert, a refuge from the
temptations of the world. Since the end of the XIV century people in the desert silence
looking for salvation of the soul, rushed to the forest wilds of the Northern Volga
region, where only they could lay a path. But, fleeing from the world to the desert, these
forest pioneers, according to V. O. Klyuchevsky, carried the world with them there.
Farmers followed in their footsteps, and the numerous monasteries that arose there
became strongholds of peasant settlement, serving as parish churches, lenders, and
almshouses for new settlers in their old age. Thus, the forest gave a special character to

the Northern Russian desert breeding, making it a kind of form of forest colonization
[22, p. 4].
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The forest cover gave the Russian people the opportunity to concentrate their
spiritual and religious efforts and accumulate spiritual strength against the threat from
the Steppe. According to Klyuchevsky, the forest helped the political and moral revival
of the Russian land. "In the early 40s of the XIV century, a 20 — year-old seeker of the
desert, the future monk Sergius, in a dense forest (highlighted by us-M. Sh.) ... put a
small wooden cell with the same Church" [20, p.66]. "He began with himself and by a
long seclusion, full of labor and privation among the dense forest (highlighted by us-M.
Sh.), prepared to be the leader of other desolators" [20, p. 69]. Sergius, having begun to
rule the assembled brethren, was for her a cook, a Baker, a Miller, a woodcutter, a tailor,
a carpenter. Everything in the monastery was poor and meagre. "In the very fence of the
monastery, the primeval forest rustled over the cells and in the autumn sprinkled their
roofs with dead leaves and needles; around the Church there were fresh stumps and
untidy trunks of felled trees; in a wooden Church for lack of candles smelled of
kindling ... "[20, p. 70].

This was the beginning of the moral and then political revival of the Russian
people. Old Russian monasticism, according to V. O. Klyuchevsky, was an accurate
indicator of the moral state of its secular society. Until the middle of the XIV century,
almost all monasteries in Russia appeared in cities or under their walls. Since that time,
V. O. Klyuchevsky believes, " a decisive numerical advantage is given to monasteries
that arose far from cities, in the forest wilderness, waiting for the axe and plow. Thus,
the main goal of monasticism, in the fight against the shortcomings of the spiritual
nature of man, was joined by a new struggle with the inconveniences of external nature;
rather, this second goal became a new means to achieve the first" [20, p. 72].

According to V. O. Klyuchevsky, the colonies of the Sergiev monastery and the
monasteries founded by the disciples made up almost a fourth of the total number of
new monasteries in the second century of the Tatar yoke, and almost all of these
colonies were deserted forest monasteries like their mother country [20, p. 73]. Until the
middle of the XIV century, the scientist notes, the mass of the Russian population, shot
down by the enemies in the interfluve of the Oka and upper Volga, timidly huddled
here on a few strips of convenient land cleared among the forest and swamps. The
Tatars and Lithuania blocked the exit from this triangle to the West, South, and
Southeast. The way to the North and northeast beyond the Volga remained open. But it
was a remote, impenetrable land, occupied in some places by savage Finns. A Russian
peasant with his family, writes V. O. Klyuchevsky, was afraid to venture into these
roadless wilds. The monk is a hermit and went there as a brave scout. The vast majority
of new monasteries from the middle of the XIV to the end of the XV centuries arose
among the forests of Kostroma, Yaroslavl and Vologda Zavolzhye [20, p. 73].

Numerous forest monasteries, according to V. O. Klyuchevsky, became here the
mainstays of peasant colonization. "The wandering population settled around the
monasteries, like the roots of trees interlocking quicksand soil. For the sake of saving his
soul, the monk fled from the world to the Zavolzhsky forest, and the layman clung to it
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and with its help started a new Russian world in this forest" [20, p. 73-74]. Great Russia
was created by the friendly efforts of a monk and a peasant. Guided by the blessing of
the monk Sergius, the fighters went, some for the Oka against the Tatars, others to the
North for the Volga to fight with the forest and swamp.

According To V. O. Klyuchevsky, the political order of separate princely possessions in
the first centuries of the history of the Russian state was formed in close correlation
with the geographical distribution of the population, and this distribution, in turn, was
guided by the properties of the region and the course of its colonization.

Russian forest influence on the "history of the people”, its way of life and customs
in the XVI-XVII centuries was studied by the famous Russian historian of the XIX
century N. I. Kostomarov [34, 43]. The role of the forest and its "derivatives": wood,
animal skins and furs, meat and feathers of birds, berries, mushrooms, honey, nuts, its
landscape features: cities, villages, settlements, villages and villages, were the focus of
attention of the historical concept of N. I. Kostomarov. According to the scientist, home
furniture and utensils, clothing, food and drink, the way of home life, leaving home and
traveling, games and fun, holidays, home rituals and beliefs of the Russian people are
closely connected with the forest and its products.

In the XV-XVI centuries, cities in Russia were mostly wooden, city walls and
fortifications were also made of wood and earth. "In general, the countless cities that
dotted the space of the Russian possessions,” wrote N. I. Kostomarov, " were fortified
with wooden or earthen walls, that is, with ramparts and a rear rampart. ( ... ) For the
most part, wooden fortifications were connected to earthen ones in different ways: for
example, a rampart or talus was filled in, and a wooden wall or back was built on the
talus; or the wall stood on flat ground, but the talus followed it; or the wooden walls
were covered with gristle, that is, a pile of stones, sand and earth. Simple spears or
Gables were made without scree, and their wooden walls were only protected by
ditches. Often the city, surrounded by a wooden wall and a moat, was once again
surrounded by a talus or wooden wall — the so-called Ostrog, and between the city and
the Ostrog there was a settlement” [34, p. 1]. Some monasteries (they were generally
strongholds in that century) had the same form of fortifications.

Very often, the walls of the city, N. . Kostomarov notes, were double, triple and
quarter. The space between the walls was filled with earth, or connected by cross logs.
On top of them, roofs were made of planks or latticework, sometimes very high. In
other places, water was carried into these ditches, and in others piles called particle
were driven in. The moats themselves were protected by a special fence made of oak
logs. There were several rows of such ditches behind the main wall or rampart of the
city. From the ditches in the side outer walls drainage was performed and did a long
series of fortifications, called Natalbany. These were posts of thick logs (usually oak),
placed close together and forming a solid wall. They were double and triple, that is, in
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two and three rows; these rows were connected between cross ties of logs at the top and
presented the form of corridors [34, p. 1].

Sometimes, according to N. I. Kostomarov, the rows of needles went from the
city for twenty versts or more and were bordered by ditches, and in places towers were
arranged between them. Where it was necessary to make an exit, a gate with
descending decks was arranged. From these places it was off to the side the ranks of the
new dragon teeth. At their turns, the overhangs ended up in forest debris, that is, piles
of felled and felled wood. The enemy, writes N. I. Kostomarov, approaching the city,
had to first pass through these rubble, then get confused about the labyrinth of needles,
destroy them and then reach the double and triple city fortifications [34, p. 1].

In addition to needles, according to N. I Kostomarov, there were also
fortifications called Taras, which consisted of longitudinal logs and laid on them
transverse, and if they were in two rows, then covered with shingles on top. On the
sides were arranged forest sites, consisting of piles of piled wood, surrounded by a
moat. These sites were built, according to N. I. Kostomarov, mainly in forest areas.
There was a serif clerk with a detachment who were supposed to send a message to the
city in case of detection of the enemy. The southern part of Muscovy, with its sparsely
populated area, was dotted with cities and jails with hollows in the surrounding area
and was cut by earthen ramparts in different directions, with many forest patches and
rubble [34, p. 1]. Private and state-owned siege yards and huts were built for the
common people in case of war, which could accommodate up to two hundred people.
The resulting inconveniences from crowding, encouraged residents, according to N. L
Kostomarov, to wander through the forests, being in danger of falling under the Tatar
Lariat, rather than go under siege.

The forest was actively used for paving streets in Moscow and large cities. They
were round logs, packed tightly together, one against the other. Where there was no
pavement, where it was especially dirty, N. I. Kostomarov notes, planks were simply
laid across the streets [34, p. 4]. Near the villages there was always left pasture land
called meadow, if there were meadows, or hog, when forests surrounded the village.
Due to the fact that the construction was dominated by wood, wood as the main
material, there were frequent and devastating fires in the cities, destroying these cities
to the ground. Measures against fires, according to N.I. Kostomarova’s, they were
mostly protective: they tried to make yards wider, ordered to put tubs with water on
the roofs of buildings, it was forbidden to sit with fire at night and use soap dishes and
even stoves in huts in the summer, and instead, residents had to cook their own food in
gardens [34, p. 4].

Most of the buildings in the cities of the XVI century were made of wood. No
one, according to N. I. Kostomarov, considered stone buildings more convenient than
wooden ones for housing. Wealthy people began to build stone houses, but still
retained the old belief that wooden houses are healthier to live in [34, p. 7]. Wooden
houses were made of pine, sometimes oak solid beams, which were folded very tightly
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the rich - sables and foxes of different species: foxes, black-brown, black, gray. Fur coats
from ermines were probably made, N.I. Kostomarov, only for panache [34, p 9].

In short, the forest fed, clothed, shod, warmed, protected from bad weather, and
inextricably accompanied the Russian person in everyday life (furniture, utensils) and
in travel (wooden saddles, carts in summer, sledges in winter, boats, ploughs and rooks
on the water). Russian saddles were made of wood and dry veins, they were low, flat.
The saddles were most often upholstered in Morocco with gold patterns, sometimes
with velvet, and the bows were gilded. Winter men's sledges were covered with
bearskin, and a Persian or Turkish carpet was placed on the back of the sledge. The
horse's head was removed with chains, rings, colored feathers, and animal tails — Fox,
wolf, or sable. The coachman waved a hare-skin hat with a saiga horn head [34, p. 15].

Russian road sledges, notes N. I. Kostomarov, were made mostly of tree bark or
bast and preferred wooden ones for their lightness. They were covered with matting at
the back, with skins on the sides, and covered with furs at the top. When going on the
road, writes N. I. Kostomarov, the Russian dressed as warmly as possible: on his head
he had a hat covered and lined with fur, on his hands warm mittens, on his feet fur
buttons; on top he covered himself with a bearskin [34, p. 15].

They were more likely to travel along the rivers in boats, which could be found
with oarsmen wherever the road adjoined the river. According to N. I. Kostomarov, it
was possible to use state-owned ploughs and rowers with the state-owned
Podorozhnaya. The size of the ploughs and the number of rowers on them were
measured with the width of the river and the length of the path from one pier to
another. The ploughs, on which many passengers were seated, were made wide, with
one mast and usually with sixteen oars; cages and partitions were arranged under the
deck for passengers and their Luggage. A huge canvas sail was tied to the mast, which
was unfurled when the wind was fair. Instead of a rudder, a long and wide pole was
used, lowered into the water [34, p. 15].

Both in winter and summer, the traveller took with him a large supply of bread,
dried meat, fish, lard, honey, and other supplies collected from city to city.

The forest and its derivatives accompanied the Russian man in games,
amusements, and amusements. The Russians had their own national instruments:
harps, horns, snuffles, pipes, antimony (trumpets), domras, bagpipes, drums, copper
horns [34, p. 18].

The favorite pastime of women in all classes, according to N. I. Kostomarov,
were swings and boards. Swinging on the boards was like this: a Board was placed on a
log, two women stood on the edges of it and, Bouncing, pumped one another [34, p. 18].
Skating on ice (wooden horseshoes with narrow iron bands), sledding in winter — the
tree also played a primary role here.

According to N. I. Kostomarov, hunting was considered the most worthy sport of
the upper class. In Russia, in his opinion, it was not only belonging to the upper classes,
as in the West, because there were too many animals in the Russian forests [34, p. 18]. In
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the XVI century, draught people had to go to the wolf, Fox and bear fields, which meant
chasing the beast. Falconry and Gyrfalcon hunting have long been considered a noble
sport of princes and tsars.

Russian society has played a very significant, if not decisive, role in the forest
factor in the life of a Russian person in different periods of development. This situation
is explained by the characteristics of the natural conditions of Russian communities
living in the forest area. It was here that the economic life, the psychology of the forest
dweller, and the main elements of complex forestry were formed.

Mastering the riches of the Russian forest region, forms of "forest exploitation"
were in the sphere of research interest of famous historians of the XIX century, S. M.
Solovyov, N. Ya. Danilevsky, V. O. Klyuchevsky, N. I. Kostomarov, etc. The review of
their concept of Russian forestry will help to clarify the attitude of the scientific circles
of the Russian society of the XIX century to the "forest factor", some aspects of the tsarist
forest policy, which is a necessary basic element of the historiographical picture of the
history of Russian forestry.

Settling on the plain, the Eastern Slavs occupied mainly the forest side of it. In
this desolate, wooded region, the researchers noted, the newcomers engaged in fur
trapping, forest beekeeping, and grain farming. The spaces convenient for these trades
did not run in vast continuous strips: among the forests and swamps, it was necessary
to find more open and dry places and clear them for arable land, or to make in the
forest certain devices for hunting and beekeeping. Such places were remote from one
another among the Islands of the sea, forests and swamps. It was on these Islands that
the settlers set up their lonely courtyards, dug them out, and cleared fields for arable
land in the vicinity, making borti and traps in the forest.

The nature of forestry and agriculture destroyed the idea of the indivisibility of
ancestral property. The forest was adapted to fishing by the efforts of individual
courtyards, the field was cleared by the labor of individual families. Such forest and
field plots, according to Russian historians, should have received the meaning of
private family property early.

Conclusions

Thus, the works of famous Russian historians of the XIX century touched on
many important aspects of multifunctional forestry in ancient and medieval Russia.
Without mastering this historiographical heritage, it is impossible to start writing a full-
scale Russian forest history. Russian historical thought's contribution to the
development of the forest problem and its role in Russian history will help to determine
the formation of scientific and public opinion on this problem in Russia of the XIX
century, to determine the historiographical heritage of forest history in the USSR and
modern Russia.

In recent decades, forest history has focused on the evolution of the forest
environment in connection with social and economic development. However, aspects
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such as the need for and market for forests, agriculture and pastoralism, and the
evolution of forest technology have had different impacts on forest ecosystems
according to the processes, systems, and practices involved in these activities.

Therefore, more attention should be paid to the scale of research. A local scale
that takes specific forests allows for the use of different sources (written documents,
iconography, investigative materials, oral interviews, etc.), but this may be possible
when integrating different research levels that also address common issues. Along this
path of historical analysis of the environment, social and political factors that affect the
forest — in time and space — much can be achieved in the effective management and
development of forest resources.
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PELIEH3UN

Yukxem K. CPEAHEBEKOBAZ EBPOITA: OT ITAAEHMA PUUMA AO
PEOOPMALINI / KPUIC YUKXEM; ITEP. C AHI'/A. — M.: AapnyHa-HOH-(UKILH,
2019. -536 c.

Kpuc Yuxxem no npasy cuuraercsi O4HUM U3 CaMBIX aBTOPUTETHBIX OpUTaHCKUX
MeAueBUCTOB. Ero oranyalor mmpora B3ras140B, OTKPBITOCTb K AMCKYCCUN (B TOM 4MCAe
B OTHOILUEHMM MapKcu3Ma), KpUTUYECKUI B3rAs4 Ha YCTOsBLUMECS B MCTOPUYECKON
HayKe AOTMbl. B ®TOM KOHTeKcTe npeacraBAsieT 3Ha4MTEAbHBLIN aBTOPUTET BLIXOJ Ha
pycckoM si3bike ero moHorpadguu «CpeaHesekosast Espona: Ot magenms Puma a0
Pepopmanum». OcTaHOBUMCs AULIL Ha HEKOTOPBLIX Ba’KHEMIINMX MOAOXKEHUIX DTON
JpyHAaMeHTaAbHOI PabOThI.

YXxe B mnepBom raase cpoeil KHUrM K. YukxeM HaHOCUT >KECTKUI yJaap IO
TpaAULIMOHHBIM noaxodaM. OH cuMTaeT, YTO MHOTUX aBTOPOB Tpy40B 0 CpeaHeBeKOBbe
«3aDO0TUT B TEpPBYIO ouepedb MPOUCXOXKAEHMEe HBIHELIHUX TocydapcrB U Apyrue
aCMeKThl «COBPEMEHHOCTU» B UX ITOHUMaHNM, IOSTOMY AAsl HUX CMBICA CPeAdHEeBEeKOBOTO
nepuoda 3aKAlO4eH MMeHHO B pesyabTaTax M urorax» (c.21.). K.Yukxem cuuraer
MOoAOOHBIN MOAXO4, B KOpHe olMOOUYHBIM: «VIcTopus AulleHa LeAecoo0pasHOCTH,
MICTOPUYECKOe pa3BUTHE He CTPeMUTCI K 4eMy-TO, a OTTaAKMBaeTcsl oT yero-1o. boaee
TOrO, C MOell Touku 3peHus, OypHblii nepuos CpeaHeBeKOBbsl IpeAcTaBAsieT
CaMOCTOSITeAbHBII MHTEpec U ero He o0si3aTeAbHO paccMarpuBarh 4Yepe3 MPUZMY
nocAeAyiomux codstuit» (c.21.). Ha Halll B3ras4, B UCTOPUYECKOI HayKe BCe >KaHpBI
Xopolu, KpoMe ckyuHoro. Her Huuero olimOO4YHOrO HU B U3y4YeHUN MTPOUCXOKAEHUS
rocy4apcrs, HU B IIOMCKe TPUYMHHO-CACACTBEHHBIX CBj3eil, HU B pPaccMOTpeHUM
CpeaHeBekoBbs B DO/lee LIMPOKOM MCTOpUYECKOM KoHTekcre. He cayuwaitno K.Yukxem
yTOYHSIeT CBOIO IMO3ULMIO: «DTO OTHIOAb He O3HadaeT, YTO CpedHeBeKOBasi MUCTOpUs
EBponel npeacrasaser coboil BOAOBOPOT COOBITUI, HE UMEIOLMX HUKAKO AOTUYEeCKOI]
CBsI3M, KpOMe MpUHAAAEXKHOCTM K MPOU3BOABHO BBIOPAaHHOMY TbICAUeAeTHEMY
BpeMeHHOMY oTpe3Ky. Bosce Her. CpeaHle Beka pa3MedeHBbl 4eTKO OOO3Ha4eHHBIMU
repeAOMHBIMY MOMEHTaMU, U3 KOTOPBIX U CKAaAbIBaeTCsl DTOT UCTOPUYECKU I ITepuos»
(c.21-22).
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K «nepeaoMupiM MoMeHTaM» K.YukxeM oTHOCUT: MadeHue 3arnagHoi PuMckoii
uMniepuu B V B.; kpusuc Bocrounon PuMckoit nMnepun, CTOAKHYBLIENICS € TOAbeMOM
ucaamMa B VII Beke;, oKcriepuMeHTaAbHBINI TpoekT KapoauHIOB Mo cO34aHUIO
BBICOKOAYXOBHOTO rocyapcrsa Ha pyodexke VII-IX BB.; pacnpocrpaHeHne XpUCTHaHCTBa
B CesepHoll u Bocrounonn Espone B X B, padMKaAbHyIO JAeLieHTpaAu3anuio
noAUTUYecKoil Baactu Ha 3amnage B XI B.; aemorpadpudeckuii 1 9KOHOMUYECKMIT POCT €
X no XIII Bex; BoccTaHOBAGHME TTIOAUTUYECKON U peAUTUO3HOM BAacTy Ha 3anade B XII-
XIII' BB.; 3akar Busantum B TOT >Xe mNepuod; 4YepHylO CMepTb U pasBUTUe
rocyapcrbeHHblX opraHos B XIV B.; BoBaedyeHMne OoAee LIMPOKUX CAOEB HaceAeHMs B
nybauunyio cpepy Ha pyOexe XIV-XV BB. (c.22.). K. YukxeMm nosaaraer, 4ro 9Tu
Nepe/OMHbBIe BeX! CBsI3aHbl MeXAy coDOIl uepedoil CTPYKTypPHBIX U3MEHEeHUI1, B yncae
KOTOPLIX: «yMadoK U MocAedylolllee BO3POXKAeHMe MOHSTUI OOLLIeCTBEHHOI BAACTH,
repexo4 OT HAaAOTOODAOXKEHMUsI B KadeCTBe OCHOBHOIO UCTOYHMKA TOCYyAapCTBEHHBIX
pecypcoB K 3emMaeBAadeHMIO UM OOpaTHO, BAUsHUE IUCbMEHHOCTM U TIpaMOThl Ha
MMOAUTUYECKYIO KyAbTYpYy, PpasBuTMe BO Bropoii mnoaosuHe CpeaHeBeKOBbs
3aKOHOAATeAbHO 3aKPerAeHHbIX U 4eTKO OYepuYeHHbIX MOJeAell MeCTHOTO yIlpaBAeHUs
U camMoolpedeAeHus, I04 BAUSHUEM KOTOPOIO U3MEHUAUCh B3aMMOOTHOLUEHUS
npaBuTeAeil U NoAAaHHLIX» (€.22).

ITo wmuenuio K. YukxeMa, ecTb ABa pacnpocTpaHeHHbIX IlodXxoda K
CpeaHeBEKOBLIO (A6MOp U 6 IMOM CAYUAE He HA3bI6AEH KOHKPEMHbIX UMEH): «ITPeACTaBAATD
AIOAeN TOTO BpeMeHM «TaKMMU >Ke, KaK Mbl», MMPOCTO >KUBYILIMMU B TEXHOAOTMYECKU
MeHee pa3sBUTOM MMpe (MeuM, Aollady, IepraMeHT M HMKAKOIO LEeHTPaAbHOIO
OTOIAEHUSI), — WMAU TIOKa3blBaTh UX OECKOHEYHO AaAeKMMU OT Hac, HOCUTEASIMU
COBepLUEHHO HeITOCTUKUMBIX LIeHHOCTeN ¥ MUPOBO33PeH s, 4aCcTO HelTpueMAeMbIX 4451
Hac U TpeOyIOLIMX 3HAYMTEABHON MEepecTporKM CO3HaHUs, 4TOOBl MOCMOTpPETh Ha
MPOMCXOAUBLLIEe C TOUKU 3PEeHUsI CPeAHEBEKOBOI AOTUKM U MOTUBOB» (.29-30). I1epBbiit
MoAX04 dYpeBaT «CKarblBaHMeM B 0OaHAaAbHOCTb MAM MOPaAU3aTOPCTBO», BTOPOM —
«YBAE€YEHHOCTLIO Ha TIpaHM yMmuAeHus» (c.30.). K YuxxeM mnblTaercs OCTOPOKHO
COBMECTUTH 0Da BhILLIeHa3BaHHbIe MTOAXOABI.

B raase «Pum n ero samagueie npeemHuku. 500-750 rr.» K. Yuxxem craBut
poripoc: «[louemy mnasa Pumckasd mmnepusa?» M 4aérT Ha Hero cpoil orseT: «Ecam
KOPOTKO — OHa He nada» (c.53.). OH oTMed4aer, 4TO BOCTO4YHas1 4yacTh PuMcKoi umnepun
(noinemnue barxanvi, Typuus, Ecunem u cmpanor /Jesarma), «0AaronoAy4Ho nepexxkuaa
packoa U 3aBoeBaHMe 3anagHoil 4dactyu (HbiHewnHel Ppanuumn, Vicnmanumm, Mrtaanu,

ceBepa Adpukuy, bpuranun) nnosemuamuy, npouciueaiine s V seke» (¢.53.). K.Yuxkxem
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yTBep>KaaeT, 4ro Bocrounas wmmiiepust mpodepskadach elé ThicsAdy AeT, IoKa He
nokopuaach ocmaHaM: «Te, mepenss y Busantum (Puma) psa ocHoBomoaararommx
NPUHLUIIOB (PUHAHCOBOIO U aAMUHUCTPATUBHOIO YCTPOICTBA, MPUHIAUCL CTPOUTD
cOOCTBEHHYIO MMMepuio co croanuueil B OviBlieM KoHcranTnHOnose, HeiHe CramOyae.
Takum obpaszom, B onpegeleHHOM cMblicde PumMckas mMmnepust npocylliecrsopaa 40
ITepBoit MMpOBOIT BOIHBI, KOTda pyxHya0 1 OcMaHcKoe rocyAapcrso» (¢.53.).

Uro kacaercs 3amagnoin Pumckon umrnepuu, TO OHa MNada I0J4 YyAapoM
«BapBapOB», XOTsl BO3HUKAET PE3OHHbIII BOMPOC, HACKOABKO «BapBapCKUMU» ObLAM Ha
caMoM Jeae repMaHckue Hapogbl? K. Yukxem Hanmommunaer: «[loutm Bce oHM (3a
UCKAIOueHeM (ppaHKOB), TpeKae 4eM OCHOBATh He3aBUCUMbIE KOPOAEBCTBa, KaKoe-TO
BpeMs IIpoBeAM B PUMCKUX MPOBUHLMAX, 3a4acTylo HOCUAM BOEHU3UPOBAHHYIO
PUMCKYIO OJeXAy, a TakKe IMepeHMMaAu Apyrue puMckue ocobeHHocTu. PasHble
TpynIipl TOTOB, B 4YacTHOCTU, BIIOAHE MOJXKHO paccMaTpuBaTh KaK BbllIeAllne U3
MOBMHOBEHMsI PUMCKMe BOVICKa, B COCTaBe KOTOPBIX UMeAOCh AOCTAaTOYHO HEroTos, B
TOM 4lCAe, HECOMHEHHO, PUMCKOTO MNpoucxoxadeHus» (c.59.). «llouru Bce
npeaBoguTeAn  «BapBapoB», — KoHcrarupyer K. Yukxem, - >KeHUAUCh Ha
NnpeAcTaBUTEAbHMIIAX PUMCKOM 3HaTH, a PUMCKMe BOeHayaAbHUKM (BKAIOYAas
Puuumepa un Ogoaxpa), Hepe4Ko caMu MNPOUCXOAUAN U3 «BapBapos» (¢.59.). HakoHel,
BCe DTU IpaBUTeAN, KpOMe IpaBuUTeAell caMblX CeBepHbIX NMPOBUHLINI, UCIIOBEAOBAAU
XPUCTUAHCTBO.

B 10 >xe Bpems, no Muennio K. Yukxema, mpu Bceil «poMaHU3aLM» BapBapCcKUX
KOpPOAEBCTB B IMepBoe CroAeTue UX CyLlecrBOBaHMsI HadaAUCh HeoOpaTuMble
usmeHenus. Ilepeas nepemena 3akaiodaaach B TOM, 4TO «TepMaHCKUe HapoAbl y>XKe He
HaszbiBaAM ceDsl pUMASHaAMU», a «pUMAsHe HauyMHAAM BOCIPUHUMATL ceDs roraMu u
¢ppankamMm» (c.61.), TO ecTb «MeHsAach caMOuUAeHTUdUKaLMs, U 3BaHUE PUMASHUIHA,
CTOAETUSIMU BBICTyTIaBlllee HaAeXHBIM ITOKasaTeAeM IO0AOXKeHUs U KyAbTypbl, BTO
CBOVCTBO yTpaumpaao» (c.61.). Bmopas nepemera 3akaiodadachb B TOM, UTO «IIpeXKHee
eAUHCTBO 3amnada, or AgapuaHosa Bada 4o Caxapbl, ucuezao OeszBosBparHo. AJaxke
IOctuHmany — a TeM 0o0JAee HMKOMY IOCAe Hero — He y4aAoch 3aBoeBarb
CpeanszemHOMOpbe UeAUKOM» (c.61.). Tpemvs mnepemena Oblda caMOIl Ba>KHOI:
«PumMckon uMIepuen yIpaBAasia pa3BeTBAEHHbBI I YUHOBHUYUNI amnrmapar,
(¢puHaHCHpyeMBIIl 3a c4eT Pa3BUTOI HAAOTOBOI cuUcreMbl» (c.62.), OAHAKO, «KOT4a
3anagHasl 4acTb MMIEpUM Hadasda APOOUTLCS Ha KOPOAEBCTBa, pe3ko 00OpBaAoCh

NepepacrpegeleHrie HaA0TOBBIX TOCTyTAeHUI» (c.63).
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K.Yuxxem cumraer, 410 MHTEpechl HOBOW IepMaHCKOM DAUTHI He COBIlajaAu C
UHTepecaMt €€ TIpeAllleCTBEHHUKOB — PUMCKUX BOeHaudaAbHUKOB-OyHTapeit: «Te
THaAUCh B OCHOBHOM 3a AeHblamMu, KOTOpble JaBada TOAUTUYECKas BAacThb, a
CMEHMBILIMM UX FrepMaHLlaM Hy>KHO ObL10 Apyroe — BAadeTh 3eM/ell, KakK BAajeaa elo Ta
camas NMpoBMHLMaAbHas 3HaTbh, C KOTOPOW OHU Tereph COCeACTBOBaAU U Hal KOTOpON
BAaCTBOBaAU. DTO BIIOAHE PUMCKOe >KedaHMe MMeAO caMble HeDAaronmpusTHble AAsl
PuMa mnocaeacTBus: MOCTENEHHO lcuYe3ada HeOOXOAMMOCTL Codep>KaThb OCEBLIYIO Ha
semMal0 apmuio. Ornagada norpeOHOCTb B HAAOTOOOAOXKEHUM, a IOCKOAbKY cOOp
HaA0IOB U TaK BBI3bIBAA TPYAHOCTU U HeIpUsITUEe, PaHO UAU IO34HO BAACTU OT HETro
OTKa3blBaAuCh. BripoueM, «BapBapckue» Kopoau coOuUpaau HaAOTU A0 TeX MOp, MoKa
UM BTO ydaBaaoch» (c.63.). Kak pesyabrar, k VIII Beky Modean ynpaBAeHMs] B HOBBIX
KOPOAEBCTBAaX CTaAl HAMHOTO NMpPUMMUTUBHee: «y HUX (GOPMUPOBAAUCL COOCTBEHHbIE
OTANYUTEAbHble 4YepThl: BO (DpaHKCKOM Trocydapcrbe — coOpaHUs, OIpedeAsBlINe
MOAUTUKY FOCyAapcTBa, a Takke 3¢pPpeKkTuBHas 1, Kak MpaBuAO, MMeBLIasl PeryAspHYyIO
OCHOBY BOeHHas MaluuHa; B Vicmanum — cuapHas MOpaAu3alys BepXOBHOW BAACTU U
NIPUBEP>KEHHOCTh LIepeMOHUSIM; B VTaauu — TUI «BCEITPOHUKAIOLLETO» MpaBAeHus], AAs]
KOTOpPOIO XapaKTepHbl BHMKaHMe B JeTaaAl, AeCTBME Ha OIepe>keHMe U OblcTpast
oTBeTHasi peakuus» (c.83-84). Bce »tu mpunuumnsl, ormedaer K. YukxeMm, nosxe Oblau
B3sITbl Ha Boopy>KeHne Kapoaunramu (c.84.).

Paccmarpusas xpusuc u pedopmbl Ha Bocroke (500-850/1000 2z.), K.Yukxem
oTMevaeT, 4yTo ecAu ObiBlIas 3anagHas Pumckas uMmnepus B Hadasde VI B. mpeGbiBasa B
HeollpeAeAeHHOCTH, TO BocrouHasi mepexxusada noabém, ocobenHo npu KOcrunuaHe:
«ITo ToproBbIM NyTsiM, pacuepTuBINM Bce Boctounoe CpeanzeMHOMOpbe 1 Drelickoe
Mope, B KoHcraHTMHOIMOAL U ApyTue KpyIiHble ropoda Iocrynaao BuHO u3 ['a3bl,
0AMBKOBoe Maca0 u3 Cupun u AHaTOANM, €TUIIETCKOe 3€pHO U Manupyc, eTMNeTCKU 1
cupuiickuit A8H, kepamuka ¢ Kunpa u ocrposos Dreiickoro Mopsi» (c.84). B ocHoBe
®TOr0  ToBapooOMeHa  JexKada  «CUCTeMa  Iogareil, B  paMKax KOTOpPOI
IIPOAOBOABCTBEHHYIO U APYTYIO Be3Au Ha ceBep, B KoHCTaHTMHOIOAbL M K BOEHHON
rpanule Ha baakaHax, a TakoKe Ha BOCTOK, K Nepcuackoil rpanune no Esppary» (c.85-
86.). Ilpu w»rom Beanwaiilume OorarcrBa BusaHTum «cocpedorauMBaalCh BHe eé
eBpOIeliCKOll TeppuTOopun, MpenMyllecTBeHHO B Erunre u crpanax /lesanrta» (c.86.).
Haaorosas cucrtema OcTuHmana He Moraa Bblgep>KaTh HeCKOABKO BOVH O4HOBPEMEHHO,
HO «IlpaBAeHMEe 9TOr0 UMIlepaTopa OeCCIOpPHO AEMOHCTPUPYET BO3ZMOXKHOCTH,
KOTOpble LleAeyCTpeMAEHHbIN BAacTUTeAb MOT paccMaTpuBaTh M 4aCTUYHO BOIIAOLLATh

B >KM3Hb» (¢.87.).
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Xapakrepusyst snoxy apabckmux 3aboebaHuil, K. Yukxem koHcTatupyer: «3a
BOCeMb AeT PuMcKast uMInepus ycrynuAia Abe TPeTU CBOeil TeppUTOPUM U TPU YeTBEPTU
pecypcoB, a OCTaBLUYIOCs 4acThb ODOpOHsAa OT OOraroro M omnacHoro ppara. YroObl
BBICTOSITb, HY>KHO OBbIAO MEHSTbCd, M OHa MeHsidack» (c.91.). B nepsylo ouepeab
NPULIAOCh OpPTaHMU30BaTh OOOPOHY Tropasdo Jdaablile lleHTpaabHoil AHaToAMM, 3a
TaBpckuMu ropamu, cosdaB BOeHHble OKpyra (gemvi) B 3amagHoit AHaroAmuu, rae
BOIICKa KOPMUAUCH C 3€MAU, Ha KOTOPYIO OblAM TTOCa>KeHbl B KayeCcTBe KOMIIeHcaLlun 3a
ypesaHHOe >KaaoBaHbe. [locaeaHMM KpyNHBIM MoOcCsrareAbCTBOM Ha BuszaHTmio crasa
Beaukasl ocaga Koncranrunonoas apabamu s 717-718 rr. «K 700 roay, — pesiomupyer
K.Yuxkxem, — Buzanrtuiickas ummnepus cUAbHO OTAMYaAach oT ummnepun obpasua 600
roga. LleHTp TsKecT K 5TOMYy BpeMeHM CMeCTMACS Ha 3arad, MOAUTHYEeCKOe «cepalie»
Ternepb HAXOAMAOCh Ha DIeiickoM Mope, K KOTOpOMy MMeA Bbixo4 KoHcTaHTMHOMOAL»
(c.93). TlogauHHOe BAaAbluecTBO BusaHTUM OrpaHUMYMBAAOCL BOCTOYHON KPOMKOIA
rpedyecKoro nobepeskbsi U HeCKOAbKUMHU OTAE€ABHBIMY FOPOJaMU Ha 3alladHONM CTOpOHe
1 Ha Aapuaruke (c.93). I'aaBeHCTByIOLee MOAOKeHNe oOpeTaan «3anadHble 0DaacTu
umnepun — ocv Pasenna — Pum — Heanoas, a raicke Cunuaust u cesep Adppuku. Bee
oHM, 3a uckaodeHueMm CesepHoil Adpuky, ObIAM MeHbllle MOABEp>KeHbl apabCKoil
yrpose» (c.94).

[To muenuio K. Yukxema, samagnas ucropuorpadpusi cCMOTPUT Ha apaOcKue
3aBoeBaHMs U Ha MNagdeHue 3amnadHoil Pumckoit uMmnepum «depes MNPUMY
MOpaAU3aTOPCTBa, paccy>K4as O Kpaxe UMBUAM3ALUU Y UMIIEPCKUX aMOULIMIL, a TakXKe
o TpuyMde BapBapcrBa. Il B TOM 1 B ApyroM cAydae 5TO AULLIEHO CMbICAQ, HO, YIUTbIBasI
BbICOKOe paszBuTue Xaaudara, MpUMEHUTEABHO K HEMy ®TO OeCcCMBICA€HHO BABOIIHe.
CmoTpean Ha HUX U CKBO3b OPMEHTAANUCTCKYIO MPU3MY: B TOT nepuod Bocrounoe n
IOxxHoe CpeanzeMHOMOpbe Mepecralo ObITh 4acTbIO TONM >Ke LMBUAMU3ALNY, YTO U
ceBepHOe Modepexxbe, U CTalo dy>KezeMbeM» (¢.100). D10 TO>Ke OLUIMOOYHBII TOAX04, HO
0oaee KoBapHBIl, MOO TyT eCTb A0ASl UCTUHBL: «apalos3bluHas KyAbTypa Oblaa
AeVICTBUTE/AbHO HeNpoOHMLlaeMa AAsl  AaTMHO- UM TpeKkossbluHON  Eppomnel, 3a
MCKAIOYeHeM OAHOM-ABYX TOYEK COMPUKOCHOBeHMs — Aab-AHgaAayca, 3areM Cuumanu,
a Mo3>Xe — BeAUKUX UTAABbSHCKUX TOPTOBBIX TOPOAOB, KOTOPBIM HeOOXOAMMO OBIAO
Hala>kKMBaTh B3auModelcrBue ¢ OorarbiMu oOaactsamu CpeauszemHoMOpbs. Kpome
Toro, — yrounsier K. Yukxem, — XpUCTHAHCKUM TOCyJapcTBaM CAMUIIKOM Aerko OblAO
yBUAETb B MyCyAbMaHaX ®K3MCTEHLIMAALHYIO YIPO3y — M MHOL4Aa MMEHHO ®TUM OHMU
PYKOBOACTBOBAANCH B CBOUX AEMCTBUSIX, CAMBIM APpaMaTUYHLIM [PUMEPOM 4Yero cAy>Kar

KpecToBble noxoasl» (¢.100-101).
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Ocoboe BHuMaHNe K.Yukxem ygeasier «KaApoAUHIZCKOMY kcnepumermy» (750-
1000 z2.). Tlo ero caosam, Opankckas umnepus Kapaa Beamkoro u Aiososuka
baarouecTuBoro - «cCyllleCTBeHHO — MpeBOCXO4uAa  pasMepaMu  A100oe  Apyroe
noAuTUYecKkoe oOpasoBaHUe CpedHEBeKOBOI EBpoOIbI, MOCKOABKY BKAIO4Yada B ceDs
Teppurtopumn coppemenHon @panuuy, lepmanum wu Hwugepaangos, wyacTuyHO
3axBaTbiBasl cepepHylo Mraauio, Karaaonuio n Ascrpuio» (c.111). D10, 04HAKO, He
O3Havaer, 4yTo KapOAMHICKMe ITpaBUTeAU OCO3HaBaAl, K 4eMy BedyT UX AeVCTBUSL:
«CBOIO 3agauy OHU BUAEAM B OCHOBHOM KaK HPaBCTBEHHYIO, Ja’ke TeOAOTMYeCcKylo»
(c.111.). /410601 MNOAUTUYECKUIT MaHEBP «IOAy4ald [OAYEPKHYTO HPaBCTBEHHO-
peAUrno3Hoe BOIAOLIEeHME U BblpaXkaAcs B MpOorpaMMHBIX TekcTax» (c.129.). I'osops o
Memodax KoHmporsd Hag umnepuein Kapoannros, K.Yukxem ormedaer, 4To OAHUM U3
TakuX MeTo40B OblA0 ubkoe eJuHcmeo: «Hal KakAoil o0AacTblo crosia rpad,
apuUCTOKpar, 3a4acTylo NPpUCAaHHbIN U3 APYTUX MeCT, KOTOPBIN BepllUNA NpaBocyaue 1
KOMaHJ40BaA BolickamMM (a 9TO, KaK Mbl 3HaeM, ABa «KUTa» TOCyAapCTBEHHOIO
ynpasaenus. Ha rpanmpax coszgaBaauch 0Oolee BOEHU3MPOBAHHblE MPOBMHLUM —
Mapku. Ha MecTHbIX cyaeOHbIX coOpaHusix (placita) pacnpocTpaHéHHOI MpaKTUKOIA
cTasa0 U30buUpaTh CKAOMHOB, MpeAcTaBUTeAell MEeCTHON BepXyLUKM, KOTOpble BepLINAU
cy4 or uMenu rpada. I[Tpasaa, HOBOBBedeHMEM HTO He HA30Belllb: Takue MpeAcTaBUTeAs!
CyLLeCTBOBaAM TMOBCIOAy U Ipexde, 9TO OblA0, cKopee, ymnopsigoueHue. I['padul
onpedeAeHHO BUAEAUCH TPOBOAHUKAMU KOPOAEBCKOI BAacTu» (¢.123.).

PaccmarpuBast npouecc pacuiuperus zpanuy, xpucmuarcxoii Eeponvt (500-1100 22.),
K. Yuxxem ormeuaer: «Ilepsoit, B V-VI Bekax, kpewjenue npunsaa Mpaanaus, sarem
nukrckas dacrb Hloraanauu, Anrams u pedrpaabHas I'epmanus — B VII  Beke,
CakcoHMst — HaCMABHO, KaK MBI y>XKe Buadean, — nocae 3apoepanus Kapaa Beankoro, B
VIII croaetun, boarapus, Xopsarus u Mopasus — B IX Beke, Iloabma, Pych (kysa
BXOAUAM 3eMAM eBpornerickoi dactu Poccum n Ykpaunsl) u Adannsa — B KoHLe X Beka,
Hopserus, Mcaanauss n Benrpusi — Ha pyOexxe X-XI Bekos, Illpenus — Ooaee
MeaAeHHBIMU TeMnamMu B TedeHue XI Beka» (¢.142). Ilo caosam K. Yukxema, mstb
Pa3HbBIX TEPPUTOPUIL AAIOT MSATH NPUMEPOB BO3AEMCTBU S XpUCTMaHu3auum: B Mpaanouu
LlepxoBb «OBICTPO BCTpoMAach B AeLeHTPAAU30BAHHYIO CTPYKIypy MPpAAHACKUX
KOPOAEBCTB U BBeAa AOMOAHUTEALHBIN YCAOXKHSIOIINI PaKTOp B UX B3aUMOAEICTBYE»
(c.164); B Anraum llepkoBb ¢ caMOTo Hadada «CAy>KKAa CBA3YIOLLMM 3BEHOM U BO
MHOIOM CIIOCOOCTBOBaZa MNPUOOLLEHUIO MEPCUIICKMX, a 3areM 3anagHOCAKCOHCKUX
npaButTeseil K obLleil 3armalHOeBPONeiickoil (To ecThb (PppaHKCKOI) MOAUTUYECKON U

Aa>ke MOPaAbHO-TIOAUTUYECKON MapaaurMe» (c.164); B danuu moAuTHHYeCKas cucreMa
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«Bo BKaAage LlepkBu HyXaasachb Maao» (c.164); B Hopsecuu LlepkoBb «cAy>KnAa
CYyLLeCTBEHHOI ~ OMOPOIl, MyCcTb U cAabOMy, BAaAbluecTBy IpaBuTeAeil Hag
U30AMPOBAHHBIMU U YacTh HEXKeAAIOI UMY MOAUYUHSTLCSL o0AacTaMU» (¢.164); B [Toavuie
LlepkoBb «CBsI3yIOLLLETO BO3AENCTBUSI He OKas3blBala UM BepXOBHAasl BAacCTb ApoOuAaach»
(c.164). Takum oOpaszoM, sakaiodaeT K. YukxeM, «oOLIMX Mogeaeil pasBUTUs y Hac
no4yru He HabaloAaercs» (c.164.), HO OblAM ODOLMe YePThl B pasBUTUM PErMOHOB. Bo-
nepevlx, «Ka’kAOMy M3 BTUX TOCY4apCTB XpUCTMaHM3aLMsl MPUBUBAaAa MPUBBIUKY K
0o/ee cucTeMaTUYeCKOll OMope Ha NMUCbMEHHOCTb» (c.165). Bo-6mopvix, HabAI0AaA0Ch
MOCTeNeHHOe ocAabAeHMe «KPeCThsIHCKOIM He3aBUCUMOCTU BO BCEX CEBEPHBIX 3€MAsSIX»
(c.165.). B-mpemvux, HaDAIOAAAOCH IOCTENEHHOEe COAM>KEHME HOBBIX XPUCTMAHCKMX
rocy4apcrs «C ¢$ppaHKCKMM UM MOCTPPaHKCKUM MpocTpaHcrBoM JamnaaHoit Eppombi»
(c.166.).

K. Yuxxem geraapHo paccmarpusaer nepeder 3anadroii Eeponvi (1000-1150 22.). Ilo
ero caosaMm, B XIB. moautuueckasi BAaCTh cTada ©oAee AOKaAM30BAHHOM U dYeTye
pasrpanundeHHoit: «E€ mposoanukamu, — nuier K. Yukxem, — 9acro BbicTyaau GpUrypbl
HaCcTOABKO Me/JKMe, YTO KapOAMHICKAas 3HaThb He MpusHada Obl uX poBHeil. B
YTBEP>KAEHUU CBOeI BAacTU CEHbOPLI — U TOpoda — OblAM A40CTaTOYHO M300peTaTe/bHbl,
npucBauBas Npasa M3Ha4aAbHO HE3AaKOHHBIMU CrocoOaMy, KOTOpble, CTOUAO CEHbOPY
yTBEPAUTLCS, BO3BOAMANUCL B PaHT 3akOHa. DTO Oblla HOBasl CTPyKTypa BAacTU; OHA
coxpaHsda AOCTaTOYHYIO IPeeMCTBEHHOCTbh C IpeXKHell (B 4YacTHOCTU, B KOJeKce
apUCTOKpaTUYeCKUX MPUHLMIIOB U LIEHHOCTel, KOTOpble IMOYTU He M3MEHUAUCH),
O4HAKO C TOTO BpeMeHM IIpaKruyeckasi BAacTb TpeDoBada 3HaTb U Y4YMTBIBATD
nogpoOHO MpoOMKUCaHHble TMpaBa UM IO3eMeAbHble OTHOLIeHMs. MorylllecTso
KOPOAEBCKOI BAaCTU, pasyMeeTcs, BOCCTaHaBAMUBaAU, U 3a4acTyIO 40BOABLHO OBICTPO — U
Poxxep II na Cuumannm B 1120-1140-x rogax, u I'enpux II B Auraum B 1150-116-x, u
Opuapux bapdapocca B 'epmanuy, a Takcke (C MEHBLINM yCIIeXOM) B ceBepHOI1 MTaanu
¢ 1150-1170-x, n nanst ot MuHokeHTMs: II a0 VinHOKenTH: Il BO BTOPOI ITOAOBNHE TOTO
ke Beka, a 3arem ®uaunn Il Bo ®panuum B 1200-1210-x roaax» (¢.199-200). «Ho, —
pasBuBaer cBoio Mbicab K.YukxeM, — BoccTaHaBAMBasl BEPXOBHOe MOTIYILECTBO, M 9TU
npaBuTeAU, U Apyrue OoNnupaAnuch Ha SYEUCTYIO CTPYKTYpPy (pakrudeckoil BAacTu, a He
Ha Mpe>XKHUM yKAad M KOPOAEBCKYIO 1Ae0A0TUIO (pa3Be YTO B COBCEM He3HayMTeAbHON
crenenn)» (¢.199). Kpome Toro, myOaAM4uHOCTb, yHacAedoBaHHas Kapoaunramm u
Orronamu or Pumckoil mmnepum, «ucdesda MOYTU MOBCIOAy, U ee MPUXOAMAOCDH

BO3PpO>KAaTh — Ha pazHoIl ocHOBe» (c.200).
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T'oBops o doacom axoHoMuUteckom nodvéme, K.Yukxem ormeuaet: «B mpomexxyTke ¢
950 no 1300 roa HaceaeHue EBpoIbl yBeAMUMAOCH B TPU pasa; YTOObl HAKOPMUTL €TO0,
NpoBo4unAaach OOLIMpPHAs pacdylcrka 3eMeAb CO CBeJdeHMeM AecoB U pacallKoil
HEOKy/bTyPEeHHBIX NacTOULLI; MO BCeMY KOHTUHEHTY MOSIBASIAUCH HOBble U Pa3BUBAAUCD
y>XXe CyLecTByIoLlie Topoda, B KOTOPBIX TOBaphl (MpeXJe BCero MeTaAAndyecKue
u3AeAus U TEeKCTUAb) MPOU3BOAUAUCH Telepb Ha MPpodeccuoHaAbHON peMecAeHHOM!
OCHOBe, TOpa3A0 MeHee paclpOCTPAHEHHOI MpeXJde. A pBIHOK cObITa CTaa LIUpe»
(c.201), npuuéM «AIOAM M TOBaphl MOBCEMECTHO NepeMellaanch Ha Ooaee daaékue
paccrosiHus, ocobeHHo HaumHas ¢ 1150 roaga; MHorooOpasme ToBapHOro oOMeHa,
XapaKTepHOIO 445 3allada U 1ora EBponbl, MocTeneHHO pacnpoCcTpaHsAAOCh U Ha CeBep.
[lo cpeaHeBeKOBLIM MepKaM »TO OblA ®KOHOMMUeckuit Oym» (c.201). Ilpu »rom
K. Yuxxem cunMraer HeBepHLIM MHEHMe, 4YTO AAd aKTMBHOTO TOBapooOMeHa
HeoOXO0AMMBI MOHETHI: «2DTo He Tak. [Toutu aas1 A0boi cucreMbl oOMeHa, Kak ceiuac,
TaK M B Ipe>XKHMe BpeMeHa, KpaliHe BakeH KpeAWT, a KpeJUTHble COorAalleHus], da’ke
AOCTaTOYHO C/AOKHBIE, MOIYT CTPOMTbCS UM Ha OesHaAuM4HOM pacdere» (c.213.). Tlo
MHeHuO K. Yukxema, aemorpaduueckass KCIaHCUs TakKe MMeAa MeCTO, HO eé
MaciuTabbl onpe4eAnTh CAOXKHO (¢.202).

B »TOoT mepmos ycuamAacs Takxke HEmM co cmopoHvl 3emiesradervues (c.207),
npuuéM, no caosaM K. Yukxema, mMoANTUKO-agMMHMCTpaTHBHbIe ITpaBa CeHbOpa —
NnpaBo B3MMarb IAarly 3a IMpaBocydue, MpaBO Ha MacrOMila, AecHble Yrodbs
M0Ab30BaHMEe Me/AbHULEN, MpaBo 3a0upaTh pabodylOo CUAY AAsl TPAHCIOPTUPOBKH,
CTPOUTEABLCTBA M OXPaHbl 3aMKOB, a TakK>Ke BBOAUTh CUTyaTUBHbIE M MHOTAA AOCTaTOYHO
KpyIHble OTYMCAEHMSI — MOTAM paspacrarbcsi A0 AOCTaTOYHO OOpeMeHUTEeAbHBIX
nobopos B gonoaHeHue K peHre (c.209). Ilpu »ToM nobGopsl Bcé yallle B3UMAAUCh B
AeHexHolt ¢opme (c.212). Uro xacaercst ypbanusauuu, To €€ A0Asl B KAAaCCUYECKOM
CpeaHesexkoBbe Oblaa HeBeanka (c.214.). Toposa 4AeiicTBOBaAM Ha AByX pasHbIX
SKOHOMUUECKUX U reorpadpudeckux yposHsix. Ilepsblil ypoBeHb — mpocroil oOMeH
MeXAy TopodoM u ceaoM (c.221.). Bropoit yposeHb — aaabHsis Toprosas (c.222).
Haxoneun, B XII-XIII Bekax HameTnAach elj€ oaHa TeHAeHLMsI, KOTopast B A0ATOCPOYHO
MepCcrieKTUBe CBsi3ada CeAbCKYI0 U TOPOACKYIO HKOHOMHUKM, — STO arpapHas
crieunaausauus (c.225.). IlocrenenHo Leaple 004acTu HavaAu CreLiMaAU3UPOBATLCS B
MPOM3BOACTBEe Ha 9KCIoPpT (¢.226.).

K. Yuxxem ormeuaer He00HO3HAUHOCHIb 60CCIMAHOBACHUS UCHMPAAUS06AHHOT 6AACHIU
B 1150-1300 rr. Tax, mo Bcell aaTuHCKOV EBpomne LeHTpaan3oBaHHasl BAacTb MOCAe

COKpallleH: BHOBb Hadada pa3pacraTbCil I/I/I/I/l]/[ CTAaHOBUTLCSI DoAee MOI'YLL[eCTBeHHOIZ.
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Cpean aocTu>keHUil »TOro mnepuoga — «DoAdee IIMPOKOE WUCIOAb30BaHUE
MMCbMEHHOCTY, pa3BUTHe NTpeAcTaBAeHUI 00 OTUETHOCTH, pa3BUTHe 3aKOHOAATeAbCTBa,
MOCTeleHHOe paclliMpeHre BO3MOXKHOCTeN pelleHust npoOaemM» (c.232.), HO 9TU
IIpoLlecchl MpoTeKaal MO-pa3HOMY B pa3AMYHBIX CTpaHax:

—TaK, Ppanyus Aaér npuMep noaurndeckoil yHuduxkauuyu npu Guaunmne II,
KOTOPBIN YABOUA CBOU Pecypchl M BUETBEPO yBeAUUNA TEPPUTOPUIO KOPOAEBCKOTO
AoMeHa (c¢.232-233). ITpu ®uaunne IV kopoaeBckasi BAacTh ynpo4yuAaach MOYTH BO Beell
®panuum (c.233.);

— 0COOEHHOCTb AHZAUU 3aKAlOuadach B TOM, YTO «BbICIIAs apUCTOKpaTus He
cTpeMuAach K yTBEp>KAEHMIO He3aBMCHMONM BAacTM Ha MecTaX, a BOCHpMHMUMAasAa
rocydapCcTBeHHOe yIlpaBJAeHUe Kak oOOsA3aHHOCTb U Mpeporarusy He TOAbKO
KOpPOAEeBCKylo, HO U c¢Boio» (c.235). B XIII Beke aHramiickoe rocysapcrBeHHOe
yhpaBAieHMe TNpOo40A’XKaA0o COBEPLIEHCTBOBATbCA, HO ycuAMBadachb U BAAacCTb
apUCTOKPaTUM», IIOCKOAbKY «BO3POKAEHHOE KOPOASIMU HaA0T000AOKeHMe TpeDoBalo
coraacusi KOpoAeBCKMX coOpaHUil OapoHOB U pbiLapeil (a K KOHLY CroAeTus U
npeAcraBuTeAell ropoos , Kortopble K 1230-mMcraam HasbiBaTbcs MapAaMeHTaMM)»
(c.235),

-y Kacmuauu ornpasHasi Touka Oblaa MHOI: «HM 04HO M3 KpOLIEUHBIX
KOPOAeBCTB cepepHoM Vicmanun Havasa XI Beka He pacriosaraao A0CTaTo4yHoO Pa3BUTON
UHPPpACTPYKTYpoil — da>Ke KpyTIHelilllee 13 HUX, /leoH, cTaBlllee 4acTblO KOPOAEBCTBa
Aeon u Kacruams» (c.236). OgHako BCKOpe «KacTUALCKME KOPOAM Mepellay, KakK BO
QpaHuuy M AHrAMM, K AeAeTMpPOBaHMIO YyINpaBAeHMs U IIpaBOCyAUs Ha MecTax
CMeHsIeMBbIM YMHOBHMKaM» (¢.237);

— Berzpus Havyasa nepeHuMaTh y (paHKOB MHPpacTpyKIypy, IpeBpallias
HacAeACTBEHHYIO BAacCThb Hag, OBIBLIMMM BOXASIMU-KOYEBHMKaMU B HedTo 0oaee
opranusosaHHoe» (¢.238);

—Kpenada LeHTpaAu3oBaHHas BAacThb UM Ha 1ore MWraaum, rae Poxep I
«00ObeAVHNA BCce HOpMaHACKIe KHs>KecTBa, 1 NMana AHakaer Il mpusHaa ero 8 1130 roay
KopoaeM» (c.239).

Ho nouemy ke mnepexos K LeHTPaAu30BaHHOM BAacTU He IPOU3OLIEA B
I'epmanun? Ilo wmuenmio K. Yuxxema, cnpammsarh, mnodeMmy B I'epmanuu He
CKAaAbIBaAOCh eAMHOe TOoCyJapcTBo, HempasoMepHo: «Ha camom geae ycuaenue
MOAUTUYECKON BAACTU BCe >Ke MMeAO MeCTO, HO He yPOBHe BEpXOBHOM KOPOAEBCKOI.
OHO 11410 B KHsDKecTBaX, rpadcrBax, HeDOABIIMX CEHbOPUSIX, eMapXUsIX U HE3aBUCUMBbIX

ropodax» (c.244.).
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Takum ob6paszom, koHcrarupyer K. Vukxem, 3anagnas Espoma XI-XII Bs.
ABUTaAaCh «I10 My TU YCUAEHUs LIeHTpaAu3aluy BAaCTU Ha OCHOBE 49eUCTON CTPYKTYPhl
XI Beka. I1paBo aaBaso GoAbllle BO3MOXKHOCTEN 4451 KOHTPOAsl, METOABl KOMMYHMKaL U
U OTYETHOCTU JAeAaAl DTOT KOHTPOAb 0Oo/lee ONepaTuBHBIM, HO s4YelKU, TO eCTb
MeCTHble CEeHbOPUM U TOPOACKME MAU CeAbCKMe OOLIMHLI, B OCHOBHOM HUKyJa He
ucuezaan» (¢.272).

B cBoém ocHoBareabHom Tpyge K.Yukxem orTgaér gaHb IMOIYyASpHON CEroAHs
2eH0epHOoll memamuxe. B yacTHOCTH, OH cuMTaeT, 4TO B MO3AHECPeAHEBEKOBON KyAbType
Ha0AI04a10Ch HECKOAbKO 4YeTKUX TeHAeHLMI: «BHYTPeHHssl MPOTUBOPEUUBOCTD
BOBHMKABILUMX Y >KEHLIMH BO3MOXKHOCTeH, MosBAeHUe Bce OOAbLIEro KoAMdecTBa
CBUAETEABCTB (4acro B (popMe XyAO0’KeCTBEHHOIO ITOBECTBOBaHMUS) O KyAbTYPHBIX
yCTaHOBKaX M OObIYasiX LUMPsILLIErocs Kpyra COLMAaAbHBIX TPYIN, POCT BHYTpPeHHEro
eAVHCTBA COLMAAbHBIX CA0eB U 0o0/lee 4eTKoe yCraHOBAeHMe OOLLeCTBEHHBbIX T'paHULI,
COMPOBOXKAAIOLIleeCs] yCUAeHMEeM TPEBOXKHOCTY UM TMOTEHLMAAbHON Bpa’kaeOHOCTU K
ayrcaitaepam» (¢.330). Ilosomnaexoil 9TUX TeHAGHLUI CAy>KUAM Oodee oOLIue
MPOLIeCChl: «pa3BUTIe HDKOHOMMKHM, 9YTO O0yCAOBUAO KaK paclliipeHMe, TaK U Cy>KeHUe
BO3MOXKHOCTEIl AAsl TMPUTSI3aHUI >KeHIMH Ha Bedyline poam» (¢.330); «ycroitunsoe
pacnpocrpaHeHye TI'paMOTHOCTH, KOTOpoe OAHOBPEeMEeHHO AeMOHCTPUPOBaAO U
obocTpsiA0 pacrylllee paccAOeHMe; a Takke MPOTUBOpedYMs U ABOVICTBEHHOCTD,
CBsI3aHHbIE C YKpeIlAeHeM LieHTPaAu30BaHHO ¥ MeCTHO BAacTu» (¢.330).

K. Yukxem obosHauaeT mpu 6axcHeiluiue 6exu, OKaszaplllle CyllleCTBeHHOe BAMSIHYE
Ha eBporeiickyio ucropuio B snoxy Ilozanero CpeanesekoBbsi: maHAeMus 9yMbl (1347-
1352 22.), CroaetHsist BoiiHa Mexay AHrament u ®panuuent (1337-1453 z2.) u Beaukas
IManckast cxusMa (1378-1417 22.). OH KoHcCTarupyer, 4ro K KoHLy XV Beka caMbIM
foraTelM M MOIYLLECTBEHHBIM TrocydapcrsoM Eppornbl okaszazack OcMmaHcKast uMnepus,
onupasilasicss Ha puckaabHble Modean Buszantuu m Xaamdara (c.368). borareimmm
rocydapcrsoM Ha 3amnade Obiaa Opanuus. Ha TpeTrbeM MecTe HaxoguMAUCh AHTAUS U
Kactuansa. 3a Humu caegosaan Benrpus, Heanoap/Cunmans, Aparon u HeKOTOpble
repMaHckue ropoda. «JoAXKeH IOAYepKHyTh, — pesiomupyer K.Yuxkxem, — uro B
BLILLIeCKa3aHHOM HeT HUKaKOW DTUYeCKON OLIeHKM, UCKAIOYUTEAbHO CTPYKTypHbIe
BBIBOADBI» (€.368).

B ueaoM, nosemmuuecku 3zaocrpéHHas pabora K. YukxeMa crasa LeHHBIM
BKAaJAOM B COBpeMeHHYyIO MeaueBucTuky. lInpokoe mcrnoap3oBaHue cpaBHUTEAbLHOTO
MeTo4a MO3BOAMAO OPUTAHCKOMY MCTOPUKY BBLICTPOUTH OPUTMHAALHYIO KOHLIEMLIMIO

Cpe,ZI,HeBeKOBBSI, YYUTBHIBAIOLIIYIO KakK Hapa6OTKI/I Pa3dANMYHbIX Hay4HbBIX IIKOA, TaK U
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COBpeMEHHDbIEe TPEHADBI. He co Bcemu tesncamu K. Yukxema MO>KHO COTAaCUTLCs, HO DTO
HMUCKOABKO He yMaasier Hay‘{HOIZ SHAYMMOCTU UM HOBUM3HBI €TO Cl)yH,ZI,aMeHTa/leOFO
Tpyaa, KOTOprI?I 3aCAy>KMnBaeT CaMOIo BHUMAaTEAbHOIO IPOYTEHNMA 1M TIHATE€ABHOTIO

aHaAN3a.

M.E. Hlaitxymoutos
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(sagird). However, in 1628, he lost his father and after that at the very same year his
uncle passed away. In 1629, Mustafa received a commission in the Topkap: Palace,
Department of Cavalry Affairs (Stivari Mukabelesi Kalemi). In 1645, he had to resign
after a 20-year of service due to a conflict with his boss (Mukabele baghalifesi) related to
the problems in promoting his career.

After leaving the public service, he completely devoted his life to science. He
pursued his studies in science, became interested in reading books, and expanded his
private library. Due to his social position and scientific activity, he became famous in
society under two pseudonyms: among the ‘ulama’ as “Katib Celebi”, and among
officials of the Sultan’s Palace — “Hajji Khalifa” [3, p. 36-40].

Literary Achievements

Katib Celebi is the author of more than 20 works. He composed works on various
branches of science such as geography, literature, jurisprudence, theology, bibliography
and history [4, p. 96]. These works have not yet been studied and published adequately.

The geographical views and scientific interests of Katib Celebi are evidenced by
his geographical and astronomical writings: “Cihan-numa,” “Lavami’ al-nur fi zulumat-
i Atlas Minur,” “Ilham al-mugaddas min fayd al-Aqdas” and others. His works on the
history of non-Muslim peoples of Europe, compiled on the basis of translated works
(from Latin and Greek): “Tarjuma-yi ta’rikh-i Frengin”, “Ta’rikh-i Qunstantiniya wa-
gayasira”, “Irshad al-khiyara ila ta’rikh al-Yunan wa-r-Rum wa-n-nasara.” Experts
think that Katib Celebi's interest in Western sources is related to an awareness of the
military strength and technical supremacy of the West. Educated Ottoman Turks were
well aware of the reasons behind the success of Europeans in gradually establishing
control on the seas and land — which had to do with a sound knowledge of geography
and the availability of technology for the production of advanced weapons [5].

Katib Celebi was a patriot and very loyal towards his country. He believed that
the condition of longevity and prosperity of the state relies on the implementation of
balanced politics (siyasa). He distinguishes two types of policies: rational (siyasa
‘aqgliya), which is based on reason, and Shari‘a (siyasa shar‘iya), which is based on the
laws derived from the Qur’an and Muslim tradition (Sunna). All affairs in the Islamic
state are decided in line with Shari‘a policy, because, as Katib Celebi writes, it is better
than a policy based only on reason, and the rulers of Islamic states that implementing
Shari‘a law, will be happy with the happiness of two worlds — this world and the other
world. He outlines his stance regarding the Islamic sciences in his following writings:
“Dustur al-‘amal li-islah al-halal”, “Rajm ar-rajim bi-s-sin wa-ljim”, “Sharh tafsir al-
Baydawi”, “Husn al-hidaya fi sharh al-risala al-muhammadiyya”, “Jami’ al-mutun min
jall al-funun.”

His caliber as an encyclopedic scholar is clearly manifested in such works as the
encyclopedic dictionary “Tuhfat al-akhyar fi-l-hikam wa-l-amthal wa-l-ash’ar”, “Durar-
i muntashira wa ghurara-i muntashira”, etc. In his encyclopedic dictionary, he collected
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philosophical and literary stories, useful and entertaining information of various kinds,
verses, wise words, proverbs, sayings and etc. from essays in Arabic, Persian, and
Turkish. The German scholar Gustav Fliigel considered Katib Celebi as one of those
who influenced the formation of the ideas of the Islamic encyclopedia [6, Volume 1, p.
44].

In the Western scholarship, Katib Celebi became famous primarily for his
biographical and bibliographic work “Kashf az-zunun ‘an asami al-kutub wa-I-funun”.
The German orientalist Franz Babinger (1891-1967) called him the “Greatest scholar of
the Ottomans” (der grofste Polyhistor der Osmanen) [7, p. 196]. Some scholars called
him as “as-Suyuti of the Ottoman Turks”, offering, therefore, a comparison between his
talent and the unusual versatility of the Egyptian Muslim scholar Jalal ad-din as-Suyuti
(1445-1505) [4, p. 96].

Katib Celebi as a Historian

His first and voluminous work on history was “Fadhlakat aqwal al-akhyar fi ‘ilm
at-ta’rikh wa-l-akhbar” (other names: “Fadhlakat at-tawarikh”, “Ta’rikh-i kabir”, Arabic
“Fadhlaka”) composed in 1641 in Arabic. A year after the completion of its draft
(musawwada), the author resumes his work, as the colophon of the manuscript
indicates the date of Rabi’ II 1052/July-August 1642 [1, folio 313a]. This work by Katib
Celebi was written in the genre of “world histories” (Universal History) and covers the
period from the creation of the world to the events unfolded in the year mentioned
above. It encompasses the history of 150 states and 1,500 rulers [7, p. 196].

His second historical work “Taqwim at-tawarikh” corresponds to “Fadhlakat
aqwal al-akhyar” in content. It is a kind of chronological table of the author’s first
historical work, and resembles a re-arrangement of it. It was completed in 1648 in two
months [9, volume 3, p. 86; 7, p. 196].

His next work on the history of the Ottomans from 1591 to 1655 (10001065 hijri)
was “Ta’rih-i Fadhlaka” (Other name: “Turkish Fadhlaka”, “Ta’rikh-i saghir”) written
in Turkish [7, p. 196; 12, p. 541-542]. The fourth work of Katib Celebi on the history of
the Ottomans’ sea battles “Tuhfat al-kibar fi asfar al-bihar” was completed in 1656.

The main goal of Katib Celebi as a historian was to outline a general history in
order to derive a lesson for modernity. In addition to his excellent proficiency in Arabic
and Persian, he also mastered ancient Greek and Latin.

Katib Celebi was engaged in a systematic historical research and conducted
analyses of the reasons behind the development of human civilization and the states.
He took the position of the great Arab-Muslim historian Ibn Khaldun (1332-1406) on
the need to follow a critical method in the field of the science of history. Katib Celebi
believed that the goal of historical science is to discover the universal laws of the
development of society and the state. Unlike Ibn Khaldun, he believed that even if the
government is in the state of decline, it can be saved from destruction with the help of
energetic efforts of wise rulers.
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Katib Celebi’s views on history were influenced by the humoral theories of
Hippocrates and Galenos — ancient medical scientists, by the socio-political concept of
the medieval Muslim philosopher Abu Nasr al-Farabi and especially by the social
teaching of Ibn Khaldun, who is considered to be the founder of the philosophy of
history [4, c. 97].

Katib Celebi also develops the doctrine of human society as an organic whole
and provides methods for saving the Ottoman state from decline and death. Katib
Celebi’s ideas on the nature of power, state and civilization aimed at developing ways
to recover the Ottoman Empire from the state of decline. In this regard, modern
scholars place him among the reformers of the middle Ages [5].

Manuscript of “Fadhlakat aqwal al-akhyar”

As is known, two years after the author’s death, all his books were sold out. As a
result, his private library was shattered [8, p. 6]. A significant part of it, along with
autographs of the works by Katib Celebi, fell into the hands of ‘I1zzeti Mehmed Efendi
[3, p. 36-37].

The work has been preserved in a single manuscript, which entered into the
Beyazit Devlet Kiitiiphanesi library and received the number 10318. The manuscript is
an autograph. It consists of seven flyleaf sheets with some notices [1, f. 01, I-VI] and the
text of the composition [1, f. 1b-313a]. In several places of the manuscript there are
inserted pages without any pagination. In the text of the composition on Folios 2-25
there is a gap where the author was going to mention the titles of 1300 historical works.

Indeed, on the forehand of the manuscript there are marks of several owners and
readers:

- Caption (Inscription): “Tarikh-i Fadhlaka”, in Arabic, a composition by Katib
Celebi [written] in his handwriting [1, f. Ia]:

- “from among the books of the insignificant servant of God, Mustafa ibn Ahmad
Mansuri-zada” [1, f. 1a];

- This insignificant translator of “Qamus-i “Asim”, took part in the joint reading
(mutala’a) of this book (mudawwan) by the late Katib Celebi “Fadhlaka-yi tamm
ta’rikh” on the date 1225/1810-1811 [1, f. Ia];

- From the books of Badr’s property (tarika), left after his death [1, £. Ola];

- Print of the owner’s seal — Ahmad Diya’ ad-din al-Husayni, dated 1265/1848-
1849 [1, f. 1a].

Work’s Structure

In the introduction, the author states that the composition would consist of an
introduction (mugaddima), three chapters (asl) and a conclusion (khatima) [1, f. 2b—3a].
As conceived by the compiler, each chapter was to be divided into two parts (gism). In
turn, each part had to be divided into three sections (fasl).

However, the composition itself has a slightly different structure. In fact, the
composition consists of introduction, first chapter and conclusion. The redesigned book
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structure is set forth in the table of contents (Fihrist), compiled by the author himself
and placed on the flyleaf sheets of the manuscript [1, p. Ib-IVal].

The existing introduction has four sections (fasl). The first section sets out the
table of contents of the subdivisions and subsections (Fihrist al-fusul wa-l-abwab); the
second section is about the meaning of history and its subject; the third section contains
listing of works compiled in the field of science of history; the fourth section is about the
foundations and principles of science that a historian should bear in mind.

The main chapter (al-asl) consists of three sections (fasl):

1) On the prophets and pre-Islamic rulers (muluk gabl al-Islam);

2) On the Islamic rulers. The section consists of ten subsections covering the
period from the first century of the Hijra (Muslim era) to the tenth century. In the
subsection “The Seventh Century of the Hijra” (al-Qarn as-sabi’), the Chingizid
dynasties were described [1, 2. 178a].

A significant part of the seventh century of the Hijra was the era of the Ottoman
state from its foundation until 1051/1641 [1, f. 197a-250b]. This part was published in
2009 in Ankara by “Tiirk Tarih Kurumu”, prepared by Sayyid Muhammad al-Sayyid
2].

3) On the unrighteous rulers of the Islamic era comprising false prophets,
invaders and rebels.

The book ends with the sub-section “Tatimma fi algab al-muluk wa-d-duwal
‘ala-I-huruf” (Final subsection in the names of possessions and states is in alphabetical
order). It is the final part of the composition.

The word “Fadhlaka” in the title of the composition plays a key role in
understanding the contents of the composition. As the author himself states in the book,
this term is taken from the lexicon of accountants (muhasibun) and means
“generalization,” “deriving a general rule” (jumla) of everything that follows from the
completion of accounting work with numbers [1, f. IVb, VIb].

The main source of Katib Celebi was Abu Muhammad Mustafa Efendi ibn Hasan
ibn Sinan al-Hashimi al-Jannabi’s (died in 1590-1591) “al-’Aylam az-zahir fi ahwal al-
awa’il wa-l-awakhir”. Al-Jannabi’s text was rewritten in the middle of the page in
rectangular frames, word for word or in an abbreviated form. Katib Celebi increased
the number of dynasties from 82 (that were indicated by al-Jannabi) to 150 [7, p. 196].
This increase was mainly due to the excerpts from other sources, which were written
down in wide glosses in the margins of the main text.

Katib Celebi kept the languages of his sources unchanged (in Arabic, Persian and
Turkish). The essence of his interventions in the texts of the sources was as follows: 1)
he summarizes the information provided by preserving the informative part; 2) the
Persian word “hala” (“at the present moment”) is replaced by the compiler on the exact
date; 3) he replaces ideological expressions from his Shiite sources, such as “ghazi” —
“fighter for faith”, with neutral words and phrases.
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Based on its nature, this work can be classified as ta’lif (composition) [10, p. 410—
443]. The original character is the classification by the author of materials on dynasties,
the giving of serial numbers to biographies of rulers. At the beginning of his work,
Katib Celebi, as it can be seen from the “introduction” (mugaddima), had the intention
to compose a completed new book (tasnif). However, he was only able to complete the
purely historical part. In it, all world history is presented in the form of the accession of
various dynasties, their development, decline and change. Katib Celebi decided to
confine himself to the introduction, the main part in three sections and a brief
conclusion (tatimma). The work remained unfortunately in the draft version
(musawwada).

What prevented Katib Celebi from writing the analytical parts (Chapter 2 — “Asl
Thani” and Chapter 3 — “Asl Thalith”) and realizing his idea completely? Firstly, it’s
known that Katib Celebi responded without enthusiasm to the proposal of Shaykh al-
Islam of the Ottoman Empire Zakariya-zada Yahya Efendi (1622-1623; 1625-1632; 1634—
1644) to rewrite the draft of the composition (musawwada) into a clean copy (bayad) to
present his book to the attention of Sultan Mehmed IV (1648-1687) [13, p. 543].
Secondly, according to some experts, Katib Celebi decided to implement the idea of
“Fadhlaka” in another independent work — “Taqwim al-tawarikh”, completed six years
after the completion of the draft of “Fadhlaka” [14, p. 93-100]. It is known that “Taqwim
at-tawarikh”, after its completion, was presented to the attention of Sadrazam Koca
Mehmed Pasha (1648-1649) through the mediation of Shaykh al-Islam ‘Abd ar-Rahim
Efendi (1647-1649). As a result, both of these people played a positive role in Katib
Celebi’s return in 1648 to his previous department (Stivari Mukabelesi) as an official
(ikinci khalifelik) at the Sultan’s service [7, p. 195; 8, p. 2-3].

History of Chingizids

The main source of Katib Celebi on the part of the history of Chingizids was “al-
‘Aylam al-zahir fi ahwal al-awa’il wa-l-awakhir” by Abu Muhammad Mustafa Efendi
ibn Hasan ibn Sinan al-Hashimi al-Jannabi. Our studies show that these data were
supplemented with the information from “Ta’rikh-i Jahan-ara” by Qadi Ahmad
Ghaffari Qazwini (died in 1567-1568) and “Habib as-siyar fi afrad ahbar-i-bashar” by
Ghiyath ad-din Khwandemir (1475-1536) in Arabic. For us, the Arabic translator of
“Habib as-siyar” remains unknown.

In the introduction of the book, the author announces his plan to present the
history of the Chingizid dynasties “Collection [of information] on the branches of
Chingizids” (“Majmu’ shu’ab min al-Jingiziya”), dividing them into five branches: 1)
Chingizids in Qaraqorum (Ulugh Yurt); 1206-1368; 2) a branch of them in Turan; 1227-
1370; 3) a branch of them in Iran (al-'Iraq) and Khorasan, 1256-1353; 4) a branch of them
in Dasht-i Qipchaq, 1226-1502; 5) a branch of them, which is called Uzbakiya
(Shaybekiya), in Mavarannahr, 1500-1598 [1, f. 2a]. Further, in the text of the book on
the insert, which gives an extensive and detailed genealogical diagram of the Chingizid
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rulers, the number of rulers for each of the branches is indicated: 1) Qaraqorum or
Ulugh Yurt - six rulers; 2) Turan — from the 7th number to the 34th number; 3) Iran
('Iraq) and Khorasan — from the 35th to the 50th number; 4) Dasht-i Qipchaq — from the
51st to the 94th number; 5) Mawarannahr — from the 95th to the 104th number [1, insert
folio between folios 178-179]. When presenting the history of the rulers of each dynasty
in the text of the composition, they are assigned autonomous numbering, starting with
one. For example, 46 Dasht-i Qipchaq rulers were given serial numbers. Here it is
noteworthy to indicate that the Crimean khans (1428-1792) are represented as
successors of the main line of the Juchids, rulers of the Golden Horde (1227-1502). For
the rulers of the Shaybekid (Uzbek) dynasty, 15 numbers are given.

In the section “Dasht-i Qipchaq”, when setting out the three branches “Kok
Orda”, “Aq Orda” and “Sultans of Khorezm”, the internal numbering of the rulers is
not affixed. It is completely absent. In the index of the book (Fihrist) compiled after its
completion, of these three branches, only one branch, “Salatin Khwarazm” is indicated
1, f. TMa].

Principles for Preparing the Original Text for Publication

The following text was typed from the manuscript and all the special characters
of the author were taken into account. Genealogical tables of rulers are of independent
importance. Therefore, we decided to give their photo illustrations along with the typed
text. The immediate ancestors of some Juchids remained obscure to the author [Urus
Khan, 1361-1375; Tuqtamish Khan, 1376-1395]. To approximate the origin of such
branches, Katib Celebi organized special subsections: “Kok Horde”, “Ak Orda” and
“Sultans of Khorezm”.

When typing, quotes from other sources were compared with the existing
editions and manuscripts [16; 17; 18].

The annex to this publication contains original typed texts in Arabic, Persian, and
Turkish, genealogical schemes of the Juchid rulers, as well as several photo illustrations
that were taken from the unique manuscript.
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