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INTRODUCTION

Mﬁqtadir Billah, the caliph of the Muslim Empire at the beginning of
the 10th century, received an ambassador of an unknown ruler from the far
north who asked him instructions on religion and Islamic laws. The caliph,
understanding the importance of Islamic peﬁetration into Eastern Europe which
.had been temporary before, sent an 'embassy from .Baghdad in 921. It reached
the Samanid court in Transoxania. It iravelled from Bukhara to Khwarizm,
Finally, only five members of the er;lbassy crossed the Kazak steppe and arrived
- at the Volga-Kama region in 922. One of these Muslims was Ibn Fadlan who
wrote a repbﬂ about the jdumey. the countries, and the peoples tvhe_ embassy
had visited. His most detailed account is about the country which he called
Sagaliba whose king wanted his.people to _cbnvert to Islam. This country is
known as Bulghar in other Muslim sources and as Volga Bulgharia in later
Russian annals to distinguish it from the Danubian Bulgharia. Ibn Fadlan
described the bolitica) ;nd economical life of the Volga Buighars; their customs,
and th‘e marvels of this northern country. He stated that the Volga Bulghars
had been under Khazar supremacy and the king of the Volga Bulghars had
embraced Islam in order to counterbalance his political dependénce on the
Khazar ruler. The glosses in Ibn Fadlan's work concerning the language of the
Volga Bulghars reflect Turkic speaking tribes. These tribes were nomads. These
latter characteristics provide a basis to suppose that the Volga Bulgharé were
not autochthons in this region. The.ré are two aims of this paper. The first is to
answer the question of where tﬁe‘ tribes forming the Volga Bulghars Empire
came from. The second is to determine the time of their migration 10 the

Volga-Kama region,



The first question can be answered without difficulty: they came from
the Eurasian steppe. More precise location is possible as there are five tribal
names in the Muslim sources from the beginning of the 10th century: Bulghar,
S.wdr, Barsilld, Askal and Baranjdr. ‘The Jaybdni tradition recorded that the
Volga Bulghars were divided into three groups: Barsild, Askal, Bulkar, lbn

'Faglén mentioned four ethnonyms: Bulgfm':; Askal, S.war and Baranjar. The
tribal name S.war is known as a name of a famous Volga Bulghar town from .
later Muslim sources. According to Ibn Fadlan, Almish was the malik al-saqa- -
liba "the king of the §aq51iba’." 'I‘bis,term denotes thé ruler -of the Volga Bul-
ghar tribal union, but it was stated once that he was the malik al-bulghar "king -
of the Bulghars’. It means that Almish was the chieftain of the Bulghar tribe
and the tribal union at the same time. The Arabic malik king’ is also used in
the sense of chieftain in connection with the rulers of the Askal and S.war
tribes in the work of Ibn Fadlin. As for tﬁc political structure qf the Volga
Bulgh.ar tribal union, Ibn Fadlan mentioned twice that there were four kings
(malik) under Almish. The king of the Askal tribe must have been one of them.
Almish himself said that the king was undcr his pov;fer and Almish had given
his daughter in marriage to him. Another could be the king of the S.wdr tribe
who revolted against Almish when the embassy stayed in Almish's court. The
third may have been the chief of the Baranjars ‘although Ibn Fadlin did not
mention him. As for the fourth king, we can suppose-that lbn Fadlan might
have had the leader of the Barsiild tribe recorded only by the Jayhani tradition
in mind. Supposing that these tribes took prominent part in the foundation of
the Volga Bulghar Empire, these are the traces we can start on. But first of all,
the forms of these ethnonyms must be gathered and reviewed. After the recon-
struction of the original forms the names Bulghdr and Askal are well attested
ethnonyms among the names of the Turkic tribes. As for the others.' howc\;cr,

identification of the S.war with the Sabir and the tribal name Baranjar with the



name of a famous Khazar city Balanjar seems to be probable. The most uncer-
tain is the connection between the names Barsiald and Bdrsil. 4

These tribal names were recorded by the written sources in the western
half of the Eurasian steppe between the 5th and 7th centuries. As I am not an
expert in the field of classical languages which provide most of the data, I used
the works of Gy. Moravcsik as gin'des concerning the history of these peoples.
The history of the early Bulghars was examined by Beevliev. Beside his works
I used Samuel Sz4deczky-Kardoss’ unpublished monograph entitled *The Sour-
ces of Bulghar History before As'par'uch’,‘ which included the Hungarian__trans]a_-
tion of all the written sources with ‘comment'ary.' »

These ethnonyms with the exception of Balanjar were completely absent -
in the sources about the 8-9th centuries and they reappearéd among the Volga
Bulghars in the begimﬁng of the 10th century. I tried to determine the habitat
of these tribes using the sporadic references appearing in the sources in the 5-
7th centuries. The geographical determination of their abode in the 5-7th centu-
ries does not automatncally mean that these tnbes migrated north from those
places as the two hundred-year-gap between the dnsappearance of their names
from the sources in the steppe region and their rcappe_atance among Volga
Bulghars cannot be neglected. ! ’

The date of the northward migration of the tribes formmg the Volga
Bulghar tribal union is put to different periods from the 4th to the 8th centu-
ries. The reason‘fo‘r the: uncertainty is the lack of written sources concerning
the date and cause of this rﬂigration'i' 1 have reviewed the differcni hypotheses
in chronological order. Most of fhése views are based 'on the evidence of only
one particular written source, or other sources such as archeology, which make

them too doubtful. Only a complex approach can be successful. 1 have taken

! Here this term means lhc Bulghars north of the Black Sea bcfore the westward migra-
tion of Asparuch around 680 :



the standard works of archeology, n;xmismatics and Turkic historical lfnguistics
concerning the early Volga Bulghars into consideration. As the written sources
have not been studied from thi$ point of view, I have chosen this apbroach as
lhc‘basis of my argument. The results of these different sciences have prdi/ided
a firm base to form the approximate epoch of the northward migration, the
dates {aken into account must be connected with historical events which could
have forced these tribes to leave their abode. In this respect the history of the
Khazars is of crucial importance. 4

The Khazars founded their empire in the 7th century and played’a pre-
dominant role in the histoi'y of Eastern Europe till the end of the 10th century. -
The closeiconhection between the Khazars and lhe'Volga Bulghars is well
attested in the sources: on one hand, the Volga Bulgharé were under Khazar
tutelage before 922 as the king of the Volga Buighars embraced Islam to gain
independence from the Khazars. On the other hand, the tribes apbea_ring also
in the Volga Bulghar tribal union played important role in the formation of the
Khazar Empnre in the 7th century. In spne ‘of the.fact that these tribal names
were not rccordcd in the sources of the 8-9th centuries, these tribes were parts
of the Khazar Empire. The study of the Khazars has been flourishing recently.
There are three monographs on their history (Dunlop 1954; Artamonov 1962;
Ludwig 1982). K. Czeglédy published a series of articles on the eéfly history of
the Khazars (1953, 1959b, 1960, 1961, 1971). The Hebrew sour;:es of the Khaz-
ar history (cf. Kokovcov 1932) were supplemented by the Kievan letter, a new
| source. This letter and the Cambndge document, which was published by Ko-
kovcov, were edited and translated by Golb and Pritsak gave historical and geo-
graphical notes and commemary (Golb—P;_ltsak, 1982). The most spectacular
progress took place in the field of the study of. the Khazar language. Golden
collected all the Khazar words from the written sources and commented them

in detail (Golden 1980 I). The second volume contains the facsimile edition of



the relevant pages of the Arabic, Byzantine, Armenian, Georgian, Hebrew,
Persian MSS (1980 II). Then the Kievan letter brought new datum since its
attestation was in runiform script (Ligeti 1981). Finally the Turkic form of the
ethnonym Khazar was found on the runic inscriptions of the Uyghur Khaganate
v(Réna-Tas 1982a) On the basis of the new material Ligeti suggested that the
Khazar language was Chuvash type Turkic (1986 475-493). Thls view is of great
importance as earlier most of the linguists accepted the opinion that the Khaz-
ars spoke a Commoh Turkic language whereas th§ Volga Bulghars’ language
was a Chuvash type Turkic. The'ief_dre, the Khazars and the Volga Bulghars can
be connected historically and linguistically. ,

Besides the study of the events of the Khazar history which might have
been in close conneétion with the Volgab Bulghars, the évidénce of other scienc-
es must be dealt with, The most signiﬁcarit development- has taken place in the
field of archeology concemirig the early Volgé Bulghars, méaning the pre-Mus-
lim archeological finds in the Volga-Kama region since the fifties. The first
results of these exca\}gtion were published by Genning and Halikov (1964). |
According _fo‘ their éoﬁclpsion, the tribes of the Volga Bulghars arrived in the
Volga region from the lands north of the Caucasus in the middle of the 8th
century. This archeological result has been widely accepted.. Then the new finds
of the Volga region brought the research to a tufning p()iﬁi as it .bec'ame evi-
dent that the relics of the early Volga Bulgha}s could be divided into two
groups and there were chronological differences between them: the first group
could be dated to the 8:9th .centu_ries while the second one to the end of the
" 9th and 10th centuries (Halikova 1971, Kazakov 1971). The archeblogical map
- of the early Volga Bulghars in tﬁe’(erritory of thé_j Tatar Republic assembled by
" Hilebnikova and Kazakov (1976) corroborated this suggestion and. provided
further important details. The early history of the Hungarians must have been

in connection with the tribes of the Volga Bulgharé. The archeological evidence
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of these contacts has been studied by 1. Fodor in his articles (1977, 1982).
Mention must be made of the two monographs on the history of the Volga
Bulghars which were written by archeologists: A. P. Smirnov (1951) and Fahrut-
dinov (1984).

The Volga-Kama region was an important port of trade through which
the dirhams of the Caliphate reached Eastern Europe during the 9-10th contu-
ries. Recently, the dirhams of the Umayyads, Abbasids and Samanids found in
the Volga-Kama region have been studied by Valeev (1981). Noonan has
opened up new vistas in the field of the historical numismatics and economic
history between the Caliphate and. Eastern Europe in his articles (1980, 1982,
- 1983, 1984, 1985). He suggested that after the Arab-Khazar wars the Abbasids
tried 1o establish commercial ties which became successful during the end of
the 8th century. In the 9th century the dirhams reached Eastern Europe
through the trade route starting from the comral Islamic lands, crossing the
Caucasus on the Caspian coast and a heading North'along the Volga. At the
end of the 9th century this route ceased 1o exist and a new one was opened.
Transoxania, ruled by the Samanids, became the centre from which the dirhams
were imported 10 Eastern Europe. The rulers of the Voiga Bulghars minted
silver coins on the analogy of the Samanid dirhams in the 10th century. The
first comparative study on these coins was written by Fasmer (1925). Janina
(1962) supplemented the maleriai;ohd revised Fasiner's oonclusions Recently
Kropotkin has gathered the dxrhams of thc Volga Bulghars nnearthed in East-
ern Europe in his paper (1986) . ‘

The language of the Volga Bulghars can’ be studled only by indirect
methods since their written sources have nol come down 10 us. The most im-
portant linguistical data are from the so- called Volga Bulghar tomb mscnpuons
from the 13-14th centuries which were written in Arabic, but there aro Turkic

words and even some sentences in the Arabic texts (Jusupov 1960). Only those
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inscriptions are attributed to the Volga Bulghars which contain Chuvash type
Turkic words (Fodor, Réna-Tas 1973; Hakimzjanov 1978). The rest of the
inscriptions are thought to originate from the Qypchags of the Volga region
(HakanJanov 1987). As for the chronology of the northern migration of the
Volga Bulghar tribes, the hnstonca] linguistics can prowde the evidence of .

_Turkic Joanwords in the local ano-Ugnan languages. First of all, the earliest
layer is of crucial 1mportance The ariicles of Rédei and R6na-Tas (1982, 1983)
on the Volga Bulghar Proto-Permian contacts seem to shed further light on the
migration of the Volga Bulghar tribes. The Bulghar (Chuvash) language history
was thoroughly examined by RGna-Tas (1978, 1982). Another valuable contribu-
tion to this language history is Ligeti’s later synthesis on the early Hungarian-
Turkic confak:ts which deals with most of the linguistic'and historical problems
of the Turkic peoples of Eastern Europe including those. tribes Which h\ay have -
taken part in the formation of the Volga ,Bufghar Empire (Ligeti 1986).

The written sources on the Volga' Bulghars of the 10th century are’
mainly in the works of Mushm authors. As there is no monograph concermng -
the sources of the Volga Bulghars, the review of the study of Eastern European‘ _,i'. v
peoples is needed. The first step was the edition of the relevant Arablc authors A v'
in which field the greatest work was done by de Goeje publxshmg the elght‘
volumes of his Bibliotheca Geographorum Arabicorum (BGA) As the Russian
orientalists were interested in their early history and they realized that the

" nomadic peoples of Eastern Europe played an imbonam role in the formation
of the Russian State, they sfarted to publish M_uslim sourlces>about the history
of Eastern Europe. The first mos; important ones were the wquS of Hvolson
(1869) and Kunik-Rozc_n (1878)'. The greéte;t liqssfan orientalist§ was, without

a doubt, Barthold,? whose activity included the examination of those Muslim

: Cf. his collected works: Solinenija 1-9.
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sources which gave information about Eastern Europe. The German Marquéﬁ
played the same role in Western Eufope.' His work, the famous Streifziige
(1903), can be regarded as the starting point in the philology of Orie'n.tal sourc-
es concerning Eastern Europe. The Russian tradition was followed by Minorsky
who translated lhree'basic sources into English, but the real value of his work
- lies in the comments wﬁich are useful historical treatises (1937, 1942, 1958).
Among the Soviet Orientalists Kovalevskij is worth mentioning from our point
of view since he edited, translated, and commented on the description of Ibn
Fadlan about his journey d’ 922 to the court of the Volga Bulghaf king (1956).
The discovery of the new MS of Ibn Fadlin in Mashhad was significant as a -
- more complete version was found by Togan. Beside the edition of Kovalevskij
“Togan published the critical text with German trans]atibn and commentary
(1939). Another outstanding Soviet_- Orientalist was Zahoder (1962, 1‘967) who
gathered the information about the peoples‘of Eastern Europe from various
sources. A unique enterprise was undertaken by the Hungarian Orientalist
Kmoské who is known as the histqrian of the steppe people by }'liS' two articles
(1921, 1924-25). He ffanslated extracts from_the Syriac and Muslim sources
concerning the peoples of northern Eurasia into Hungarian and commented on
them. His'work.has never been pubiished. To indicate magnitude of his MS
remains, they consist of 2180 pages and he translated extracts from 35 Arabic
works.? I used the MSS of Kmoské which ga'\'ze useful references in most cases
during my work. The work of Kmoské can be compared with that of Mihorsky
if the unpublished MSS are téken into consideration. The work of Kmoské has
been followed by a series of articl.es of Czeglédy in which he was dealing with

the early history of the Turkic péoples of Eurasia.

: The description of the MSS of Kmoské cf. Czeglédy 1954.
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After brief review of the literature in different fields of sciences I sup-
posed that some of the Turkic tribes who founded the Volga Bulghar Empire
moved to the middle Volga as a consequence of the Arab-Khazar wars around
the middle of the 8th century agreeing with the archeologists. The archeological
finds, however, reflect a new and more numerous group by the end of the 9th
century. The historical numismatics show that the dirhams unearthed in Eastern
Europe were taken from the central Islamic lands in the 9th century, But they
were imported from Transoxania from the end of the 9ih century. According to
the Chuvash language history, the first Chuvash type loanwords in the Proto-
Permian were taken during the ldlh century. vFina]ly, the Volga Bulghars ap-
- peared in the written sources at best at the end of the 9th century. All of these
traces suggest that something very important héppened af the end of the 9th
century. The only recorded historical event which was signiffcant in the history
of Eastern Europe was the westward migration of the Pechenegs in the 890s
who moved from the Ural River to the region north of the Black Scé cros'sing’ |
the Volga and the Don. In my opinidn it yvaS the turning point of the history of
the Volga Bulghars and it caused the second migration of the Turkic tribes to

the Volga-Kama region.
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SOURCES

Here only those Muslim sources are going to be dealt with in which the
Volga Buighars were desi:n'bed or supposedly mentioned. Some of these works
have bé:en lost. Most of the~rélevant sourceS belong to the Arabic geographical
literature. The Muslim geographical science, the origin of gedgraphy among the.
Arabs and its different developments, and the works of the geographers have
been studied thoroughly by KraZkovskij (1957) and recently by Miquel (1973).%

My aim is to give some basic information on the author and his work
- including the date of composition, the dates of the MSS, the sources of his
.knowledge cohcerm'ng the peoples of Eastern Europe,'and the names of the

later writers who excerpted the given author.
Sallam the Interpreter

Sallam 'was a 'i\)rkic interpreter in the court of Caliph .Wéthiq (842-847),
who sent him to the wall of Gog and Magog. The description of his journey
was recorded by Ibn Khurdadhbih who stated that Sa_llﬁmAwaS his source on it
- (BGA V1, 162-170). According to Kmoské, two versions can be reconstructed:
a shorter one which is the older, represented by Ibn Khurgidhbih and those
writers who used this part of his work as a source,’ and a longer version has

been preserved by ldrisf (934-938) and Nuwairl. They gave further details about

‘ Other useful reviews of the Muslim geographers can be read in the works of Barthold
(cf. Mmorsky 1937, 8-44), Kmoské (Ml 10-78 cf. &cglédy 1954, 70-78), Brockelmann
(1943, 1. 257-264, 626-635), Zahoder (1962, 9-89), Lewicki (1965) and Dunlop (1971 150-
171).

s Mugaddasi (BGA 11, 362-365), Hamadhini (BGA V, 301), Iba Rusta (BGA VI, 148)
and Yaqiit (1979, 111, 199-200).
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the Islamization of the people who protected the wall of Gog and Magog.
Kmoské attributed this dispatched account to JayhanT since Idrist said that he
had relied on the description ny Ibn Khurdadhbih and Jayhani (Kxhoské Al,
65). The authenticity of Sallam’s journey is still debated.® Its French trans.lation
was done by de Goeje (BGA VI, 124-131) and Wiet (1955, 167-172).

Jarmi

Ibn Khurdidhbib quoted Muslim Ibn AbT Muslim al-JarmT as the source
of the Byzantine ‘Empite's descripiion (BGA V], 102-112). Other fragments of
JarmP’s book can be found in the works of Qudama (BGA % 252-259), Mas’
‘adi (BGA Vlll, 137-141, 176-180), Idrist (802-804), and in the Hudiid al-Alam
(Minorsky 1937, 156-158), | | |

Mas‘idi wrote about Jarmi in his Tanb'h that he was redeemed from .
Byzantine captmty in 845-846 and composed a book "on the hmary of lhe
Byzantmes and their kmgs and dlgmlanes, on their Iand and ifs roads and roules, '
‘ the times (favourable) for the raids into rhelr temlory, the campaxgm therem, an.
the neighbouring kingdoms of the Burjan, Aba, Burxkar. Saqahba and Khazar""
(Minorsky 1937, 419; Arabic: BGA VIII, 190-191). Mmorsky 1denuf' ed Buqan
‘with the Danubian Bulghars and Sagaliba thh the Serbs on the basis of differ-
ent fragmems of Jarmr's work (1937, 423) For the name Burghar, Mmorsky
wrote: "lt is true that Muslnm, v.s., is also said to havc wnttcn of lhe Burghars
but this tcrm could possibly refer to the Volga, or Azov Sea, Bulghars" (1937,
423 note 1). The extracts of Jarmi in the works of Ibn Khurdadhbnh Qudama
and ldrfsx’ dld not contain the form Burghar The author of thc Hudud al ‘Alam

describing the Byzantine Empire mentioned the provmcc of the Bur]ans and a

¢ - Of also Zichy 1922; 190-204; Wilson 1923, 575-612; xutkovsh, 1957 137-141; Miguel
1973, XVII-XIX. .
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people called Bulghari (Minorsky 1937, 157). These two ethnonyms refer to the
same group i.e. Danubian Bulghars, but described under two names (Minorsky
1937, 423). The name Bulghdr occurs as Burghar in Mas‘iadr's works, Mas“Gdi
confused the Volga Bulghars with the Danubian Bulghars in his Munij al-
dhahab several times (cf. Minorsky 1958, 149-150). The term Burghar in Mas‘u-
di's last. work the Tanbih referred to the Danubian Bulghars as he mentioned
that the Burghars stayed on the banks of the Danube (BGA VIII, 67, 183), on
the shore of the Black Sea (66), 6: together with other peoples living west of
the Khazars (141, 180, 181, 183, }96, 225). So it seems to be probable that
Mas‘ud, relying on Jarmi's work used two terms, Burjan and Burghar, denoting
- the Danubian Bulghars. The name Burghar could not refer to the Volga Bul-
ghars as it was said that the kingdom of Burghar was in néighbourhood of the -
Byzantine Empire. ' »

Marquart accepted Harkavy's view accbrding to which Jayhani depended
on JarmP's work as the source of the description of the nortkern peoples in his
writings (Marguart 1903, 28-30). This was denied by Kmoské (MI, 17), Minor-
sky (1937, 4_24), and deglédy (1945, 40) stating that the Khazar Sea means the
Black Sea in the work of Jarmi, whereas JayhanT used this term for the Caspian
Sea. The Christianization of the Sagaliba mentioned by Jayhani refers to a later

date and other source.
Hanin ibn Yahya

His work was/ excerpted by Ibn Rusta (BGA VI, 119-130). Marquart
translated and commented on it (1903, 206-270). Harin ibn Yahya was a war
prisoner in Constantinople and gave a description of the Byzantine Empire and
its neighbours, among them the Bulghars (Danubian). Marquart dated this work

between 880-and 890 as he suggested that the malik al-Burjan was identical
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with Boso, the king of Burgund, who was crowned in 879 and that the Chris-
tianization of the Sagaliba happened in 877 in the time of Emperor Basil ]
(866-886) (Marquart 1903, 207). According to Minorsky. “the tcxl.secms to
indicate that Emperor Basil I's time (A. D. 866-886) was regarded as past,
therefore we may bri'ng Hariin’s date down to years 890-900" (1937, 424).
Minorsky supposed that. the chapters on the Hungarians (Majghar),
WNNDR (Onogundur = Danubian Bulghars here) and Mirwdr in the Hudid al-
‘Alam and in GardizT's book were taken from Hairiin ibn Yahyi through Jay-
hant (1937, 424, 468). Czeglédy (1945, 40-41) did not accept Minorsky's view as
Hairlin ibn Yahya called the Danubian Bulghars Bulghar and did not mention
them as WNNDR. Another contradiction appears in their relation with the
Byzantines as according to Harlin ibn Yahyd, “..the people of Bulghar wagé war
against the By:antines and the Byzantines wage war against them" (BGA VII,
126?) while Gardiz said: “[On] the river that is to the left of them lie. the
Danube], towards the Saglabs, there are a people belonging to the By:antines, all
of whom are Christians (gomi and az Riim; hame 1arsa and) [i.e. all are Onthodox
or of Grecek rite]. These are called Nandur (N.nd.r.).” (Martinez 1982, 160). These
differences preclude the possibility of direct borrowing from the lost part of

Harin ibn Yahya.

Ibn Khurdadhbih
Waork: Kitab al-masdlik wa'l-mamalik. Ed. BGA VI, 1-183.
MSS:  Bodleian Date: 1232/3 B in the ed.

Nationalbibliothek Vienna. Date: before the A in the ed.
' 12th century, '
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He was Persian in the service of the Abbasid Court during the 9th
century. He was a familiar of the Caliph Mu‘tamid (870-892). According to de
Goeje, his geographical work had two versions. The earlier was wfittén in 846-
847 and MS B represents it. He then supplemented this work and reedited it in
885-886 (BGA VI, XVIII-XXI). Marquart (1903, 390) accepted only the later
date as Tamim ibn Bahr’s jourﬁey to the Uyghurs was described in both ver-
sions and, according to Marquart, Tamim visited the later Uyvghurs of Turfan
who settled there in 866. Minorsky restored the force of de Goeje’s arguments
by dating Tamim’s journey to 821 (1948, 303). Ibn Khurdadhbih’s work was
widely used by later geographers, émong others Qudama, Hamadhani Mas‘udi
etc., but perhaps the most significant follower was JayhanT (and through him
Ibn Rusta, Gardizi, Bakri etc.). It is supposed that Jayhani could use Ibn Khur-

dadhbih’s original version and not its compendium published by de Goeje.”

Hamadhany

Work: Kitab al-buldan. Ed. BGA V.

MSS: | British Museum Undated . Bin the ed.
india Office Date: 1315 Iin the ed.
Berlin, Sprenger Date: 1013 ' S in the ed.

De Goeje dated the composition of Hamadhani to 902 as later events
were not referred to and he proved that Hamadhant had excerpted the book of
Ibn Khurdadhbih and not that of Jayhz‘m? as it was stated by al-Nadim in his
Fihrist where he accused Hamadhanf of plundering the work of Jaj'hﬁnT (BGA

7 Cf. also Minorsky 1942, 6-11; Barthold: Mmorsky 1937, 12-15; Kra!kovsluj 1957 147-150;
"Miquel 1973, XXI, 87-92. .
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V, XI). A. Zeki Validi discovered a new MS in Mashhad which contains a

more complete version of Hamadhini® and, among others, Ibn Fadlan’s report.

Ibn Fadlin

Work: Risala. Critical ed.: Togan 1939, Facsimile ed. of the Mashhad
MS: Czeglédy 1950-1951, 244-260.

MS: Mashhad | Date: before the
13th century,

Ibn Fadlan's report is the rﬁost important sdurce of the Volga Bulghar
history since he Visigcd the country as a member of the embassy sent by Caliph
Mugtadir in 922. The king of the Volga Bulghars sent an ambassador-to Bagh-
dad and "..he asked him (the Caliph) therein to send him someone who would
. instruct him in religion and make him acquainted with the laws of Islam; who
would build him a mosque and erect for him a pulpit from which might be carried
0;41 the mission of converting his people in his whole country and in all districts of
his kingdom, And he prayed the Caliph to build a fortress wherein he might defend
Iiimself against hostile kings .... 1 [Ibn Fadlan] was choseﬁ 1o read the message of
the Caliph to him, to hand over what he had sent him as g{fts and to have over-
sight over those learmed in the law and the teachers” (I-;rye-Blaice. 1949, 9-10;
Arabic: Togan 1939, 3). The embassy left Baghdad on June 21st 921 and trav-
elled to Bukhara where Ibn Fadlin niet Jayhani, the karib (Chancellor) of the |
‘amir of Khurasan. Then they crossed the territory inhabifed by the Oghuz,
Pecheneg and Bashkir. Finally they arri\r_éd in the country of thé Bﬁlghars. Ibnr

s Minorsky published the description of Tamim ibn Bahr’s journey on the basis of the
Mashbad MS (1948);cf. also Kralkovskij 1957, 156-159; Miquel 1973, XXII, 153-189,
French transl. Massé 1973. :
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Fadlan made inquiries about the adjoining countries so he wrote about the -
Khazars, Ris and Wisg, too.

Before the discovery of tﬁe Mashhad MS the Risala was know_n- from the
extracts of Yaqit’s MuSjam al-buldan under the titles of Khwarizm, Khazar, Ris
Atil, Bashghird and ‘Bulghdr. The Mashhad MS is an uninterrupted text and
gives further details. Mention must be made of the two Persian authors who
excerpted the Risdla independently: Alj'mad Tust flourished 1173-1193, Kovalev-
skij proved that the author of ‘Ajayib al-makhligdt was not Ahmad Tust but
Naj'b Hamadhani (Togan 1939, IX-XI; Kovalevskij 1956, 93 95), and Amin Razn
who wrote his Haft lqh’m in 1593 (Togan 1939, Xi; Kovalevsklj 1956, 95). The
- critical edition of Ibn Fadlan's text including all these variants was published by
A. Zeki Validi Togan with a German translation and commentary (1939). In

the same year the Russian edition was pubhshed under the name of Krakov-
skij, but the translation, the commentary, and the mtroductory chapter was
written by his student Kovalevskij. Ritter (1942) and Czeglédy (1950-1951, 217-
'242) provxdcd furthcr phllologlcal notes on the- text. Finally chalevsku pub-
' hshed a book on tbe work of Ibn Fadlan with an. introduction. which gave a
‘ survey of all the literature on the problems of the Ruala up.to 1956 h was

then followed by the Russian translation with commentary (Kovalevskij 1956).

Jayhant
Work: Kitab al-masalik wa'l-mamalik.
As for his life, we have to identify the author of this book from lﬁree
persons who were called Jayhanf: o S '
1. Abii “Abdillzh Muhammad ibn Ahmad was appointed to a minister in
the Samanid court in 913 and ".. he wrofe iettefs to all the counties of tﬁe

world and requested that the customs of every court and divén should be
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written down and brought to him, such [as existed in] the Byzantine Em-

pire, Turkistdn, Hindiistan, China,...” (Minorsky 1937, XVII). Ibn Fadlin

must have met him in Bukhara in 921. Jayhani may have had good
relation with Balkhi who died in 934. '

2. His son Abi “Ali Muhammad became a wazir in 937 and died in 941.

3. His grandson: Ibn Jayhani was appointed to a wazir in 976 (Miquel .

1973, XXILXXV), |

The geographer whose work is very importaht concerning the history of
Eastern Europe must have been t!ie person discussed under number one. Ac-
cording to Pellat, this basic work was supplemented by his descendants (EI
suppl,, 256).

His great geographical work was lost. We know, however that Jayhan?
gathered information systematically so we can reconstruct most of it. His most
imporlaht written source was the work of Ibn Khurdadhbih as Muqaddast re-
marked (BGA 11, 241%%). But as it was quoted, he wrote letters and questioned
the passing embassies_. Muqaddast said: "{He] assembled foreigné)':, questioned
them on the I;fingdonis, their revenues, the kind of roads: leading to them..." '(M_in-
orsky 1937, XVII).

There is a long debate on the date of its composition. The crucial point
is the date of Ibn Rusta’s book since it is generally accepted fhat he excerpted
the work of JayhanJ, though Barthold tried to prove that Ibn Rusta had utilized
a more complete version of Ibn Khurdadhbih’s book which has not come down
to us (1968, 511-513). According to Minorsky, "All we can say is that 1. Rusta’s
quotations are probably borrowed from the complete 1. Kh. (which was used by -
JayhanT as his ground-work), or .possibly that 1. Rusta used only an earlier draft
of Jayhiani which did not include the later additi’ons"v (1942, 9). Hvolson dated
Ibn Rusta between 903 and 913. His main point is that Ibn Rusta did ﬁol men-

tion the campaign of the Ris against the people living on the shore of the
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Caspian Sea in 913 which pro'ves that it was compiled before this date (Hvolson
1869, 4). Zahoder did not accept this argument (1962, 67). De Goeje supposed
that it was written circa 903 because Ibn Rusta said that he had visited Mecca
in 903 and he had not considered any event after this date (BGA VI, V-VI).
This date was held by Dunlop (1971, 164), Mique! (1973, XXIi) and Golden
(1980, 1. 115). Marquart thought that Jayhani should have written his book after
922 as the name of the Volga Bulghar king, Almish occurs in the description of
Eastern Europe and this information was taken from Ibn Fadlan (1903, 25-26).
This concépt was accepted and supported by Kmosk6 (MI], 49 cf. Czeglédy
1954, 87-88) and Czeglédy (1986,'84-85). Zahoder found further parallel de-
- scriptions between Ibn Fadlan and Ibn Rusta (1962, 56). ‘

The lost work of Jayhant was utilized by many authors: Ibn Rusta, Gar-
dizi, Bakri, Maqgdisi, the unknown writer of the Hudid al-“Alam, Marvazi, ‘Aufi
ete. Kmoské reconstructed some parts of Jayhini's work on the understanding
that Bakri quoted him in his description of the Oxus and also referred to his
name (Kunik-Rozen 1878, 25-27). Since the same can be read in the works of
Ibn Rusta (BGA VI, 91-92) and Maqdist (Huart 1V, 55-56) Kmoské éupposed
that the sirﬁilar accounts in the works of Ibn Rusta and Maqdisi were taken
from JathnT, such as:

1. The description of the seas (BGA VII, 83; Huart 1V, 51)

2. The description of the rivers (BGA VII, 89; Huart IV, 53)

3. The description of the seven climates (BGA VII, 96; Huart 1V, 47)

4. The Eastern European peoples (BGA VII, 145-147; Huart 1V, 62-63)

5. The route from Iraq to Mecca (BGA VII, 185; Huart 1V, 85). |

Kmoské suggested that the chapter on the routes from Baghdad to the
most remote part of Khurdsin (BGA VII, 163-191) is from Jayhini because it
represents a much more complete version of Ibn Khurdadhbih and the accounts

of Sallam, the Interpreter and Harlin ibn Yahyd must have been read in the
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book of Jayhini, too (Kmoské MII, 46-48). Minorsky also proved that the coin-

ciding items in the works of Gardizi and Marvazi concerning India and China

passed through JayhanT (1942, 62-63; 123-127).%

Ibn Rusta
Work:  Kitdb al-a‘liq al-nafisa. Ed. BGA VII, 1-229.
MS: British Museum ' Date; 1254

As he remarked, he was a native of ‘lspahin (BGA V11, V, 151" Wiet
~ 1955, 175). The date and source of his work was mentioned under Jayhini. The
accounts of the Eastern Eufopcan peoples: Khazar, Burdas, Bulkar, Majghar,
_Sadlab and Rus were edited and translated into Russian with commentary by
Hvolson (1869). The French translation of this work was done by Wiet
(1955).1° | '

Balkhi
Work: ~ Suwar al-aqalim

He was born in Balkh around 850. He visited Iraq where he learned
sciences from the well-known philosopher Kindi. Then he rclurnea to Khurasan
and lived there. It is known from the Filrist of al-Nadim that he had good
relations with Jahyani who sent him slave-girls (Barthold: Minorsky 1937, 15-
17). He died in 934 (Krafkovskij 1957, 194-196). Balkhf must have known the
work of Jayhdn; As he lived in Khurasan which was also a commercial centre
for Eastern Europe, he may have- had original information about it (Zahoder
1962, 49-51).

>

' ' Cf. also Krafkovskij 1957, 219-224; Miquel 1973, 92-95,

» Cf. also Kralkovskij 1957, 159-160; Miquel 1973, XXII-XXIII, 192-202.



His geographical work which has not come down to us in its original
form, was a commentary to the maps. It was seen by Muqaddasi (BQA 111, 5).
The work of Balkhi was dated to 920 or a little later by de Goeje (1871, 49). It
was supplemented by Istakhri and this later version was the basis for Ibn Hau-
qal. Barthold-suggesied that MugaddasT might have used both the work of
BalkhT and Istakhri’s reedition since "Khorisdn, Sistin, and Ma-ward’ al-nahr,
Balkht i_s preferemial’ly quoted;lwhilc'l in three others, Fars, Kirman, and Sind,

preference is giveh to Istakhri." (Minorsky 1937, 19).

Istakhrv
 Work:  Kitab masdlik al-mamdlik. Ed. BGA 1.

MSS: Bologna _ A in the ed.
Berlin Date: 1840 Bin the ed.
Gotha Date: 1173 Cin the ed,
Persian transl. of the Gotha  Date: 1605 E in the ed.
Ms, :
Leiden ' Date: 1193 "~ (cf. BGA 1V,

381-431)

According to de Goeje, there are two versions, the first is represented by
the Gotha MS and its Persiaﬁ translation which was composed by Istakhri bet- -
ween 930 and 933. i.e in BalkhTs life. His widely used version represenléd by
the Bologna and Berlin MSS was dated to 951. De Goeje- thought that Istakhrt
met Ibn Haugqal anﬂ gave him pérmission to revise his work at the same time
(de Goeje 1871, 49-53; Barthold: Minorsky 1937, 19). Ritter discovered six MSS
of Istakhrt in Istanbul (1930, 55-56). Kramers, revising the question of the
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Balkhi tradition on the basis of the maps, stated that the Bologna and Berlin
MSS are later copies of a MS from 1193 and he added two MSS, i.e. Humburg
and British Museum. Excluding two of the Constantinople ones, Kramers divid-
ed the MSS intu two groups:

Istakhri I: MSS of Gotha ar. 1521, Leiden ar. 1702, Consple B. S. 3348 (date:
1284), Hamburg and the Persian texts.

Istakhri’ II: MSS of Consple A. S. 2971, 2613 and Consple B. S. 2830, London
Br. Mus. Or. 5305, Bologna, Berlin ar. 6032, (Kramers 1932, 12-16).

A new edition is required in spite of the fact that Muhammad Jabir al-
ljinl' edited a new critical text using the MSS of Dar al-kutub in Cairo (199,
256, 257).

The chapter on the Khazar Sea (Caspian Sea) was translated by Dunlop
(1954, 91-100). According to Kmoské (1921, 140-148), this chapter seems to be
collated from two accounts since the order of the description of the different
peoples is the following: "..the Khazars, especially with reference to the king
(Bak, Beg), - the river Atil (Volga) - Samandar, Sarir, Burtds - the Khazars,
especially with reference to the Khaqan-Burtds, Bashkirs, Bulgars, Russians.”
(Dunlop 1954, 102). Dunlop agreed with Kmoskd’s idea concerning the struc-
ture of this chupter but he did not accept his suggested date, c. 800, but he
dated it to the beginning of the 10th century (1954, 103-104).

Zahoder found parallel accounts in IstakhiTs work with that of Ibn
Fadian. Istakhri mentioned a kha_n'b,' who preached in the Bulghar towns, twice,
and he took two records of this khafib: the number of the inhabitants of the
Bulghar towns and the shortness of the summer nights at the Bulghars which

both coincide with the Risdla of Ibn Fadlin (Zahoder 1962, 78)."

» Cf. also Kralkovskij 1957, 196-198; Miqucl 1973, XXXI, 292-299.
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Mas‘iadr
Work 1: Muriij al-dhahab wa ma‘ddin al-jawhar. Ed. Barbier de Meynard-
Pavet de Courteille, 1861-1877.

MSS: Paris 714 du supplement  Date: 1708 A in the ed.
arabe :
Paris 598 Ancien fonds  Date: 1566 B in the ed.
arabe '
Paris 579 Ancien fonds  Undated C in the ed.
arabe
Societe Asiatique Date: 1194 D in the ed.

Work 2: Kitab al-tanbth. BGA VIIL
MSS: Paris P in the ed.

'London, British Museum : L in the ed.

Mas‘idi was an outstanding writer of the 10th century whose main
interest was history. During his life he travelled from place to place and visited
most parts of the Islamic land. Marquart called him the forerunner of modern
reporters and globetratters (1903, XXV). He died in Cairo in 956.

He wrote many books, but only two of them have come down to us. The
Muriij al-dhahab was written between 943-947 and the Kitab al-tanbih was com-
pleted in 956. According to Dunlop, "both these existing works include at once
a cosmography and a history from earliest times, taking account of biblical
history and of the history of the Arabs before Mut_uammad, which were com-
monly linked. Both give more or less attention to the past of nations, Persians,
Greeks, Indians, etc., with notices remarkable customs and other tﬁa:ters of

interest about them, and some geographical information. Both culminate in a
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history of the Islamic Wor]d sin(;e the appearance of the Prophet, the last oécd-
pying about half of the Mun?j adh-Dhahab (part of volume iv and volumes v-ix v
in the Paris edition), and rather less than half of the Tanbin." (Dun.lop 1971,
102). | ' ‘ ' " 3

Masidi took Ya"qﬁbi’s History as a in_odel and Marquart supposed that
the source of the description of the nonﬁgm peopleS in Mas‘idPs Work;r» was
 the lost part of Ya‘qiibP’s Kitab al-bulddn (Marquart 1903, XXXIV). Dunlop did
not accept tlﬁs _opinibn as some cveri;s mentionéd in the works of Masudi
happened after the. death of Ya“qiibi (bunlop 1971, 103). MasGd7 enumerated
his souréeS in the introduction of the’Mw:ﬁj and he mentioned amdng other -
things, the works of Ibn Khurdddhbih and Qudima ibn Ja‘far. He quoted
JayhanP’s book as a source in the Tanbih (BGA VIII, 75). Zahoder tried to
prove that Mas‘adi knew the Risa'lé of Ibn Fadlan of he might have met him

somewhere south of the Caspian Sea (Zahoder 1967, 181-184).2

u Cf. -also Kmoské MIL, 99-111, Brockelmann 1943, 1, 150-152; Kralkovskij 1957, 171-182;
Miquel 1973, XXIX, 202-212.



Ion Haugal
Work: There are two titles of the same work: Kitdb al-masdlik wa'l-ma-
mdlik. Ed. BGA 1l and Kitd sirat al-ard. Ed. BGA II?
MSS: Istanbul B.‘ S. 3346 Date: 1086 It is the basis of
BGA I’
Leiden - - ~ Undated Lin BGA 11, in
BGAN: 5
Oxford " BinBGA I, in
BGA 11 o
Paris : Date: 16th c. P in BGA 11, in

2, -
BGAN: 3

Kramers supposed three versions: I. the Istanbul MS (plus Consple A. S.
2577); Il. MSS of Oxford and Leiden without maps; 111. Paris MS which is an
abridgement of the Istanbul MS supplemented ann;)talions relating to period of
the epitomizer (1139-1184) (plus MSS Consple B. S. 3347, A. S. 2934) (Kramers
1932, 16-20).

Ibn Hauqal belongs to the line of Balkhi as he revised the work of
Istakhri who he met providing valuable addenda sucl_i as the $t_ory of judgement.
of the Khazar Khaqan and the Riis attack against the Kh&ar capital, etc. As
for the latter information, he got it in Jurjin in 968 (BGA II?, 393). He must
“have travelled the Muslim East Qnd some years before finishing his work lived
in the West as a subject ‘of the Fatimid Céliph. This could explain why his work'
was not translated into Persian (Barthold: Minorsky 1937, 19-20). According to
de Goeje, Ibn Hauqal finished his work before 977 as it is stated that the
khutba was read in the name of the Fatimid Caliph by the Ziyadid ruler of
Yemen and this situation changed after 977 (BGA 1V, V). Barthold proved that
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changing of the names of the Fatimids to Ziyadids took place in 987 (Minorsky.
1937, 20 note 3). It means that the work must be dated before 987.

Ibn Hauqal himself wrote that he took the books of Ibn Khﬁrdidhbih
and Jayhani and Qudima during his travel and made notes to them (BGA il,
236; cf. Kratkovskij 1957, 198).“ The French translation of the second revised
edition was done by Kramérs and Wiet (1964).

Mugaddasi

Work: Ahsan al;taq&’.ﬂ'm ft md‘rifat al-agalim. Ed. BGA Il

MSS: Berlin | Date: 1854 B in the ed.
Istanbul Date: 1260 Cin the ed.

Mugaddasi belonged to the BalkhT school showing much more originality
than his predecessors. He gave a systematic description of the Islamic provinces
including geographical and sociological features (Dunlop 1971, 165-167; Miquel
1973. XXXIV, 313-330). He was born in 946 and died around 1000 (Kra¥kovskij
1957,7210-211). The introduction of his work is dated to 985 but one passage
points to 997 (BGA 111, VII; Mindrsky 1937, XIX note 1). According to Kra&-
kovskij, there were two versions: the first is from 985 as the author says, and |
the second one is from 988 which was used by Yaqut (1957, 211).

Besides the Balkhi tradition, Muqaddasi used other written sources. He
mentioned Jayhini first-among his sources in the preface and gave a critical

revigw.of it (BGA 111, 3-4; Minorsky 1937. XVIII). Kmoské gathered all the

ad Cf. also Miquel 1973, XXXIV, 299-309.
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references to Jayhini as Muqaddast quoted him many times.* It proves that
Muqaddasi read the works of Ibn Khurdadhbih and Jayhani and relied on the
latter one when he compiled his book (Kmosk6é M 11, 43-44).

Hudiid al-“Alam
Ed. Barthold 1930 (facsimile).

MS: Leningrad Date 1258

The Persian text was translated into English with commentary by Minor-

_ sky (1537). The author of the book is not known. He was a native of Glzgan
(Northern Afghanistan) as he dedicated his book to the local ruler of the
Farighiinid Dynasty there and only the descripu;on of Guzgan and perhaps
Gilan shows personal experiences (Minorsky 1937, VII, XIV). This book was
compiled in 982-983. The author was not a traveller so he used written sources
and oral traditions. His main sources were Istakhri for the Islamic world and
Jayhani for the non-Islamic lands (Turks, Eastern Europe etc.) (Minorsky 1937,
XIV-XIX; Minorsky 1942, 9).

Ibn al-Nadim

Work: Kitab al-fihrist. Ed. Fliigel 1871.

MSS:  Leiden | L in the ed.
Pﬁris ) Date: 1864 A Cin the ed.
Paris : Date: 1220 P in the ed.

" The number of seas BGA 11, 16; Nile - 20; Kburisan - 68; South Mcsopotamia - 115;

Mugqaddasi said: "If you examine the book of Jayhani, you will find that he took posses-
sion all the basis of Ibn Khurdddhbih and built it on this" - 241; Soghd - 269.
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Vienna No. 33 | Hin the ed. -

Vienna No.34 - Vin the ed.

 Ibn al-Nadim was born in the 930s and died in 995 or 998. He was a
bookseller and copyist living in Baghdad. As a bookseller he wrote notes about -
the authors 6f ‘the books in tlu_: store and made a catalogue with useful infor-
mation about the writers and their \;\rorks. Finally his collection bccame an
encyclopaedia of the wdrks of the bookmarket in Baghdad; Ibn al-NadTrh_c_om-
pleted his Filrist in 988, according to his own statement (Fiick 1981, 17-30;
Dodge 1970. 1, XV-XX1V), o

Ritter found new MSS of the thnsl in Istanbul (1928) later other MSS
“were discovered (Dodgc 1970, 1, XXIV-XXXIV) According to Fiick, there are
two recensions of the Fihrist which is divided. into ten discourses: 1. the Holy
‘Scnptures of Mushms etc; 2. grarnmar and phllology, 3. history, blography, :
gcnealogy etc.; 4. poetry, S. scholastic theology; 6. law and tradmon 7. phnloso-_"
phy and the ancient sciences; 8. legcnds, fables, mag|c, etc 9, doctnnes of the
non-monotheistic creeds; 10. alchemy. |

The first edition contains all these chapters, while a shorter edii_ion was
published with only the last four chapters dealing with the non-lslamic Su_Bje‘cts

in it (Fiick 1981, 18-19, 28-29).

Biii -

Work: _ Kitdb al-athar al-bdgiya ‘an al-quriin al-khaliya. Ed. Sachau 1923.
MSS: Paris ! Date: 17the. P in the ed.

London, British Museum, Date: 1668 L in the ed.
Add, 7491 .
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London, British Museum, Date:; 1838 - R in the ed.
Rawlinson coll.

All the MSS are characterized by the same faults and gaps and reflect
one old MS (Sachau 1923, LVI). A new MS friam the 13th century was discov-
ered in the Soviet Union (Krafkovskij 1957, 252-253).

Biriini was a native of Khwarizm and was an outstanding polihistor of
the Muslim East. He wrote this work circa 1000. His book is a description of

different calendars and feasts of the nations and religions."™

Gardizi
Work: Zayn al-akhbdr. Ed. Habibi 1968.
M_SS: Cambridge Date: 16th or 17lh

C.

Oxford (a copy of the Date: 18th c.
Cambridge MS) '

Gardizi's chapters on the Turks wevrc edited by Barthold (1973) on the
basis of the Oxford MS. Kmosk6 reconstructed the critical text using both MSS
but his edition with a German translation has not béen published (cf. Czeglédy
1954, 82-90). The critical text of Gardizi was published by Habibi in 1968. Rec-
ently, Martinez publiShed the facsimile of the Cambridge MS with an English
translation (1982). |
. Gardizi was a younger cpniempo;ary of Biriini in the Ghaznavid count,
He wrote his work in the middle of the 11th century as it was ‘dedicated* 10

‘Abd al-Rashid who reigned between 1050 and 1052. His work contains the

1 Cf. Sachau 1923, XX-XXV; Krafkovskij 1957, 244-262; Miquel 1973, XXXV}, 223-227.
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Hisiory of Persia, the Turkic nations, some chronological questions similar to
Biruni, and the customs of India. The description of the Turks are from two
different sources. Czeglédy proved that the description of the pcop)eS living in
the eastern part of Eurasia is from the work of Pseudo Ibn Mugaffa® written
circa 780 wﬁile as for Eastern Europe, Gardizi took his information from Jay-

han?’s work (Czeglédy 1972, 138-145; Czeglédy 1973, 257-267).

Bakri
Work: Kitab al-masalik wa’l-mamdlik. Ed. Kunik-Rozen 1878.

MS: Istanbul, Nur-i Uthmaniya  Date: 1447
3034

Three new MSS have been discovered (Krafkovskij 1957, 276 note 5).
Bakri lived in Spain and gaAlhered information about Eastern Europe from
different books. He died in 1094. He finished this work in 1086. Kunik and
Rozen published nine excerpts of it. In excérpt 9 Bakri desc‘ribed Eastern
Europe with the exception of .the Saqlabs and the Rils on the basis of the
JayhanT tradition (Minorsky 1942, 10; Zahoder 1962, 64-66). He got his infor-
mation on Eastern Europe in fragment 7 from Mas“Qdi’s Murij. The bestknown
excerpt is the eighth as it. contains the chapter on the Slavs originally recorded
by the Jewish traveller, Ibrahim ibn Ya“qiib from 965 (Kralkovskij 1957, 190-
192; Miquel 1973, XXXII).

Marvazi
Work: Taba'i® al-hayawan. Ed. Minorsky 1942.

MS: London, India Office Date 1369



Marvazi was a native of Marv and was employed as a physican at the
Court of the Saljukid Sultan Malik-sh@h and his successors. His work was com-
pleted circa 1120. His main source about Eastern Europe was the lost books of

Jayhani. His work was used extensively by ‘Aufi (Minorsky 1942, 1-10).

ldrist
Work: Kit@ nuzhat al-mushtaq ff ikhtiriq al-&fdg. Ed. Cerulli-Gabrielli-
Levi Della Vida-Petech-Tucci cf. Idrisi 1970-1978.
MSS: Paris 2221 | Date: 1300 P in the ed.
Paris 2222 Date: 1344 A in the ed.
Leningr:;ld Date: 14th century L in the ed. .

(Only these MSS concern our theme in Vols VII-VIIL.)

Idrist was born in 1100 and died in 1165. He wrote this work in lhé
Court of Roger 11 in Sicily and completed it in 1154. He divided the Earth into
seven climates from South to North. Every climate consisted of ten parts from
West to East on the basis of thé work of Ptolemy. Idrist described the countries
in this order. As for Eastern Europe, he used the works of Jayhani, Ibn Khur-

dadhbih, Qudama and Ibn Haugal (Kra&kovskij 1957, 280-299).
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HISTORICAL ANTECEDENTS

1. The early Bulghars

The first reliable abpearancc of this nafne attributed to the Greek author |
Ioannes Antiochenus in the foﬁn_ of. Bot’)lyapot, The writer lived in the Tth
century and according to him, the Bulghars were asked to confederate the A
‘Byzantines around 480 ('Morav;:sik 1983; 1, 313-315, 11, 100; Szadeczky-Kardos;s '
1979, 14). This is the accepted f(;ronf the name Bulghar-in the Byzantines
sources (Moravcsik 1983, 11, 98-106). The early rﬁedieval_ Latin authors called
them Bulgani and less frequentiy Vulgani which reflects a Greek g (other forms
cf. Glossar 1981, 190-1‘95). The Syriac Psgudo-Zacharia; Rhetor mentioned
them aszurgar. beyond the CaSpian"Gates; around 555 (Czeglédy 1971, 137)..
The Armenian Pseﬁd'o-Mose_s' Chorenaci wrote ‘about the Bulghars in the mid- -
dle of the 7th century. (the variants and commentary cf. Marqban 1903, 57).
These data mentioned above were taken from the.age of the early Bulghar
history (circa 480—680) ana all the vari'ants reflect the form Bulyar. The Syriac
Burgar can be from a Middle-Persian source according to Czeglédy, as "...the
Pehlevi scripf has only one character to denote the two consonants (rn1Z1),
and lhus.the translator, if ignorant 6f the authentic pronunciation, was forced to
guess in choosing the two possible ways of transliteration” (Czeglédy 1971, 140).

~ As for the Volga.Bulghars, Ibn Fadlan used B"Ighar (Togan 1939, A 22°
Czeglédy 1950-51, 252, 204a'®), The Jayhanf tradition gave the férm B'lkar (bn
Rusta: BGA VII, 140-142; Hudﬁd Barthold 1930, 76" ; Gardizi: Martinez 1982,
204", 207"; Bakri: B“lkdn Kunik-Rozen 1878, 44'%'"). The data of the Balkhi |
line agree with that of Ibn Fadlan: B*/ghar (Istakhri: BGA 1, 225% 1bn Haugal:
BGA 11, 396; Muqaddasi: BGA 11, 51, 358, 361; Marvazi: Minorsky 1942, 44),
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Masiidr called them as B“rgh®z in the Munij (Barbier de-Meynard 1, 15) but it
can be reconstructed as B“rgh’r. The same can be found in the Mu‘jam of
Yiqgit quoted from Mas®idi (1979, 1, 385). The Fihrist of al-NadTrr; contains
three forms: B“rgh®r (Fliigel 1871, 20, 111), B“lgh°, and B“lghdr (Fliigel 1871,
20). The coins of the Volga Bulghafs from the 10th century also have B“lghdr
(Fasmer 1925, 29, 36-38).

There are two unusual forms in the Muslim sources of the 10th century:
Bllkar of the Jayhani tradition which "seems to reflect a Persian pronunciation
(cf: also Burdas for Bundis)" according to Minorsky (1942, 110), and Brghr. Its
connection with the form B“lghar is not obvious. o

The long version of the reply of Joseph, the ruler of the Khazars in the
10th century meniioned Bul-g-r among the peoples living on the banks of the
Volga (Kokovcov 1932, 98).

The first dated reference to the Volga Bulghars in the Russian annals is
from 985 in the form of Bosrapw where the o is secondary from an original u
(PSRL 1, 84). '

The form Bulélmr is found in most of the sources concerning the history
of the Volga Bulghars from the 11th to the 14th century. The Muslim sources
have B“lghdr in the following pages Kishghari: Atalay 1941, 25°% Abi Hamid:
Dubler 1953, 9; Ibn al-Athlr: 1X, 498, 502, 520, X, 388; Juwain1: Qazwint §, 31,
150, 205, 222, 224; Rashid al-Din: Ali-Zade 1980, 11/1, 123, 125, 128, Balghar:
57; Volga Bulghar inscriptions: Hakimzjanov 1978, 152-153, 158-159, 1987, 92-
93. ' ' |

The Latin sources of the 13th century reflect the same form. Julianus used
the form Bulgaria (Dérrie 1956, 156) and Bulgar (Dorrie 1956, 166, 173, 174).
Plano Carpini had Bulgaria (Wyngaert 1929, 1, 73, 89, 111) as did Rubruk
(Wyngaert 1929, 1, 199, 209, 212, 218-219). -
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There is a Chinese record about the Pu-li-a-erh from 1330 which was
reconstructed by Pelliot as Bufar (Pelliot 1949, 135). Ligeti did not accept this
and supposed that this Chinese.form reflected Bulyar (Ligeti 1986, 389).

A new form of this name appeared in the 12th century. In Anonymus’
Gesta Hungarorum from the 12th century it is said that .somc nobles from the
land of Bular arrived in Huhgary at the time of Taksony (middle of the 10th
century). The early date of this form by Anonymus is dubious (SRH 1, 114-115;
Anonymus 1975, 57*).

Abt Himid, writing in the middle of the 12th century, gave the etymology
of BYlghdr in his Mu‘rib (Dubler 1953, 11-12). According to him, the name B
ghdr means scholar’ but it is an Arabic form. Originally scholar is called b.Lr.
among them and this noun became the name of a land because a Muslim fagih
curé_d the Bulghar King and his ‘wife who later converted his people. The
. Khazar ruler attacked the Bulghars but got defeated as the Bulghars had asked
help of Allah. The legend and the etymology is rather questionable. The recon-
struction of this name can be only Biler on the basis of Turkic language history
as this is the aoristos form of the Turkic verb bil- "to know’ (Clauson 1972, 330-

- 331). '

The form without y is frequently mentioned in the 13th .century. The
Secret History of the Mongols mentioned Bolar twice (Ligeti 1971, 236, 248)
and Bugqar once (243), which was correcled. to Bolar by Pelliot (1949, 129).
Rashid al-Din knew this form and recorded it in two ways: Bual’r (Ali-Zade
1980, 11/3, 119, 125, 127) and Biilar (123, 163). The Volga Bulghar inscription
of Bulgar from 1329 contains the name B“/’r (Hakimzjanov 1978, 126-127). The
coins from the 13th century have the form B.ldar (Muhamediev 1983, 17-18).

* Besides the form Bulgar the above mentioned Latin authors knew other’
forms: Plano Carpini: Biller (Wyngaert 1929, I, 73) and Byler (98, 111); Benedic-
tus Polonus: Byler (Wyngaert 1929, 1, 138). Finally, the ‘personal name Belar in
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the work of the Hungarian Simon de Kéza who wrote around 1283 is connected
with this form (SRH 1, 145%),

Ligeti pointed out that thé disappearance of the y after a consonant is a
typicél Middle-Chuvash change (Ligeti 1986, 31-34, 528). According to Ligeti,
the Old-Chuvash u became I in the Middle-Chuvash and on.the last stage the ¥
was palatalized. So Ligeti supposed the following order of changes: Bulyar >
Bular > Bilar > Biler (Ligeti 1986, 280).

The article of Sifmanov gave a full accou.m of the literature on the ety-
mology of the name Bulghar until 1903. He classified the opinions and collect-
ed all the forms of the ethnonym (gigmanov 1903-1904). There are numerous
clyﬁologics from different language groups, the most important ones being'
from Turkic, Slavic and Finno-Ugrian languages. Most of the Slavic, and Finno-
Ugrian etymologies connect the ethnonym with the River Volga, including
_ $i¥manov's Finno-Ugrian etymology. Pelliot emphasized that theBulghars had
never called the River Volga as Volga but had used the name Afil (Pelliot 1949,
22). Pelliot and Németh accepted only Turkic etymologies on the basis of
historical background. Németh adopted the view of Tomaschek who derived the.
name Bulghar from a Turkic verb bulya- "to mix’ plus r nomen verbale and its
meaning is mixed. This etymology was corroborated by Németh's historical
explanation according to which the Huns, retreated to north of the Black Sea
after the devath of Attila (453) and the Oguric peoples, arrived here from the
East (463),‘ mixed and the ethnonym reflects this process (Németh 1930, 95-97).
Later Németh abandoned this opinion and preferred Vambéry's explanation
(§i§manov 1903, 77) according to which the stem verb is bulya- 'to rebel’ and
the name Bulghar means 'rebellious people’ (Németh 1978, 68-71, 1982, 7-13).
Pelliot accepted the latter etymology but he also suggested another solution:

bul- "to find’ plus the suffix - yar which is the aoristos participium (Pelliot 1949,
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228). These three etymologies are the most acceptable from Turkic linguistic
'point of view, but no preference can be given to any of them. A A

As for the hisiory of the early Bulghars, they were first authentically men-
tioned in 480 when the Byzantine Emperor Zeno made an alliance with the
Bulghafs against the Eastern Goths who raided Thrace. _Frbm this time on the
Bulghars were recorded in the ‘Byzar_ninc and Latin sources many times. We

know from them that the Bulghars attaéked Thrace in 489, 493, 499Vand 502.

The Byzantine Emperor had the Long Wall built against them in S07. The

Bulghérs took an active role in the Vitalianus revolt in 513-5_15. They attacked
Hlyricum in 518 and 529-30, and raided Moesia in 535 and 539. Some Bulghars
- became Christians by.about 550 and ]ordanes reported ;ha_l they lived north of
' the Black Sea (Moravesik 1983; 1, 108; Be¥evliev 1970, 46-51, 1981, 76-84; Sz4-
déczky-KardoSs 1979, 14-36). The S‘yriac Pseudo-Zacharias Rhetor from around
. 555 recorded that the Bulghars' (Burgar), who had "ci(ies. lived beyond the Cas-
pian Gates and their name was mentioned among the thirteen tent dwelling
peoples (Czeglédy 1971, 137). Czeglédy' located the land of these heathen Bul-
ghars in the Kuban region.vnor'.h of the Alan Gate (Darial Pass) (Czeglédy
1971, 147). | | L

Two new tribal names, Utigur and Kutn’gui’, appearedb in the Don region
in the middle of the 6th century. The Byza'nt_ine pbh'Cy played one againsi the
other so these two tribal um'dns weakened in the wars agéinst each other (Sz4-
deczky-Kardoss 1970, 516-520; -Be!eviiev 1981, 95-99).

Most of the Avars became dominant for the first time in the Eastern
European steppe in the .5505' after the Western Turks had defeated them who,

then conquered the horthe;n part of the Black Sea in the 560s. These Avars

settled in the Carpathian Basin in 567. The Western Tufk rule was, however,

short-lived in Eastern Europe as the Avars reoccupied this territory around 600,

when the Western Turk power. declined (Szédeézky-l(ardoss 1986, -155-159).

™



The Bulghars reappeared in the western sources from the end of 6th
century on. In most cases they are mentioned as the auxiliary troops of the
Avars (Szddeczky-Kardoss 1986, 21-42; Belevliev 1981, 88-90). The Byzantine
army attacked the Bulghars at the Lower Danube in 595 (Szddeczky-Kardoss
1986, 79). According to Theophanes, the Avar Khagan besieged Singidunum,
but then the Byzantine army took it back from the Bulghars.'" The Avars at-
tack::d Thessalonica around 614-616 and according to the Miracula Sancii
Demetrii, there were Bulghars among their auxiliary troops (Szddeczky-Kardoss
19¢6, 88, 1983, VII, 97). The Avars tried to capture Constantinople in 626 in
which the Bulghars also took part (Szddeczky-Kardoss 1986, 91-92).

In 631-632 a civil war broke out between the Avars and the Bulghars as
the latter tried to get hold of the throne. Finally the Avars won and drove out
the Bulghars from Pannonia (Szédéczky-l(ardoss 1986, 93). B6na connected this
. event with the foundation of the empire of Kuvrat, who was the ruler of the
Onogundurs according 10 Nicephorus Patriarcha (Moravesik 1983, 1, 458). He
based this on the fact that Kuvrat revolted successfully apainst the Avar khagan
in 635 and it led to the division of their empire since the Avars were able to
dominate the Carpathian Basin but they lost the territories north of the Black
Sea (B6na 1981, 107)."7

As for the habitat of the Bulghars during the 5-7th centuries, Belevliev
thinks lhait those Bulghavrs who were glen’tioned to stay in the area of the
Byzantine provinces and the lower Danube lived in Pannonia (1981, 87), and

another group dwelt north of the Bliack Sea (1981, 145-146). Recently, Bona has

" The Bulghats were mentioned only by Theophanes, but his source, the work of Theo-
phylactus Simokatta did not contain this ethnonym of. Szadeczky-Kardoss 1982, Vi/2, 142-
143.

v The date of the sevolt is settled on relative chronology of the events, but Szadeczby-Kar-
doss has doubited its reliability. The date of this revolt can be put to 631-632 ¢f. Szadeeshy-
Karduss 1987, 227-235.
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pointed out that the Bulghars whose appearances were on the Balkan Peninsula
and in the Carpathian Basin before 631 could not have lived there as they
could have reached these terri’lorics from the north of the Black Sea (Béna
1981, 79-107). .

Without a doubt, the empire of Kuvrat was centred on the northern shore
of the Black Sea and is generally called the Great Bulghar Empire adopting the
term of Theophanes the Confessor énd Nicephorus Patriarcha. This term is
anachronistic, it was used to indicate the former home of the Danubian Bul-
ghars. If we have to give a name to !ﬁis empire, Onogundur is more appropri-
ate as Kuvrat was the ruler of this tribe. According to Moravcsik, the name
Onogundur is identical with Onogur as Agathon called the Danubian Bulghars
Onogur-Bulghars when they attacked the Byzantine Ehpire in 713, whereas
Theophanes the Confessor mentioned themdas Oxiogundur-Bulghar when de- .
. scribing the dissolution of Kuvrat's Empire (Moravesik 1930, 72-73). Szddeczky-
Kardoss called my attention to the fact that the MS tradition of Agathon has
not been studied in detail, so the value of the datum Onogur is dubious (cf.
Moravesik 1983, 1, 217-218). There is more evidence that the form Onogundur
is the authentic one.. The author of the reply of Joseph, the ruler of the Kha: -
ars, said that the antecedents of Joseph had dﬁvén out the V-n-n-t-r (Onogun-
dur) from their home who then crossed the Danube and settled there (Kokov-
cov 1930, 92); Constantine Pofphyrogcnitus reported tﬁat the Onogundurs had
crossed the Danube in the end of the rule of Constamine Pogonatus (668-685)
(Moravesik 1930, 72, 1983, I, 386). The term Onogzmddr as the name of the
Danubian Bulghars was preserved till the 10th century 1;n the form of V.n.nd.r in
the Jayhani tradition (Minorsky 1937 465-471) and Ndndor among the Hungziri-
ans (Ligeti 1986, 268-269). It is very strange that a‘nother_group of the Kuvrat's
Empire, which moved to the Carpathian Basin after the fall of the empire, was

called Onogur (B6na 1981, 107-112; Kir4ly 1987, 162-180, 314-331). So Kuvrat’s
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Empire, which dominated the territories north of the Black Sea from 631-632
till the 670s, must be called Onogundur Empire. The Bulghars and Kutrigurs
lived within it. After the death of Kuvral. the Khazars conquered this empire.
Some of the tribes migrated to the West. A group of them under Asparuch
crossed the Danube and founded the country of the Danubian Bulghars. Ac-
cording to Moravcsik, this new empire was called Onogundur-Bulgha} at first,
but later only Bulghar (Moravcsik 1930, 71-73).

The disintegration of Kuvrat's Empire after his death and the story of his
five sons who did not keep th_eir father's instruction was recorded by Theophan-
es and Nicephorus. According to this, four sons moved to the West and only
one stayed who became the subject of the Khazar ruler.”®

All in all, according to the written sources, Bulghars lived in the region
north of the Black Sea and on the western half of the South-Russian steppe

from the end of the 5th century to the second half of the 7th century.

. Swar ~ Sabir

In the extant MSS of Ibn Fadlan we find the tribal name Savan (Togan
1939, A. 33; Czeglédy 1950-1951, 256, 208b'). Kovalevskij reconstructed the
form Suwaz, which he connected with the ethnonym Chuvash (1954, 21-29).
This view is unacceptable as the reconstruction must be S.war and, what is
more, the name Chuvash cannot.be explained from $“waz from Turkic linguistic
point of view.

The BalkhT line mentioned the town S.war: de Goeje always reconstructed
this name by adding a damma to S*war whereas the damma is not written in

the availuble MSS. Istakhri has S'war (BGA 1, 2259) but S.war in the Leiden

" The sources of these events were discussed in detail by Be¥evliev ¢f. 1981, 145-190.
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MS (Golden 1980, 11, 129%). Ibn Hauqal wrote S.wdr (BGA 1I%, 396). Muqaddast
mentioned them three times: S.wdr (BGA 111, 51°), S“wdr (BGA 111, 335°, 361%)
and S.wdr in the Berlin MS (Golden 1980, 11, 219, 220°). Hudiid contains S.wdr
(Barthold 1930, 767); MarvazT: S.wdr (Minorsky 1942, A 44); 1drisT: S.war (918°,
920"); Yaqut: S.wdra (1979, 1, 384).

The name S.w@ can be seen on the coins of the 10th century (Fasmer
1925, 33-36). The long version of reply of Joseph, the ruler of the Khazars
mertioned the name S-war which is the namé of a Volga Bulghar town and
S-w-r which is uncertain among the towns and peoples on the banks of the
Vaolga (Kokoveov 1932, 98). Biriint knew the two northern Muslim nations:
B'ighar and S°wdr (Sachau 1923, 4121). Mahmiid al-Kishghari, who wrote
betwccn 1072-1077, and his MS from 1266 (Dankoff-Kelly 1982, 6-10) has the
form S“war with damma (Atalay 1941, 25%). Abii Hamid describing Sagsin
. recorded that the tribe S.war had a mosque there (Dubler 1953, 5). Finally, the
Volga Bulghar inscriptions contain the form S.war (Hakimzjanov 1987, 96-97).
Perhaps the form vedasuar from Fra Mauro’s map of Word of 1459 (Tardy
1982, 189-190) can be connected with this name.

This tribal and town name is generally interpreted as Suwd with u in the
literature on the basis of the emendation of de Goeje during the edition of
Istakhri, MuQaddasT. But the first authentic $“wdr form is in the work of Kash-
ghari from.lhe end of the 11th century at best.

The name S.war has been connected \;vith a kingdom in the North Cauca-
sus called $“w°r (Golden 1980, 1, 87-88) and both have been related to the
name Sabir. As for the kingdom of $w", Ibn Khurdidhbih said: "Outside Bab,
there are Kings of $*w°r, L°kz, Allan, Filan, and M’sq"t, and the ruler of $°rir and
the town S°m°nd’r" (BGA VI, 124'"%), Hamadhin7 repeated this sentence word
for word (BGA V, 297"-298') and the Hudud also relied on i1, but used the
form Sir (Barthold 1930, 76'%; Minorsky 1937, 162, 454;455). First of all we can
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realize that the form S“w’r was vocalized by de Gocje because the Vienna MS
of Ibn Khurdidhbih (Golden 1980. II, 236*) contains SWR. Then de Goeje
emended this form to S.war in -hlfs note (BGA V1, 124 note n). Minorsky was
uncertain concerning this emendation (1937, 455), but Golden quoted the
emended name S.war from Ibn Khurdadhbih’s work as a standard form, where-
as Golden quoted the form, Suwar, reconstructed by de Goeje on the basis of
MS B from the parallel account of Hamadhani (Golden 1980, I, 256). So the
carliest vocalized form is from the Hudiid and we have to read it as Sir. Be-
sides de Goeje’s vocalization he himself quoted the opinion of Dorn who con-
nected the name SWR with the different forms of the Armenian nuwe of the
Darband pass Ch'or (BGA VI, 297 note p). It was generally recorded as Sil in
the Ara.bic sources. Ibn Khurdadhbih also knew the form Si/ as he mentioned
the fortrcsses of the passes of the Caucasus (BGA VI, 123") which corrobo- ,
_rates the assumption of Dorn. So the form SWR must be excluded from the
investigation of the S.war problem. The name S.war can be connected with the
ethnonym Sabir. The Sabirs played an impdrtant role in the history of the
steppe in the 5-6th centuries. ' ’

In 463 the Saragurs, Urogs (Ogurs) and Onogurs entered Europe because
of pressure from the Sabirs who were driven out by the Avars and migrated to
the Kazak steppe (Czeglédy 1983, 97-103, Mohay 1979, 129-144). In 506 or a
little carlier-the Sabirs also arrfvéd in Europe (Czeglédy 1983, 103; 1971, 147
note 46). They crossed the Darial Pass in the Caucasus and attacked Byzantine
territories in 515. The widow of the Sabir King made an alliance with the
Byzantine Emperor in 528, but two other kings remained on the Persian side
who in 531 plundered Byzantine provinces. In 550 they were mentioned as the
confederate of the Persians. In 551 the Byzantine forces captured the fortress of
Petra with the help of a machine cons(ruflcd by a Sabir person. In 558 the

Avars, instigated by the Byzantine emperor, attacked the Sabirs and defeated
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them (Szédeczky-Kardoss 1986, 63). After the fall of their realm they fought
against the Byzantines with the Persians in 573. In 574 the Byzantines defeated
the Sabirs and settled them around the Kur River in Armenia. They were re-
corded for the last time during the siege of a Persian fortress in 587 when one
man of these Sabirs was mentioned as a member of the Byzantine army (Sz4-
deczky-l(ardoss 1977, 277-280; Moravesik 1983 1, 67-69 1, 262- -263). -

In the Oriental sources the Sabirs were mentioned by the Syriac Pseudo
Zacharias Rhetor as one of the tent-dwelling:nomadic tribes of the northern
Caucasus around 555, and by Pseudo-Moses Chorenaci who located them bet-
ween the Caucasian Hﬁns>(North of the Darband Pass) and the River Volga
(Marquart 1903, 58; Minorsky 1937, 401). The date of Pseudo-Moses Choren-
aci’s description is put to the either 6th century because the naxﬁe of the Sabirs
disappeared after 558 and in that case it contains interpolations of later events,
.or to the 7th century (Marquart 1903, 58; Golden 1980, 1, 120)7

So the Sabirs flourished in the first half of the 6th century and lived
mainly in the north-eastern part of the Caucasus, as described by Pseudo-Moses
Chorenaci. He also Motc that they could cross the Caucasus through the Dar-
band Pass from there. |

The form S.w.r by Ibn Khurdé’dhbih and hisfo_llowers, és it was mentioned
above, does not belong to this question. The various forms of the name Saward-
' in the Byzantine, Arabic, Hungarian and Armenjan sourcﬁs also must be ex-

cluded from our investigation.

1. B.rsila ~ Barsil
This tribal name is known only from the -Jayh:’mi tradition: Ibn Rusta:

Brgala (BGA VI, 141"); Hudad: B.rdiita (Barthold 1930, 76™); Gardizi: B.rsild

® They are thought to be the Hungarian rcmnanls in the Caucasus cf. Czcglédy 1959, 373-
385; Golden 1980, 1, 256-257.-
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(Martinez 1982, 204'). According to Czeglédy, the final -a is a Rus’ ethnonymic
ending (1983, 104) which is bardly acceptable.

This tribal name is similar to the name Bdrsil. That group had two
branches: one of them lived in the territory north of the Caucasus, the other
branch was ea;t of the Urals. Among the Armenian sources the history by
Moses Chorenaci mentioned the Bqrsil as Baslac’ ’(Golden 1980, 1, 146) three
times in connection with the Khazars and Alans in the 1st and 3rd centuries but
it must have been an interpolation from those early centuries (Gadlo 1983, 82-
83). The Geography of Pseudo Moses Chorenaci put their dwelling place to the
lower Volga and said that the Baslac’ hid themselves from the Khazars on the
island of the Volga (Marquart 1903, 153-154; Gadlo 1983, 83; Ludwig 1982, 86).
He also mentioned that the wife of the Khazar Khaqan, the Khatun, was from
amdng the Biirsils (Marquart 1903, 58-59; Gadlo 1983, 83-84). 
' In the Byzantine sources their name appeared with the Onogurs and

Sabirs in the middle of the 6th century when the Avars conquered these nations
(Moravcsik 1983, 11, 87, 129; Szédeczky-l(ardoss 1978, 1, 86-87; Gadlo 1983, 84).
Around the same date they were recorded by the Syriac Pseudo-Zacharias
Rhetor among the tent-dwelling nomads, and - their name was in the form
B.'gr.sy.q (Czeglédy 1971, 137). ﬁe Arabic historian Balddhuri (died in 892)
when speaking about the meeting of the Persian King Aniishirwin and the ruler
of the Turks said: "The two met at aI-Barshalt‘yah where they caroused together for
some days,..." (Hitti 1916, 307). As for the form Bﬁmhah}uh, it is de Goeje’s
emendation on the bésis of Yaqiit's MuSjam (1979, 1, 384; cf. Ludwig 1982, 43
note 113) as the MSS have al-B.rs.liya™ (cf. Golden 1980, 1, 146; 11, 21 ' ',

® ' The Arabic termination fya, the feminine form of the derived adjective is used to denote a
community of people which can refer to ethnonyms: Majghanya, Saglabiya, Riisiya cte.
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22"). Qudima followed Baladhuri and wrote: "The two met at a place called

il y.(Busliya, a corrupt form of Barsallya)" (BGA V1, 260° note ¢). The meeting
of the rulers in the territory of the B.rs.Is can be dated to the 560s (Dunlop
1954, 23-25; Golden 1980, 1, 146-147; Ludwig 1982, 43).

After a century they were mentioned in connection with the fall of Kuv-
rat’s empire: Theophanes and Nicephorus said that the Khazars came from
Berzilia, attacking and defeating the sons of Kuvrat (Moravcsik 1983, 11, 89;
Golden 1980, 1, 45; Gadlo 1983, 85). The Syriac Michael Syrus recorded a
legend of three brothers who migrated from the East to the Don. One of them
call:d Bulgarios crossed the Danube and asked Emperor Maurice (582-602) to
give him land and the emperor gave him Moesia.® The other two brothcrs
came to the land of the Alans which is called Barsalid. The name of the elder
brother was Khazarig (Marquart 1903, 484-485; Czeglédy 1961, 244; Golden

- 1980, 1, 143-144; Ludwig 1982, 37-45). The geographical name Bercel in Hunga-
ry is also from the form Birsil (Ligeti 1986, 362).

The Birsils were known in Eastern Europe first in the middle of the 6th
century when the Avars entered Europe. Their name then reappeared in the
second half of the 7th century in close connection with the foundation of the
Khazar Empire. Besides the Khazars, they were generally mentioned together
with the Alans, Their dwelling-place must have been located in the nofth of the
Caucasus. _

The eastern branch of the Biirsils was recorded by Turkic, Tibetan and
Chinese sources. The Biirsil was mentioned in the inscription of Terkh written
around 754 which enumerated Turkic tribes in the part dealing with the history

of the first Turk Khaganate (552-630) (Kla¥tornyj 1982, 345). The Tibetan and

n This eveat must have taken place a8 hundred years later.
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Chinese data are from the same period and continue on for some time (Ligeti

1986, 360-361).
IV. The Askals

Ibn Fadlin mentioned this tribal name twice as Ask./ (Togan 1939, A 33%,
35™; Czeglédy 1950-1951, 256 208b"™, 257 209b"). The Jayhini line also has
preserved this name: Ibn Rusta: Asgh.l (BGA VII, 141"), Ask.! (142%); Gardizi:
Ask.l (Martinez 1982, 204", 207'"); Hudiid: Ashk.I (Barthold 1930, 76''); Bakri:
Ashk.l (Kunik-Rozen 1878, 45%),

Most of our data reflect an Ask.! form the vocalization of which is uncer-
tain. The form Asgh.! of Ibn Rusta seems to reflect the Persian pronunciation of
Ask.l which is Asgl. The name Ashkl is attested from later works, the Hudild
and Bakri so it can be secondary. Smirnova suggested that the ethnonym,
skik/’sk &k on the Turkic-Soghdian coins may be connected with the word Ask.!
(Smirnova 1981, 252-253).

Perhaps a place name in Tokharistan can be mentioned here which has
been pfeserved in two forms: S.kLkand (Ya‘qubi, BGA VII, 288; Iégakhr?, BGA
1, 275% Hudid, Barthold 1930, 12", 42%; Yaqit, 1979, 111, 231) sk.lkand (Mug-
addasi, BGA 111, 49", 2062, 303% Yiqot, 1979, 1, 182).

The people called Ask.! must have been in connection with two of the
tribal names of Western Turk Empire and with the name of the Hermikhion
ruler, ‘AoxnA. Ligeti, déaling with the history of the Western Turk Khaganate
on the basis of the Chinese sources, enumerated the chiefs of the ten tribes
referring to the cvems. of 651. The ten tribes were divided into eastern and
western halves. Ligeti reconstructed the first and the fourth tribal names of the
western part as Askdl and the chief of the first tribe, Askdl kil erkin who was

the most powerful among the chiefs and had many soldiers. Ligeti connected
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this tribal name with the Khermikhion ruler Askel of the Byzantine sources
(Ligeti 1986, 329-331). )

"~ Theophanes the Confessor wrote that envoys had arrived at Constantino-
ple from Askel(tur), the ruler of the Khermikhions in 563 (Szédeczky Kardoss
.1979 11, 96; Moravesik 1983, II, 75).2 The ethnonym Khermikhion means the
Turks in Persian according to Teophanes Byzantinus (Moravesik 1983, I1, 158-
159; Czeglédy 1961, 246 note 5; 1963, 61-62; Sz(t_deczky-l(ar_doss 1979, 11, 96,
105-106). So the Byzantine and Chinese sources refer to the same tribal name
among the Westei'n Turks in spite of the hundred years difference, and their

habitat can be put to western Inner Asia, the Kazak steppe.
V. Baranjdr ~ Balanjar

- They are mentioned only by Ibn Fadlan: B.r.njar (Togan 1939, A30";
.Czeglédy 1950-1951, 255 207b")
This community might be the remnants of the inhabitants of the famous
Khazar town, Balanjar, in the north Caucasus which will be discussed in detail
in the chapter on the Arab-Khazar wars. Balanjar may have been a tribal name

before it became the name of the Khazar town (Golden 1980 I, 221?224).”

u The form Askeltu(r) is the emendation of Marquart on the basis of the form Scultor in
Corippus (1903, 354). Szddeczky-Kardoss accepted Marquart's view and corroborated it -
stating that the form Enscultor must be read according to the Corippus MS tradition
{1987, L, 83), and the Latia translation of Theophanes reflects the form Asceltus (1979, 1,
9). .

®  Czeglédy suggested that the Balanjars should have emerged from among the Sabirs cf.
1983, 103. .
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VI. Yuwir ~ Qabar

Finally, mention must be made of the theory of Pritsak concerning the
Qabar ~ Yowdr identity (Pritsak 1965, 378-393). The Qabars revolted against
the Khazars in the first half of the 9th century and aﬂe} being defeated they
joined the Hungarian tribal union (Golden 1980, I, 133-140). The form Y‘wdr
(Hakimzjanov 1978, 126-127, 186-187) is a nisba in the Volga Bulghar inscrip-
tions. Pritsak’s suggestion that this form can be éxp)aincd from Qabar is correct
according to the Chuvash éhangc gd > yu (Pritsak 1965, 392-393).

Golden did not accept the view of Pritsak because the verb gabar- con-
trarﬁ to the rule (g4 > yu) became xdpar- in the Chuvash (Golden 1980, I,
141). Golden’s arguments are not correct as the Chuvash verb xdpar- *podni-
mat;sja' (Egorov 1964, 293} is form another verb, gopar- (cf. kopur- "to raise’
~ Clauson 1972, 586).

Ligeti rejected Pritsak’s theory on the grounds that the form gdbar with
lbng a is not attested by our sources (Ligeti 1986, 352). Thus further investiga-
tion must be done to determine the relation between the two names.

The above mentioned peoples were recorded to live in the territorics from
the Kazak steppe to the lower Danube during the 5-7th éenturies. The Askals
lived in the East, the Birsils and Sabirs divélt in the north of the Caucasus, and
the Bulghafs' habitat was north of the Black Sea. During the 7th century the
Khazar Empire was founded. The Birsils and Sabirs were very important com-
ponents of the Khazar tribal union and perhaps thé role of .the Western Turks
is reflected by the appearance of the name Askal. After the consolidation of
the Khazar poWer north of the Caucasus during the first half of the 7th century,
the Khazars defeated the sons of Kuvrat and extended their rule to the lower -
Danube in the 670s and became the masters of Eastern Europe for three

centuries, The ethnonyms mentioned above disappeared in the end of the 7th
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century which coincided with the establishment of the Khazar Empire and
reappeared among the Volga Bulghars in the beginning of the 10th century.
Therefore, these tribes or their fragments lived anonymously on the steppe
under Khazar supremacy during the 8-9th centuries. After the weakening of the
Khazar power during the second half of the 9th century, ~their anonymity came
1o an end. Finally, we can conclude that all these tribes came to the middle

Volga region from tﬁé European steppe.
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THE MIDDLE VOLGA REGION IN THE 3-6TH CENTURIES

According most of the archeologists in the Soviet Union, the Volga Bul-
ghars appeared in the area of the Middle Volga and the Lower Kama in the
8th century. As the tribes of the Volga Bulghars were Turkic, the Turkishization
of this region began with them; contrary to this, it has recently been raised that
some Turkic tribes might have arrived there earlier (Halikov 1971, 7-36; Staros-
tin 1971, 37-63).

The Volga-Kama-Ural region is supposed to have been habitat of the
Finno-Ugrian peoples. New archeological cultures were formed there between
the 3rd and 5th centuries which was the consequence of a migration from the
south, This migration can be connected with the Hunnic penetration into Eu-
- rope. The ethnic character of the newcomers to the Volga region is uncertain.
The archeologists have taken different points of view identifying them with
Turkic, early Hungarian, and Sarmatian tribes (Halikov 1971, 8-21).

Halikov supposed that Hun tribes who arrived in the Volga region and
spoke a Chuvash type Turkic language, mixed with the local Finno-Ugrians, and
became the ancestors of the Chuvash (Halikov 1971, 16, 21). As for the lan-
guage of the Huns, there are some vague traces that a part of them might have
spoken 1\{rkic." Harmatta emphusized the importance of Iranian elements
among the Hunnic words and he supposed that the Huns of Asia spoke an
eastern Iranian language (Harmatta 1986, XUI1-XVIII, XXVI-XXVIIL). It is
hazardous, therefore, to connect the language of the Huns with that of the

Chuvash due to the present level of our knowledge. The Chuvash loans in the

» Cf. 'Németh 1940, 222-226; Golden 1980, 1, 28-29; Prilsak 1982, 428-476; against it cf.
Doerfer 1973, 1-50.
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Finno-Ugrian languages of the Volga region show that the beginning of these
contacts must be dated after the 7th century (Rédei - Réna-Tas 1983, 26-27
note 26).

The archeological culture of Imen'kovo was born in the Middle Volga-
Lower Kama region in the 4-5th centuries where the Volga Bulghar tribes lived
later. Starostin, who published the findings of this c::lture, supposed that besides
the local Finno-Ugrian tribes, some nomadic tribes took part in the formation
of this culture who spoke Turkic (Starostin 1971, 43-54). His proofs are:

1. The settlements were on the banks of the bigger rivers and valleys

which reflects nomadic tradition (1971, 45)

2. The fortified settlements were on the northern and western borders

(Svijaga, Kama, Volga) of this culture. It means that they were akin to

peoples living in the south of the culture (1971, 46) |

3. Besides the permanent settlements, the traces of temporary quarters

can be found among the findings which are characteristics of the semi-

nomadic way of life (1971, 47).

4. Bones of camels were unearthed among the bones of the domesticated

animals and Petrenko (1971, 55-63) pointed out that the horse‘s‘of this

archeological culture were from the steppe belt (1971, 49).

Smirnov rejected the possibility of a nomadic migration to the territory of
the Imen’kovo culture as its inhabitants already had a highly developed agricul-'
iurc which contradicts the concept of Eurasian nomadism (Smirnov 1972, 89- |
90). _

I do not regard myself competent to judge the archeological arguments,
but if we accept the possibility of the appearance of nomadic tribes in this area,
the language of these nqmads cannot be determined by archeological methods.

The absence of the written sources force us to be more cauticus.



According to Halikov, the second period of the Turkishization of the
Volga-Kama region started in the middle of the 6th century when the Turks
founded their empire. Some archeologists supposed new migration to the east-
ern part of the Volga-Kama-Ural region (Halikov 1971, 21-28).%

Halikov connected the appearance of the Kama silver in the 6-7th cen-
turies with the Turks. The richest silver findings of Eastern Europe were known
beyond the Kama. They consisted of Sasanian silver plates, buwls, Byzantine
vessels, etc. It is generally accepted that these were transported to this region in
exchange for the northern furs. This step can be considered the opening stage
of thie trade between Europe and the East (Halikov 1971, 28-33; Frye 1971,
255-262, 1972, 265-269; Noonan 1982, 269-302). Halikov suggested that these
silver findings were in possession of Turkic tribes who belonged to the Western
Turk Empire. These tribes took part in the campaigns aga:ast the Sasanid
Persia and Byzantiuin and then retreated to the North.

According to Halikov, the Turkishization of the Volga-Kama region hap-
pened in two steps: 1. The inroads of the Huns lead to the formation of the
Chuvash language 2. The migration of the Western Turks laid the foundation of
the Tatar and Bashkir languages (1971, 36). The first Turkishization was reject-
ed above, as for the Western Turkic - Tatar and Bashkir continuity, it is linguis-
tically unacceptable.

Halikov's idea 10 take the history of the Eurasian steppe into consider-
ation when studying the changing features of the archeological cultures in the
Volga-Kama-Ural region is thought-provoking, but his suggestion that all no-
madic and seminomadic characters in the cultures of the 4-6th centuries should

be connected with Turkic tribes can be proved with neither arceological (Fodor

s It is connected with the second period of the culture of Lomovatovo.
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1977, 108-109; 1982, 59 note 10) nor linguistic methods. Thus, the concept of
early Turkishization remains an unprovable possibilify.

Ligeti put the date of the Volga Bulghar - Hungarian contacts to the 6-7th
centuries in his synthesis on the early Turkic loans in the Hungarian language.
According to Ligeti, the Volga Bulghars appeared in the Volga-Kama region in
the second half of the 6th century together with the Khazars who inhabited the
Northern Caucasus. When the Empire of the Khazars was founded in the 7th
century, the Volga Bulghars lost their politica.l“ power. The role of the Volga
Bulghars, became important again after the decline and collapse of the Khazar
Empire in the 10th century (Ligeti 1986, 344),

Ligeti seems to connect the appearance of the Volga Bulghars in the 6th4
century with the legend of the three brothers (Bulgarios; Khazarig, and the third
narﬁe is absent) pr_escﬁcd in the work of Michael Syrus supposing that the
. original source was the work of Iohannes Ephcsinus. The major sources of
Michael Syrus concerning the history of the 6th century was Iohannes Ephes-
inus (died in 586).-1'hc description of the Avar attack against AByzan,tiu.m in 584
which was written before the legend by Michael Syrus is undoubtedly from the
work of Iohannes Ephesinus (Szddeczky-Kardoss 1980. IV/1, 92; Marquart
1903, 482-484). But as for the legend, the authorship of Iohannes Ephesinus is
debatable. According to the legend, Bulgarios crossed the Danube and settled in
Moesia under Maurice (582-602). Moesia was atiacked many til;nes by the
Avars under tﬁe rule of Anastasius (491-518) while the elder brother, Khazarig,
founded a realm in the northern Caucasus (Marquart 1903, 484-485: LudWig
1982, 38-39). Altheim and Stiehl, and following them Ludwig tried ‘to prove that
the legend was taken from Tohannes Ephesinus so it could be dated to the end
of the 6th centufy (cf. Ludwig 1982, 39-45). Marquart remarked that the stories
of the foundation of the Danubian Bulghar Realm and that of the Khazars are

historical, but in a reversed order, and can be dated not to 583, but a century
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later (Marquart 1903, 488). Szddeczky-Kardoss corroborated it stating that
Iohannes Ephesinus was a contemporary of Avar history in Eastern Europe so
it is not possible to suppose that he had put the first appearance of the Avars
to the beginning of the 6th century (Sz4deczky-Kardoss 1980, IV/1, 93). Finally
Czeglédy has shown that the legend was recorded by a Greek author, reflected
in the form Bulgarios, but the Syriac writer used a Middle-Persian translation of
it as the ending of Khazarig proves (Czeglédy 1961, 244). ‘

The habitat of Bulgarios, before they reached the Danube, was east of the
Do:; in the north of the Caucasus. So this legend fails to support the assump-
tion of Ligeti. '

As for geographical setting of the Volga Bulghars, Burtds, and Khazars,
Ligeti used the description of the Jayhadni tradition which can be dated at best
to the 870s. The existence of the described situation cannot be proved in the
~ 6th century (Ligeti 1986, 344, 411).

The concept of the early appearance of the Volga Bulghars by Ligeti
serves the historical background of the new explanation of the ethnonym Ma-
@ar (1986, 401). The basic form would be Majyir preserved by the Jayhini
tradition, and the disappearance of the y can be dated before 950 in Proto-
Hungarian, The ancestors of the Hungarians lived in the Kama region from the
5th to the 7th century. The Volga Bulgha.rs became their neighbours in the 6th
Acem_‘ury. The ethnonym Majyir changed to Bajyir in the Volga Bulghar language
as this substitution is characteristic for the Chuvash type Turkic languages. The
Hungarians migrated to the territory of the Khazars who consolidated their
power in the secénd half of the 7th century. The earlier home of the Hungari-
ans in the Kama region was inhabited by Qipchaq tribes who inherited the
name Bajyir which became Balyir in their language (Ligeti 1986, 400). The
etymology might be correct, though the function of the suffix - yir is not known.

In any case, the historical background does not support it.
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Besides some similarities between the concepts of Ligeti and Halikbv. the
most important difference is that Halikov dated the appearance of the Volga
Bulghars to the 8th century while the Huns and Western Turks would have
appeared in the 3-4th and 6-7th centuries respectively.

The appearance of the Turkic tribes in the Volga-Kama region in the 3-
6th centuries cannot be excluded as this area was influenced by the historical
events of the steppe belt, still the identification of ihc nomadic characters in
the findings with the Turkic population is not provable. Before the coming of
the Volga Bulghars, Finno-Ugrian tribes dominated the Volga-Kama region.
They had a highly developed agriculture which is reflected in t};c archeological
material (Fodor 1973).
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THE CONSEQUENCE OF THE FALL OF KUVRATS EMPIRE

From this lirﬁe on, the history of the Khazars deserves a special interest
since the tribes of the later Volga Bulghars were the subjects of the Khazar
Empire and their appearance in the Volga Kama region can be connected with
Khazar historical events.

The language of the Khazars has been recently discussed thdi'oughly.
Gombocz, followed by Németh examined the Khazar glosses and came to the

- conclusion the Khazars spoke a Common-Turkic language. Their main proof
was the etymology of the ethnonym Qazar. Golden, having collected the avail- -
able Khazar glosses from the written sources fon_'med the opinion that, "the
wordlist cannot give any definitive answer regarding the exact ethnic place of .

- the Khazars within the Turkic world" (Golden 1980, I, 262-263). The etymology
of Qazar has been studied by Réna-Tas who proved that the verb qaz- ‘1o
wander’ is a ghost word and its Turkic form was gasar which can be either a
Chuvash type or a Comr;mon-Turkic form (R6na-Tas 1982a, 349-380). Ligeti |
reexamined the glosses and supplemented thém with Khazar names and titles
recorded by the early Hungarians (1986, 475-487). He also added a word writ-
ten in runiform script to the end of a Khazarian Jetter from Kiev and explained
it from a Chuvash type language (1981, 5-18). He suggested that the Khazars
should have spoken a Chuvash type language (1986, 487-489). This assumbtion .
is very -imp'onam regarding the history of the early Hungarians as the Chuvash
type loanwords in Hungarian could have been taken from the language of the

.Khazars and from that of the Volga Bulghars, as they both may have spoken
the same Janguage. It would mean that the Chuvash type language or languages .

played the most important role in Eastern Europe during the Khazar period.



59

As for the origins of the Khazars, Czegiédy supposed that the Khazar
Empire was formed from three basic groups: the genuine Khazar who were of
Sabir origin (later Czeglédy included other Ogur tribes); The Western Turks
who organized the tribal union; and the Caucasian Huns who were remnants of
the Avars (Czeglédy 1961, 245; 1983, 104-106).% o

The Sabir-Khazar identity is a possibility. The role of the Sabir in the
Khaar history seems to be significant and the tribal name S.wdr umong the
Volga Bulghars shows that they took an active part in the events of the Khazar
period

Eastern Europe was under Western Turk sdpremacy from the middle of
the 6th century so the first period of the Khazar history can be cilled the West-
ern Turkic epoch. The trace of this connection may be the tribal name Askal
among the Volga Bulghars which was a powerful tribe in the Western Turk
tribal union and later (perhaps only a fragment) joined the Khazar Empire and
remained in it. ' _

The first appearance of the Khazars in the written sources is from the
middle of the 6th century and, as it was mentioned, they were subjects of the
Western Turks whose power expanded to the Lower-Danube till the end of the
6th century. Then the northern territories of the Black Sea was reoccupied by
the Avars as Kuvrat had to fight against the Avars to gain independence (Sz4-
deczky-Kardoss 1986, 155-162). The northern Caucasus remained under West-
ern Turk supremacy which is reflected in the events of the Byzantine-Persian
wars in the 626-630 when the Khazars under Western Turkic leadership at-
tacked Transcaucasian territories as an ally of the Byzantine Emperor Heraclius
(Czeglédy 1953, 319-323; 1959a, 107-128; Golden 1980, 1, 50-51; Ludwig 1982,
348-354).

®  _Other theories arc.enumerated by Golden 1980, I, S1-57.



The Arab conquest reached the Caucasus in the middle of the 7th centu-
ry. The Arabs tried to expand their power to the northern Caucasus and they
found themselves face to face with the Khazars. The first clash between them
was dated to 642 according to Tabari (1V, 158-159). Dunlop took this inférma-
tion without questioning it (1954, 50-52). Marquart, Kmosk6é, and Czeglédy
denied that the Arabs could conquer the Darband Pass and attack Balanjar
because: 1. Tabari repeated the story of the invulnerability of the Muslims
under 652; 2. Tabar? took his information from the tradition of Sayf which is
considered unreliable; 3. Baladhuri and the Armenian sources knew nothing
about this raid; 4. The conquering of the Darband Pass and an attack against
* the Khazar city Balanjar was possible only after the consolidation of the Arab
power in Adharbayjan and Armenia. The date 642 seems to be too early for
this (Marquart 1903 491-492;, Kmoské 1924, 280-292; Czeglédy 1959a, 122-123;
Artamonov 1962, 179)

In 652 the Arabs under “Abd al-Rahmin ibn Rabi‘a penetrated into Khaz-
ar territory and began thq siege of Balanjar, a well-fortified city. The defenders
made a sortie when a relieving force appeared. The Arabs were totally defeated
in the battle, and their leader was killed. The Khazars -tepulsed the first serious
Arab effort to take possession of the northern Caucasus. Dunlop did not see
any reason to think that the relieving force would have been a Western Turkic
army in spite of the fact that Ibn al-Athir >said: “The Turks united with the
Khazars and fought with Muslims® (Tornberg 1882, HII, 131). The source of
misunderstanding can be the alternative usage of Khazar and Turk by Tabari -
' (Dunlop 1954, 56 note 6§). Contrary to this concept; Czeglédy quoted other
sources to assure the refiability of Ibn al-Athir’s record (Czeglédy 1959a, 123).

The role of the Western Turks in thAis clash needs further investigation.
Tre Western Turks lost their power and independence i in 659 and they became
the subjects of the Chinese court (ngeln 1986, 328-329; Grousset 1970 82).The”
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consequence of the fall of the Western Turks was'the possibility for the Khaz-
ars to form an independent tribal union. At the same time the Arabs were
engaged in a civil war between “AlT and Mu‘awiya so the danger of fresh on-
slaught was over and there was peace in the Caucasus for nearly 30 years
(Golden 1980, 1, 60).

By the end of the 650s the Khazars represented a significant power, con-
trolling the steppe in the north of the Caucasus. The other important power
was the western neighbour of the Khazars, the empire of Kuvrat, which gained
independence in the 630s. After the death of Kuvrat the Khazars annexed his
empire and took possession of the northern territories of the Black Sea and
established a long-lasting nomadic empire, including the whole steppe of East-
em Europe. ’

The disintegration and the fall of Kuvrat’s empire was preserved as a
legend of Kuvrat’s five sons by Nicephérus and Theophanes. The common
source Nicephorus and Theqph:ines can be dated to the lifetime of Kuvrat’s
elder son (Szddeczky-Kardoss 1971, 476 note 13). Moravcsik stated that the
legend had two sources: the national tradition of the Danubian Bulghars, and
the combinations of the Byzantine chronicler. The latter is the topos of unity
since Kuvrat ordered his sons not to break away from each other, but as the
sons did not obey, their fall was necessary (Moravesik 1930, 71).

- Among the five sons only three were named: the first was Baian or Bat-
baian, the second was Kotrag, and the third was Asparuch. .

The first son, Baian (Batbaian by Theophanes) remained in his land and
paid tribute to the Khazars. According to Moravcsik, Baian was a historical
person and his people, the Onogur's, were the early Hungarians as this name
appeared in the 8th centﬁry among the episéopal registers and later, in the 9th
century as the name of the Hungarians re'ferring to (h'e same- territory (Morav-

csik 1930, 81-89). But this identity cannot be proven true before the 9th century
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and the Hungarians could have taken this ethnonym not only in the Kuban
region but in Curpathian Basin (see above). Recently, Ligeti has considered the
story of Buian as legendary, supposing that his figure was formed after Baian,
the founder of the Avar Empire (Ligeti 1986, 350).7

According to Moravcsik, the second son, Kotragos, was neither a historical
person nor the son of Kuvrat, but appeared as the heros epynomos of the
Kutrigurs in this legend (Moravesik 1930, 78-79).

The third, Asparuch, was the founder of the Danubian Bulghar state afiér
crossing the Danube around 680. This event was mentioned by Pseudo Moses
Chorenaci (Golden 1980, 1, 45) the Bulghar List of Princes (Moravesik 1983, I,
352-354; Befevliev 1981, 482), Constantine Porphyrogenitus, the letter of Joseph
(Golden 1980, 1, 45), Geographus Ravennas, and Acta cohcilii oecumenici sexti
(Sz.’s.deczky-Kardoss 1980, 64; cf. Belevliev 1981, 173-182).

The fourth son went 10 Pannonia and t.>ccame the subject of the Avars
while the fifth settled in Italy. Moravesik supposed that there is a chronological
error in this information as the appearance of the Bulghars in Italy under Avar
supbremacy can be dated before the establishment of Kuvrat's empire (1930, 79-
80). The historical authenticity of the legend has been restored as the fifth son
was identified with Alzeco on the basis of Paulus Diaconus (Be¥evliev 1981,
156-158) and recently Szddeczky-Kardoss cofroborated the identification of the
fourth son with Kuber (Szddeczky-Kardoss 1971, 473-477; 1988; Bedevliev 1981,
159-172).

If we accept the reliability of this legend (Moravesik 1930, 71-72) it can be
concluded that after the Khazars defeated the five sons, Baian remained in the
east of the Don, Kotragos setiled west of the Don, the other three migrated

west; to the Balkan, to Italy and Pannonia. There is no mention of a group in

P On the life of Baian cf. Olajos 1976, 150-158.
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our sources which migrated to the Volga-Kama region. In spite of it, the ap-
pearance of the Volga Bulghars in the Volga region is frequently mentioned in
historical works after the fall of "Grear Bulghar® (Moravesik 1930, 89; Halasi-
Kun 1943, 84-85; Genning-Halikov 1964, 117-118; Golden 1980, I, 86; Ludwig
1982, 86).

As it was mentioned above, Kuvrat's empire was never called Grear Bul-
ghar as it is an anachronistic name in the sense of the former home of the
Danubian Bulghars. The idea that the Volga Bulghars derived from the Great
Bulghar Empire, just like the Danubian Bulghars, is based on the appearance
of the name Bulghars on three different territories. According to the original
assumption, the Danubian Bulghars came from Great Bulghar so the Volga
Bulghars must have originated from the same empire. As none of the sources
from the age of Kuvrat’s empire refegred to it as the Great Bulghar Empire,
this term appeared later, referring to the former home of the Danubian Bul-
ghars, but not that of the Volga Bulghars. Also, the appearance of the Volga
Bu’ié,hars in the Volga region in the second half of .thc Tih century, when the

empire of Kuvrat fell down, cannot be proved.

e
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THE VOLGA REGION AND THE ARAB-KHAZAR WARS

I The capture of Balanjar

The next period of the Khazar history was characterized by the wars with
the Arubs. After dcfe;uting Kuvrat's soﬁs, the Khazars renewed their activity in
the Caucasus. In 681/682 the Caucasian Huns, who were the vassals of the
Khazars, carried out a raid against Arrdn foliowed by new Khazar campaigns
into Transcaucasia in 685 and 689 (Dunlop 1954, 58-60; Golden 1980, I, 60). At
the time the Khazars were in possession of the Darband Pass (Bab al-dbw&b)
which was one of the most important strategic points in the Caucasus. The
Arabs succeeded in reaching Darband shortly after 700 (Dunlop 1954, 60; Czeg-
1édy 1960, 120; Golden 1980, I, 62). In 713/714 Ma.slama took the city of Dar-
band and penetrated the territory of the Huns who asked help from their suzer-
ain, the Khazar Khaqan. He came with a big army, waiting for further rein-
forcement. Maslama, realizing the situation, retrea_ted, leaving behind his camp.
The pursuing Khazar army was defeated by the Albanian prince (Golden 1980,
1, 62). In 717 the Khazars attacked Transcaucasia, helping the Byzantines whose
capital was besieged by the Arabs (Kmoskd 1942, 360-362; Dunlop 1954, 60-61;
Czeglédy 1960, 120; Artamonov 1962, 205; Golden 1980, I, 62).

The wars between the Khazars and Arabs took place near Darband and in
the Caucasus till the 720s but during the next phase the campaighs extended. In
721 the Khazars attacked the Alans and the next year they fought a great battle
in Armenia against the Arabs: where they were victorious. Thus the way to the
lands of Islam was open to them. The Caliph assembled a strong army and
appointed Jarrdh to the governor of Armenia who marched against the

Khazars. The Khazar army, led by the son of the Khaqan, met the Arabs north
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of Darband and was completely defeated (Kmoské 1924, 262-264; Dunlop 1954,
61-64; Artamonov 1962, 205-207). , '

After this victory the Arabs captured Hamzin and Targhu. » Thcn, as Ibn’
al-Athir wrote: “Then al-Jarrdh marched against Balanjar which was one of their
{the Khazars’] famous fortresses and got into a fight over it. The péople of the
Jortress had collected three hundred carts and bound one to another and set them
up around the fortress in order to protect themselves with these [carts] and to
prevent the Muslims from entering the fortress. These carls were the wom for the
Muslims in the fight with them. When they [the Arabs] saw the damage they [the
carts] caused them, a group of them about thirty men volunleered and were ready
to die. They broke the scabbards of their swords and attacked as one man [in
union]. They proceeded toward the carts and the infidels made every effort lo fight
agat;ml them. They shot so many arrows. that the Sun was not seen but they [the
 Arabs] did not retreat until they reached the carts and Jastened one of those. They
cut the rope it was fixed with and pulled it. It started rolling and it was followed by
the rest of the carts as they were bound together and all [the carts] rolféd toward
the Muslims. The fight grew embittered in close combat (iltaham al-qital) and the
matter became more critical and 50 hard Jor all of them that the hearts wére in the
throats. Then the Khazars were defeated and the Mushms captured the fortress by
Jorce. They took all of its contents as war booty in the month Rab¥ al- awwal One -
horseman got three hundred dinars although they were over thirty thousand. Then
Jarrdh caught the sons and kinsfolk of the ruler of Baianjar and sent him @ mes-
sage and called him back and gave him back his pés;ce:sions, kinsfolk and fortress,
:ﬁaking him the eyes [guard] for them, to inform them what the infidels want to
do. Then he marched from Balanjar against the fortress Wabandar [ Wahandar}._

®  Itis written as Burghar in the Bodl. MS of Ibn al-Athir, wluch is an error cf. Dunlop
1954, 64 note 32.
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There are about forty thousand Turkic families in it. They agreed with Jarrah upon
the money they had 1o pay.” (Tornberg 1982, V, 112-113; German translation:
Kmoské 1924, 364-365).

Tabari gave a short account of these events: “In this year [722-723] Jarrdh
ibn ‘Abdallah al-Hakamfi, the commander of Armenia and Adhnardbayjan, carried
out a military expedition against the land of the Turks. Balanjar was coniquered by
him and he defeated the Turks. He drowned them and most of their children into
the water and they [the Muslims] took as many prisoners as they wanted. He cap-
tured the fortresses near Balanjar. Most of the inhabitants moved out” (Tabari,
VI, 14-15).

It is said that Jarrah decided to march forward but the ruler of Balanjar
informed him about the assembling of the Khazar army so Jarrah retreated.
Dunlop thinks that the story of alliance between Jarrdh and the ruler of Balan-
jar cannot be authentic as the ruler should have embraced Islam (Dunlop 1954,
65). '

The capture of Balanjar and the exodus of its inhabitants are connected to
the appearance of the name Baranjir among the Volga Bulghars mentioned by
Ibn Fadlan although there is a two hundred year difference between the two
(Togan 1939, 191-192; Artamonov 1962, 207; Golden 1980, I, 88) Dunlop cor-
roborated this stating, "In Ibn Fadlin’s time, the Baranjir had recently been
converted to Islam, but he found a non-Muslim with the name Talit (Saul).
This may point.to Judaism among them at an earlier period” (1954, 66). This
indicates that they were converted to Judaism together with most of the other

peoples of the Khazar Empire.

II. The transfer of the Khazar capital 1o the Lower-Volga .
As for the capital of the Khazars, Mas“ddi wrote in his Mungj: .. the

Khazar empire, the capital of which used to be a city 8 déys from the city of Bab,
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called Sémandar, which at the present time is inhabited by a Khazar pbpulétion
The fact is it was conquered in early times by Sulaymdn ibn Rabiah al-Bahili, and
the king removed thence fo the 'ciry of Atil, between which and the former is a
seven days’ journey. It is in Atil that the King of the Khazars now lives.” (Dunlop
1954, 204-205; cf. Minorsky 1958, 146; Arabic: Barbier de Meynard 1863, 11, 7).
This is repeated by Yiqit in connection with Samandar in his MuSam (1979,
111, 253). _ : o
Salmin (or Sulayme'm) ibn Rabi‘a was the i)rother of ‘Abd al-Rahmin who
-~ was killed during the siege of Balanjar in 652. As Dunlob noted there is no
mention of the siege of Samandar under Salmén in the sources (Dunlop 1954,
205 note 187). If this remark refers to the events of 652, there are two misun-v
derstandings in it: it was the Muslims who were defeated and the name of the
sieged town was Balanjar To comphcate the matter, MasGdi said in the Tan-"
. bih: "The Khazar River passes the town Atil, the capital of the Khazars at presem,
but earlier their capital was Balanjar ..." (BGA VIII, 62'“6) ut A

Kmoské supposed that' Atil became the capital after 722 'as'Balénjar was :
conquered in that year (A 111, 182). Artamonov thought that Samandar and
Balanjar were not two cities but one, and- this opinion was denied by Dunlop
(1954 49-50 note 40). Dunlop seéemed to prefer Balanjar to Samandar and he
considered the date of the transfer authemlc (1954, 57). But as it is known
from reliable sources, the Muslims were defegtcd a1 Balanjar, so its inhabitants
did not ne'éd to evacuate the city. Czeglédy formed the opinion that Balanjar
must have been the capital since the town and its ruler playe'd‘the ﬁ)ost ﬁnpor-

~ tant role during the Arab-Khazar_wars (1959b, 122 note 48). Also, the Khazars

» Other parallel lcxt; cf. Dunlop 1954, 205 notc 186.
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transferred their capital from Balanjar to the Volga Aroungi 766, after the fall of
the second Turk Khaganate (682-766) as the Khazars were under Turk suprcm-.
acy during that time and the Khaqan of the Turks lived on the banks of the’
Volga (1955a, 123-124). _

It can be concluded that the Khazar capital was probably Balanjar and tﬁe
transfer from it to the lower Volga took place in the middle of the 8th century
after 722, The town Balanjar is thought to be Verhnelirjurtovskoe gorodille at
the River Sulak (Ludwig 1982, 243-246; Magon;edov 1983, 46-52).

HI. Marwan's campaign

~ After the capture of Balanjar, the clashes between the Khazars and Arabs
reoccurred in almost every year. In 723/724, Jarrdh attacked the Alans and ...
. passed through this [territory] and go to the towns and fortresses beyond Balanjar. .
He conquered some of them and forced some of its inhab‘itanls to emigrate front i,
he gained a lot of booty"” (Tabah', VI, 21). Ya“qubi knew about only the fight
for the Darial Pass: "Jarrdh ibn “Abdaliah al-Hakam raided the Bab Allan until
he got through the Bab" (1960, 11, 315). The campaign against the Alans seems
to be authentic but the other details about Balanjar by Tabari are vague and
would rather echo thie events a year earlier (Dunlop 1954, 66). .

The féllowing years Jarrdh (722/7237726/727 and 729/730-731/732) and
Maslama (726/727-729/730) were engaged mainly in the country of the Alans,
They tried to get hold of the Darial Pass. Jarrél;l's.' raid against él-Bayqi’ in
729/730 mentioned by Ibh al-Athir is in confusion with later events (Dunlop
1954, 66-69). '

The Khazars could, not stand the loss of the Darial PasS as it was 4lhe'
second most important strategic point in the Caﬁcasus after the Darband Pass
which was controlled by the Arabs. In 730/731 under the Iead::[ship of the
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Khazar Khagan's son (Czeglédy 1960, 122-123) a large army broke through the
Darial Pass. Jarrah met them at Ardabil where the Muslims were totally defeat-
ed in the heavy battle and Jarrdh himself fell. The Khazars sacked Adharbayjdn
so the Arabs had to send a new army against them urgently. Finally, Maslama
was sent who forced the Khazars to retreat beyond the Darband Pass (Dunlop
1954, 69-76; Artamonov 1962, 211-216). )

Next year Maslama attacked the Khazars and, according to Taban, Mas-
lama penetrated beyond the mountains of Balanjar and the son of the Khagan
was killed. Ibn al-Athir added to this that when the Khazars learned this news,
they began to assemble in a great number so the Muslims, leaving behind their
tents and camp-fires, retreated, thus deceiving the Khazars. The Arabs reached
the Darband Pass successfully (Dunlop 1954, 76-80). Golden suggested that the
raid against the territory beyond Balanjar should have been a desire but not a
fact as this account is similar to the story preserved by the Armenian sources in
713/714 and some other sources® which located these events near Darband
(Golden 1980, I, 62-63). It is corroborated by Ibn al-Athir stating that Marwan,
who took part in the expedition of Maslama, went to the Caliph and, giving an
account of the events, said among others: "He penetrated into [only such pant of]
their country which was the nearest them [the Arabs]" (Tornberg 1982, V, 177).

The largest effort to conquer the Khazar state was made by Marwan ibn
Muhammad, the later Caliph. As a preparation he sent an army against the
Alans and they took three fortresses (Dunlop 1954, 80-81). The aim of this
campaign was to assure the Darial Pass. His great campaign was carried out in
737. His plan was to make a surprise attack through both the Darial and Dar-
band Passes. The Khazars were misled and when the two Arab armies met at

Samandar the Khazars did not have enough time to mobilize their military

» Ya“lbi, al-Kifi, Theophanes cf. Dunlop 1954, 78 note 90.
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forces so the Khaqan left his residence, al-Bayda’ on the lower Volga and fled
north. Marwan did not capture the Khazar capital but he also moved to north
on the right bank of the Volga. During this march he defeated the Saqaliba.
Meanwhile, the Khazar army under Hazar Tarkhin followéd the Arabs on the
opposite bank. Marwan dispatched one of his generals against the Khazars who
were defeated. So the Khazar Khagan had no choice but to accept the peace
on the condition of embracing Islam (Dunlop 1954, 81-85; Artamonov 1962,
218-224).

" The identification of Sagqaliba is the subject of a long debate. This name
is mentioned in the works of Balddhuri who died in 892, Ibn A‘tham al-Kuff
who died in 926, and Bal‘ami, who flourished in the tenth century. Baliﬂhuﬁ'
gave the following account: "Marwan ibn-Muhammad then became the nuer of
the fronrier and took up his ubode at Kisal. Marwan was the one who built the city

of Kisal. This city lies 40 parasangs from Bardha‘ah and from Taflis. Marwdn then
| entered the country of al-Khazar next to Bab al-Lan and made Asid ibn-Zafir as-
Sulamt abu-Yazid, accompanied by the Kings of al-Jibal, enter it from the side of
al-Bab wa-l-Abwab. Then Marwan made an incursion on the Slavs [Saqdliba Z.
1] who were in the land of al-Khazar and captured 20.000 families v;;llqm he
settled in Khakhit. When they later put their commander to death and took flight,
Marwan pursued and slaughtered them.” (Hitti 1968, 325; Arabic: Munajjid, 1956-
57, 244). Then he said that the Khazar Khagan befng frightened of the Arabs,
finally accepted Islam (Hitti 1968, 325-326).

A more complete description is found in the work of Ibn A‘tham al-Kuff:
"‘Marwdn came from Syria with 120,000 {wam'ori}, till he amived in Armenia.
Then he took up his abode at a place called Kasak which was 40 parasangs from
the town Bardaca and 20 parasangs from Tiflis... He wrote to all the troops-which
were at Bab al-Abwab to march against the country of the Khazars and to come

and meet him at the town of Samandar. He said: Marwan announced the war to .
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his comrades and marched till he passed through the Bab Allan. He began to kill,
take prisoners and destroy by fire, till he arrived ar Samandar which was one of the
Khazar cities. He said: The A_Imlim troops from the town al-Bab, under a men
called Asad ibn Zafir al-Salami; came to him so Marwan had an army consisting
of 150,000 warriors. At this [town] he set his men in good order and let the com-
manders, soldiers and servants wear only white garments. He made everyone canry
a spear and the xpearheads' were like the flame of the fire. He said: The army ways
glittering so much that no bird could pass it without falling as a consequence of
perplexity caused by its extreme glirter and beam. He said: Then he advanced until
he reached the city of al-Bayda’ where the khagan, the king of the Khazars, stayed.
He said: The khagan flew from Marwan until he reached the mountains. Marwan
continued his march in the Khazar country with the Muslims until he passed along
rheM and he was beyond him [the khagan]. Then he made an incursion on the
Saqaliba and other infidels who were adjacent to them and captured 20.000 ]"ami—
lies Then he advanced until he stopped at the river of Sagaliba ...". The Khazar
Khaqan sent an army of 40.000 against the Arabs but as the Arabs defeated
them, the Khaqah had to surrender. He sent the following message: "Oh Emir,
you led the Khazar and Sagaliba into captivity and killed [a lot] and achieved
your purpose, what more do yo.u want.” (Togan 1939, 296-297, 298-299, 301;
facsimile: Golden 1980, 1I, 105-106). The Khazar Khaqan embraced Isiam
finally.



Bal*ami’s three MSS are slightly different:

Bibl. Nat 162A

Date: 1483

"The Khagan flew from
him and Marwan took
all the mountains and
he passed along the
Khazars and they were
left behind him.

He.stopped on the river
Saqlab. He attacked
[different] tribes of the
infidels and killed
them, 20 thousend
families were de-

stroyed.”

Golden 1980, II, 107"
3. cf. Zotenberg's
French translation:

Marquart 1903, 199.

Bibl. Nat. 166

Date: 1695

“The Khagan flew from
him and Marwin
passed all the Khazars
and mountains and he
left. [them] behind him.

He .sto’pj:ed on the river
Saglab.”

Golden 1980, 11, 108®
” ,

Oxford Fraser 131

Undated

“The Khaqan flew and
Marwin passed by that
place and he left be-
hind that city.

He stopped on the river
Saqarldb. He astacked
the tribes of the infidels
and killed them, 20
thousend families were

destroyed.”

Golden, 1980, II, 109*"
2. f. Togan 1939, 304

The MSS o. Bal‘ami reflect the ambiguities of the original Arabic source.

When it was translated into Persian the copiers made mistakes and omitted

some words or sentences. The main difference between the descriptions of Ibn
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A‘tham al-Kiifi and Bal‘amf is in the order of events: according to Bal‘ami,
Marwin first stopped at the River Saqlab, and then attacked the tribes of the -
infidels (he did not mention their names), while Ibn A‘tham al-Kuff recorded
the attack against the Saqdliba and other infidels first and then mentioned the
arrival of Marwan at the River Saqiliba. We are not in the position to deter-
mine which is more reliable.

Marquart supposed on the basis of Balidhurf and Bal‘ami that the term
Saqﬁliba‘ in this case means the Slavs who lived on the bank of the Don (Mar-
quart 1903, 199).

Togan rejected Marquart’s assumption and used the text of Ibn A‘tham al-
Kifi to clarify that the river of the Saqaliba could only be the Volga and the
people Saqaliba could have lived north of the Khazar capital which was at the
lower Volga (Togan 1939, 302-307). Togan identified the Saqaliba with the
Burt@s and Volga Bulghars as they were mentioned on this territory from the |
middle of the 9th century by Muslim authors. Togan supposed that the Saqaliba
(Burt@s or Bulghars) converted to Islam together with the Khazar Khagan in
737 and remained Muslims whereas the Khazars embraced Judaism later. His
main argument is connected to the name of a Muslim quoted as ‘Abd al-Rah-
man b. Zubayr in a Tatar legend. According to the legend, three Muslim doc-
tors helped the ill princess of the Volga Bulghars to recover, so the king em-
braced Islam. One of the doctors was called ‘Abd al-Rahmdn b. Zubayr whom
Togan identified with “Abd al-Rahman b. X al-Khildni. He was one of the two
Muslim scholars sent by Marwin to the Khazar Khaqan to explain Islam to him
in 737 as recorded in the work of Ibn A‘tham al-Kifi. A similar story to the
Tatar legend was recorded by Abii Hamid: the wife of the Volga Bulghar king
was ill, then the king himself became ill but a Muslim doctor cured both of
them so they converted 'to Islam.  The early embrace of lslam'by the Volga

Bulghars was supported by the correspondence between the king of Burghar
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and Caliph Ma’'mun (813-833) the value of which is going to be discussed later
(Togan 1939, 307-308). The arguments of Togan concerning the identification of
the names and the similarities of the legends are witty but the conclusion is not
convincing from a historical point of view.

Dunlop, accepting Togan’s Burtis theory called them Burtds in his de-
scription of Marwin’s campaign without referring to them as Saqaliba as it
stands in the sources (1954, 83). This concept was followed by Golden (1980, I,
64) and Artamonov believed the same (1962, 220).

Boba denied that the term Saqaliba can be interpreted as Slavs since the
Slavs could have lived at the upper Don in this period (1967, 60-61). Boba
suggested that this term meant the Bulghars dwelling along the Kuban. Then he
added: "On the basis of the use by Balidhuri and Ibn Fadldn of the term as-
Saqaliba we can draw the conclusion that the invasion by Marwén wa;f. the
cause for the mass exodus of the Bulghars from the Kuban region. Thus we
have a chronological approximation for the arrival of the Bulghérs at the
Kama-Volga, namely shortly after 737. We have to note that not all as-Saqaliba
were taken prisoners and even the prisoners, having killed their leader, escaped.
At the time of Ibn Fadlin the migration of the Bulghars from the Kubén to the
kama-Volga region could still be part of living tradition - hence the application
. of the name as-Saqdliba with the connotation as applied by al-Baladhurt (Boba
1967, 63 note 31). Boba’s opinion about the Bulghars on the Kuban is based on
the account of Balidhul;l'. The careful comparison of Baladhuri to Ibn A‘tham
al-Kuff reveals that both used the same source (cf. the bolded parts in the work
of Ibn A‘tham are cited by Baladhuri word by word fr-om their common source)
but BaladhurT omitied some imporiant events of the campaign. This explains
why the description of the conquering of the Darial Pass is immediately fol-

lowed by the attack against the Saqiliba. A more detailed account of this
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campaign in the work of Ibn A‘tham precludes the possibility of the identifica-
tion of the Saqdliba with the Bulghars along the River Kuban.

Czeglédy, reviewing the question of the usage of Saqaliba in the early
Arabic sources (8-10th c.), concluded that it is not possible to determine wheth-
er it meant the Slavs or the Northern people of Europe in the tradition pre-
served by Ibn Atham ete. (1950-1951, 231). Minorsky was inclined to think of
some eastern Slavic tribes along the Don (1958, 109-110). Ludwig indicated that
the identification of the Saqiliba with the Burtas and the River Sagaliba with
the Volga is uncertain.

On the basis of the written sources concerning the Khazar-Arab wars we
can conclude that the inhabitants of Balanjar which was the capital of the
Khazar State moved to the lower Volga region after the destruction of the city
in 722 and the transfer of the capital took place shortly afterwards. Marwin
plundered the whole Khazar territory and, reaching the Volga, marched north
on its bank fighting against the Saqaliba. It seems to be certain that as a conse-
quence of these Muslim campaigns there was a strong inner migration to the
North.

So the arrival of the Volga Bulghar tribes or some parts of them (Balanjar
and Barsdla cf. Golden 1980, I, 144, 222) could have been the consequence of
these wars but the name Bulghar did not appear in the sources. The identifica-
tion of the term Saqaliba with the Bulghars at the River Kuban or with the

Volga Bulghars is still unprovable and uncertain.



76

THE EVIDENCE OF ARCHEOLOGY AND NUMISMATICS

The achievements of archeology provide further contribution to the dating
of the arrival of the Volga Bulghar tribes at the Volga-Kama region. The early
Viglza Bulghars™ are considered here and the period can be dated between
the £ h and 10th centuries. The findings of this period are from the pagan
cemeteries and sites of the Volga Bulghars as opposed to the remains of later
Muslim cemeteries of the 10th century.®

The systematic excavation of the Volga Bulghars was started in the fifties.
The first summary was the book of Genning and Halikov (1964). They gave é
full description of the cemetery of Bolie Tarhany in the first chapter (1964, 5-
66). They dated it to the 8-9th centuries on the basis of three coins found in .
the graves (1964, 63). There are similar cemeteries so this group of cemeteries
is generally referred to as the type of Boldie Tarhany. The closest parallels of
this type are from the archeological culture of Saltovo-Majak at the lower Don
and the archeological relics of the Turkic Danubian Bulghars (Fodor 1977, 82-
97; 1982, 46-63). '

Halikov has set up another type on the basis of the cemetery at Tanke-
evka and _cailed it éft.t.:r its name. Halikév supposed that the type of Tankeevka
contained the relics of two groups: the lécal Finno-Ugrians, and the Turks from
the northern territory of Inner Asia and considered it as contemporary with the . -
type of Boldie Tarhany (Genning-Halikov 1964, 83-84). This view was fcjec!ed
by the archeologists who published the finds of Tankeevka. They stated that the

b This term is a translation of the Russian rannie Boigary or Vol¥skaja Bolgarija.

B Thbe conversion of the Volga Bulghars was in 922, the earlier dates are too vague cf.
Halikova 1986, 137-145. ’
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difference between the two groups of the archeological sites of the early Volga
Bulghars is not ethnical but chronological as the type of BolSie Tarhany can be
dated to the 8-9th centuries, whercas the type of Tankeevka is from the 9-10th
centuries. The cemetery of Tankeevka reflects the mixture of the different
peoples the Volga Bulghars originated from (Halikova 1971, 92-93; Kazakov
1971, 154-155). - ;

The archeological map of the early Volga Bulghars in the territory of the
Tatar ASSR was composed by Hlebnikova and Kazakov with 56 items (Hlebni-
kova-Kazakov 1976). On the basis of the pottery they came to the conclusion
thut there are two groups. The first is the type of Boldie Tarhany and its pot-
tery resembles that of the Saltovo-Majak culture from the 8th to the middie of
the 9th centuries. Most archeologists consider these cultures contemporary.
Pletneva called attention to the idea that the type of Boldie Tarhany has the
closest similarities to the northern part of the Saltovo-Majak culture which is
generally attributed to the Alans® of the steppe-forest zone (Hlebnikova-Kaz-
akov 1976, 133-134),

The second group, the type of Tankeevka, can be divided into 8 sub-
groups: the first five subgroubs have pottery similar to the Saltovo-Majak cul-
ture of the 9th - beginning of the 10th centuries. The 6th subgroup shows
resemblance to the pottery of the settled population of Southern Kazahstan; the
7th subgroup has common features with the remains of the people living at the
upper Kama and Ural; and the pottery of the 8th subgroup is comparable to
that of the Romensko-Bor¥evskij territory which is in the neighbourhood of
Saltovo-Majak culture. This group can be dated to the second half of the 9th
century and beginning of the 10th century on the basis of parallel data from

Saltovo-Majak culture of the same period.

B Against it of. Balint 1981, 401, note 12,
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The type of pottery of the BolSie Tarhany is similar to that of the north-
ern part of the Saltovo-Majak culture whereas four of the first five subgroup of
the type of Tankeevka are analogous with the southern steppe or nomadic part
of the Saltovo-Majak culture. Only one resembles the northern, forest-steppe
zone of the same culture. The similarities of the 6th and 7th subgroups to the
cast show that besides the peoples of the Saltovo-Majak culture other elements
might have arrived at the Volga region from the south-east (Turkic?) and the
east (Finno-Ugrian?).

The archeological map of the sites of the early Volga Bulghar period in
the Tatar ASSR énd in the Kujbifev region (cf. Gabjalev-Kazakov-Starostin-
Halikov-Hlebnikova 1976, 20-22, 30-31) reflects two important facts. First, that
the cemeteries of the type of BolSie Tarhany can be found in the southern and
south-western part of the present Tatar ASSR along the Volga up to the mouth
of the Kama, whereas the sites of the type of Tankeevka lie in the eastern and
northern territories of the Tatar ASSR including both banks of the lower
Kama; Second, that the archeological finds of the type of BolSie Tarhany are
sites and cemeteries which are characteristic for nomadic inhabitants, while
there are settlements and fortified settlements besides the cemeteries and sites
among the relics of the second group which reflect a seminomadic way of life
(Hlebnikova-Kazakov 1976, 134-136). |

In conclusion, it can be stated that a nomadic people arrived at the south-
ern part of the Volga region from the south - west during the second half of
the 8th century, and by the end of the 9th century a new archeological type was
formed. In this type, as earlier, the most important element was from the south-
west, but it was supplemented by newcomers from Kazahstan and from the
Ural-Kama region who had taken possession of all the later territories- of the-
Volga Bulghar State. This second wave had seminomadic rather than nomadic

characteristics.
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Mention must be made of the relation between the early Volga Bulghars
and the Hungarians on the basis of archeology summarized by Fodor (1982, 46-
60). According to him, the Hungarian relics of the 1ih century have the closest
parallel finds among the type of Tankeevka in the whole Eastern Europe east
of the Carpathian Basin. Fodor gave tﬁe following historical explanatibn of
these similarities: most of the early Hungarians lived west of the Ural, perhaps
in Bushkiria in the 6th century. The intensive Volga Bulghar - Hungarian con-
tacts could have begun around 750 when the Volga Bulghars’ northward migra-
tion reached the area of Kujbi¥ev and lasted till the end of the 8th century
when the Hungarians moved south. Some segments of the Hungarians remained
there and Friar Julianus met their descendants in the beginning of the 13th
century. Fodor concluded: "Presumably their slow integration and cultural
impact are reflected by the growing number of 'Magyar features’ in the yet
pagan burial rites of the Bulghar cemeteries of the 9th and 10th centuries”
(Fodor 1982, 51). |

Another explanation was given by Ligeti concerning the Hungarians
among the Volga Bulghars but he ignored the evidence of archeology. He
supposed that the segments of the Hungarian tribes Gyarmat and Jend' migrat-
ed northward from the northern part of the Black Sea in the second half of the
9th century as a consequence of the Pecheneg attacks (see later). This assump-
tion is based on the appearance of these tribal names among the Bashkirs
(Ligeti 1986, 378-379) and on the fact that Juliunus could understand their
language in the beginning of the 13th century. This is possible if the migration
of these fragments from the bulk of the Hungarians took place shortly before
the conquest of the Carpathian Basin in 895 (Ligeti 1986, 394).

The numismatic data of Eastern Europe from the Muslim word and the
historical background of the commerce between those regions in the 8-10th

centuries have recently been studied in detail by Noonan (1980, 19:i4, 1985).
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Noonan summarized his achievements about the appearance of the dirhams in
Eastern Furope saying” In conclusion, this study has attempted to explain why
Islamic dirhams first began to reach Russia and the Baltic around the year 800,
These dirhams were the result of an active Islamic trade with Khazaria and the
merchants of the North. This trade was impossible prior to the late eighth cen-
tury due to the long-standing Arab-Khazar conflict for supremacy in the Cauca-
sus. Ho_\'vevcr, the 737 campaign of Marwin and the Abbasid revolution led
both sides to seek some accommodation duriné the second half of the eighth
century. While the search for Arab-Khazar detente was interrupted several
times between 750 and 800, by the early ninth century the Arab-Khazar conflict
had ended. The establishment of more peaceful conditions permitted Islamic
trade with Khazaria to begin in earnest. Some Arab-Khazar trade, centred in
Darband, apparently existed as early as the 730s, but it seems to have been
~ limited and sporadic. Now, in the late eighth and early ninth centuries, Islamic
merchants began to venture north into Khazaria using the Darband-Samandar
route to Atil, as well as a route or routes through the Central Caucasus. These
merchants brought dirhams with them which they used td buy the furs, slaves,
and other products of the North that they could then readily sell in-tile great
market of Baghdad. The Arab wéirs and the subsequent Arab trade altered
Khazaria fundamentally. The Khazar centre moved from Northern Dagestan to
Atil in the Lower Volga area, the Khazar ecoﬂomy became increasinglyldepen-
dent upon the revenues of this trade, the Khazars Bcgan to create a tributary
empire in the forest-steppe and forest zones to subply the goods for thfs trade,
and the spread of the dirhams to Northern Russia attracted the Vikings who
began to seek out the source of this scarce silver. The emergence of the Arab
Khazar trade fundamentally changed the course of Bc;th Khazar and Russian
_ history" (Noonan 1984, 281-282). This trade continued till the 860; with minor
set-backs during the first half of the 9th- century follow%ng the same route
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(Noonan 1985, 181-182). The first silver crisis in Eastern Europe was form 870
to circa 900 when few dirhams reached Eastern Europe although new dirhams
were struck in the mints of Iraq at that period, too. In the end of the 9th
century Samgmid dirhams replaced the earlier silver coins in Eastern Europe
which shows that the trade between Islam and Eastern Europe followed a new
route. The discovery of silver mines in Central Asia made the export of the
dirhams of the Samanids possible but the disruption of the Caucasian route was
the consequence of other factors, too. Noonan émphasized that the most impor-
tant one must have been the attack of the Pechenegs and their conquest of the
norlh_em area of the Black Sea in the end of the 9th century (Noonan 1985,
183-204). '

As for the role of the Volga Bulghars in this trade, Noonan remarked:
"The new economy and new geography of Khazaria were also a primary factor
~ in the development of Volga Bulgaria. The basic function of Volga Bulgaria in |
the tenth century was to serve as an intermediary between Islamic and Rus’
merchants. In other words, Volga Bulgaria performed essentially the same role
as the Khazars in the trade of Islam with Russia and the Baltic. The Volga
Bulgars, thus, came to supplement the Khazar activities in this sphere and, as
time went on, they became rivals of the Khazars in this trade. But, without the
emergence of the Islamic trade with Khazaria, the basic impetus for the forma- |
tion and development of. Volga Bulgaria would have been absent. The emer-
gence of Volga Bulgaria was one of the most impdrtant elements in the "new
politics’ which grew out of the Khazar shift to the Lower Volga and the estab- '
lishment of Khazar commerce with the Islamic word" (Noqnan 1984, 279).

The silver dirhams of the early Volga Bulghar period in the Volga-Kama
region were studied by Valeev (1981, 83-96). According to him, one hoard and.
seven separate finds were unearthed from the ninth century which coneépondcd

to the period of the type of Bol!i'e Tarhany whereas 16 hoards and 10 separate
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dirhams were found from the later period (the type of Tankeevka), most of
which were Samanid dirhams. This reflects a close connection of the Volga
Bulghars with the Samanids and the growing importance of the Volga Bulghar
territory in the trade between Eastern Europe and Islam.

On the basis of the written sources and the evidence of archeology and
numismatics we can conclude that the desperate wars between the Arabs and
Kl;azars in the first half of the 8th century, which led to the transfer of the
Khazar centre with several tribes from the Northern Caucasus to the Lower
Volga, were very important to the further fate of the Volga-Kama region. The
archeology indicates that nomadic peoples appeared at the Volga-Kama region
in the second half of the 8th century and their ceramics were parallel and con-
temporary with those of the northern part of the Saltovoo-Majak culture, which
is attributed to the Alans. Most archeologists accept the theory according to
~ which these Alans migrated there from the Northern Caucasus as a conse-
quence of the frequent attacks of the Arabs against Alania during the Khazar-
Arab wars (Noonan 1984, 200-201; Fodor 1977, 92-93).“ So it is an analogous
migration with that of early Volga Bulghars from the Norihcrn Caucasus to the
forest-steppe zone of the Volga region. According to the archéologiéal finds,
* the tribe or tribes of the Khazar tribal unions having arrived at the Middle
Volga took possession mainly of the two banks of the Volga up to the mouth of
the Kama. .

By the end of the 8th century, after the normél initial difficulties, a very
intensive trade developed between the Arabs and the Khazars. The artery of
this trade route reached Khazaria through the Caucasus, then it went via the
coast of the Caspian, ‘Volga, to the north. The };caceful trade on this territory
wa§ provided by the tribe or the tribes of the Khazars in the Middle Volga

¥ Others put the date of this migration 1o 650-670s and connect this event with the Khazar
conquest of Kuwrat's Empire of. Balint 1981, 400-402.
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region. This situation was preserved uatil the end of the 9th century when'great
changes took place. The importance of the Volga-Kama region grew as it is
reflected by the facts that the archeological finds of the 10th century (type
Tankeevka) outnumber those of the earlier period which is due not only to
different stages of settled population among the different periods, but also the
drastic increase of dirham hoards in the tenth century and a new, direct trade

route from the Samanids to the Volga-Kama region.
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THE EARLY VOLGA BULGHAR - PROTO-PERMIAN LIN-
GUISTICAL CONTACTS

The Volga Bulghars must have spoken a Chuvash type Turkic language.
The modern Turkic languages can be divided into two basic groups:'the first
one :s represented by only one language, the Chuvash; the other group is the
Common Turkic languages.® The Chuvash type Turkic languages were spoken
by several peoples during the Middle Ages. A¥marin suggested in his fundamen-
tal book entitled Bulgary i Suvali (1902) that the Volga Bulghars' language was
the ancestor of the Chuvash. He based this statement on the fragments of the
Volga Bulghar language preserved by the Muslim and Russian sources and the
Volga Bulghar inscriptions of the 13-14th centuries. Then A¥marin extended his
- assumption to other groups which were called Bulghar i.e. Danubian Bulghars,
the Bulghars of the 5-7th centuries north of the Black Sea, and finally he sup-
posed that the Huns also spoke this language. Except for the portion pertaining
to the Huns, his theory has been accepted so the Chuvash and the similar
vestigial languages among the Turkic lunguages are called Bulghar Turkic in the
handbooks and literature. Németh added his supposition to this theory, accord-
ing to which the tribal names ending in ogur are of Bulghar Turkic origin as
opposed to the Common Turkic oguz. Therefore, the tribes of the Onogur,
Saragur, Ogur, Utigur and Kutrigur must have spoken Bulghar Turkic languages
(Németh 1930, 39-40).

Ligeti did not accept the terminology suggested first by Gombocz on the

grounds that other peoples who were not called Bulghars, could speak Chuvash

bt The most frequently quoted differences between them are the Chuvash r in place of the
Common Turkic z and the Chuvash { instead of the Common Turkic £, though there are
other important differences, too.
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type Turkic language and he preferred the term Chuvash type Turkic, used ﬁl:st
by Budenz (Ligeti 1986, 9-12). According to Ligeti, Chuvash type Turkic was
spoken by the Volga Bulghars, perhaps the Danubian Bulghars, and the Khaz-
ars (Ligeti 1986, 441-496).

As for the language of the Volga Bulghars, it is supposed that they may
have spoken Chuvash type Turkic. The most problematic points of the deter-
mination of their language are: 1. the Volga Bulghar glosses in the Muslim and
Russian sources are t0o few and Common Turkic words also can be found
among them; 2. the Volga Bulghar tomb inscriptions were written in Arabic and
only some expressions and few sentences are Turkic including Chuvash type
Turkic inscriptions (Fodor - Réna-Tas 1973), and Common Turkic ones. (Ha-
kimzjanov 1987). Also, these inscriptions are dated to the 13-14th centuries, in
the period of the Golden Horde after the fall of the Volga Bulghar Empire,

The evidence of the Finno-Ugrian languages in the Volga-Kama region
can help to determine the language of the Volga Bulghars and the date of their
migration to the Volga-Kama. The Turkic loanwords in the Finno-Ugrian lan-
guages (Permians: Zyryan and Votyak; Mordvinian and Cheremis) are divided
into two groups: Chuvash type Turkic and Volga Qipchaq (Bashkir, Tatar)
loanwords. The Volga Qipchaq loanwords in the Finno-Ugrian languages are
dated after the Mongol invasibn of the 13th century as a great number of Qip-
chags moved to this territory at that time. There are some traces of earlier
Qipchaq population in the Volga-Kama region (Berfa 1989, 282-283), but their
influence has not been discussed yet. ' '

The Chuvash type loanwords belong to different chronological layers.
According to Ligeti, the Cheremis language has 480 Chuvash loanwords and the
contacts between them started in the 16th century. He stated this on the basis -
of the relative chronology of the layers as the Mongol loans in Chuvash, which

were the traces of the Mongol rule of the Volga-Kama region in the 13-15th



centuries, represent an older layer (Ligeti 1986, 444-446; cf. R6na-Tas 1978, 67-
68).

There are around 20 Chuvash type Turkic loanwords in Mordvinian (cf.
Feoktistov 1965, 334-336). Some of them were borrowed before the 13th cen-
tury. R6na-Tas enumerated three such words from the time of the Volga Bul-
ghar Empire (1982, 156).

The Chuvash type loans in the Permian languages fall into three layers: 1.
loans in the Proto-Permian (20-22 words); 2. loans in the Permyak, a dialect of
Zy:yan through Votyak mediation (about 9 words); 3. Chuvash loanwords in
Votyak (about 130 words) (Rédei - Réna-Tas, 1982, 158). According to Ligeti,
the Chuvash loanwords in Votyak seem to be older than those of the Cheremis
but the place and time of their adaptation cannot be determined now (1986,
449). The first and the second layers have been the subject of a detailed study
of Rédei and Réna-Tas (1983). The first and second layers can be separated on
the basis of linguistical and geographical principles. The Chuvash type loans in
Proto-Permian can be only those which occur in the northern dialects of Zyryan
besides the Votyak, and in the southern dialects as the Zyryans moved north
after the dissolution of the Proto-Permian unity, therefore their contacts with
the Bulghars ceased. The Votyaks remained in contact with the Volga Bulghars.
The Permyak, a dialect of Zyryan, was spoken north of the Votyak territory.
The second layer represents words which can be found only in the Votyak and
Permyak dialects. These loans in the Permyak were mediated by Votyak and
the adaptation of these words can be dated to a later period than the first layer
(Rédei - Roéna-Tas 1983, 3-4, 33-34).

The chronological questions of the first layer are the most significant from
our point of view. Rédei and Réna-Tas accepted the view of the archeologists
who, dating the arrival of the Volga Bulghars at the Middle Volga region to the

second half of the eighth century, put the beginnings of the Proto-Permian
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Vilga Bulghar contacts to the same time (Rédei - Réna‘Tas. 1983, 25-26). But
after applying linguistical methods to determine the age of these contacts they
concluded: "The loanwords permil us to reconstruct what is in some respect a
slightly more advanced stage of phonetic development than we find suggested
by the Bulghar-Turkic loanwords in the Hungarian language” (Rédei - R6na-
Tas 1983, 25). The intensive Hungarian - Turkic contacts ended at the end of
the 9th century when the Hungarians conquered the Carpathian Basin as the
Pechenegs plundered their territory north of the Black Sea. At the same iime,
the adaptation of some Turkic Qords by the Hungarians in the Carpathian
Basin cannot be excluded:® So the contacts between the Volga Bulghar and
- Proto-Permian languages may have started after the end of the m'n;h’ century.
Such an assumption can be corroborated by archeological evidences as the
number of sites of the Tankeevka fype settlements dated to the end of the 9th
and 10th centuries might refer to intensive contacts betweén_lhe local popula-
tion and the newcomers.

The end of the Proto-Permian Volga Bulghar contacts was marked by the
dissolution of the Proto-Permian unity. Two of the 20-22 Chuvash type loan-
wofds in the Proto-Permian are of New Persian origin (Rédei - Réna-Tas 1983,
6-7, 11) which refer to the Islamization of the Volga Bulghars. R6na-Tas re-
marked: "... the Arabic and New Persian loanwords which came along with the
Islamization needed a few generations to become part of the language of the
Volga Bulghars. In any case, even if we assume that P x*aja was borrowed in
the earliest times, the religious meaning of this word in Proto-Permian shows

that it originates not from the first decades of superficial contacts, but from an

» The three tribes of the Kabars who were of Khazar origin joined the Hungarians in the
9th ccotury and they became the parts of the Hungarian iribal union so they became
subjects of the Hungarians. Some Turkic loanwords in Hungatian were borrowed from
them, but the bulk of hese words were borrowed earlier of. Ligeti 1986, 531-533.



already Moslem population which could hardly have developed before the end
of the 10th ce.murr (R6na-Tas 1982, 155 note 107). Not 6nly the Permian
languages borrowed words from the Volga Bulghars but there are Permian
loanwords in Chuvash. Two of these words are certainly and one is probably
from the Proto-Permian (Rédei - Rdné-'l‘as 1932, 158-159, 162, 168-169, 176-
177). |

It seems to be certain that the contacts between the Volga Bulghar and
the Proto-Permian began at the end of the 9th century and lasted till the end of
the‘ 10th century, on the basis of Iinguis(ic. historical, and archeological eviden-

ces.



THE APPEARANCE OF THE VOLGA BULGHARS IN THE

MUSLIM SOURCES

The first authentic account on the Volga Bulghars is the report of Ibn
FadlZn about his visit to the Bulghar king in 922. Earlier appearance of the
Volga Bulghars in the Muslim sources is the theme of this chapter. The most
frequently debated question is the relation of the JayhanT tradition to Ibn Fad-
iﬁn. There are some records of the Bulghars in connection with the events of

the 9th century in the works of Muslim scholars written in the 10th century, -
1. The Burghar king in the Fihrist of Ibn al-Nadim

Tbn al-Nadim mentioned the king of the Burghar in his celebrated Kitab
al-Fihrist completed before 988 in the part dealing with the literary activity of
the Abbasid Caliph al-Ma’miin who ruled from 813 to 833. He said: “4mong his
books there were: Answers to the Questions of the Bdrgilar Addressed to Him {al-
Ma'miin] about Islim and the Urg{!y [Theology]" (Dodge 1970, 254; Arabic: ‘
Fliigel 1871, 111). This informatiox; is supplemchlea in another passage about
al-Jahiz: "He [al-Ma'miin] wrote to ihe king of the Burghar a letter over one
hundred pages in length, but although he did not seek anyone’s aid or quote any.
verse from the Book of Allah, may His name be exalted, or any word from any

wise man preceding him, al-JGhiz cajoled his tongue into saying, 'This letter we



have regarded as being taken in a favourable way from a discovery of al-Jahiz
(Dodge 1970, 400). Finally Ibn al-Nadim wrote about the scripts of the Turks:
“The Turks, the Bulgar, the Blagha® [sic. Bulghar Z.1.], the Burghaz, the Khazar,
the Lian, and the types with small eyes and extreme blondness have no script,
except that the Bulgarians and the Tibetans write with Chinese and Manichean,
whereas the Khazar write Hebrew™ (Dodge 1970, 36-37; Fliigel 1871.A20). The

nam: Bulghar is mentioned in three forms:

1. ,al, B’Igh®r which is unusual in the Muslim sources. Togan identified
this name with the Danubian Bulghars but the appearance of this name
together with the Tibetans difficult to explain so Togan remarked that
Marquart was probably right when he emended this form to T°gh“z °gh"z
(Togan 1939, 194 note 1). The usage of Chinese and Manichean scripts by
the B*Igh°r people seems to reflect a confusion of this ethnonym not with
Toghuzoghuz as Marquart suggested but with Uyghur (4 1). The Uyghur
embraced Manicheism in 762% and there are Turkic texts in Manichean

script.

2. UL B'Ighar which can be considered the standard Muslim form.
Dodge’s reading: Blugha’ and its identification with the Vlachs of Rum-

enia (1970, 37 note B2) is unacceptable.

3. s, Bgh°r a form taken from Mas‘Gdi whose Murij was quoted by
Ibn al-Nadim (Dodge 1970, 338). Muas‘iidi applied this form of the name
both for the Volga and Danubian Bulghars sometimes confusing the two

territories.

» The term Toghuz Oghuz denotes the Uyghurs in Muslim sources ¢f. Minorsky 1948, 287,
301-303.
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It is not obvious who is meant by the king of the Burghér on the basis of
the Fihrist, therefore different upini.ons.hav'e bcqn formed. Togan supposed that
the correspondence between Ma'min and the king of the (Volga) Burghar can:
be explained by the assumption according to which one part of the Khazars, )
namely the Volga Bulghars rcﬁxaincd Muslixﬁ$ aft.er the Islamization of the

Khazar Kingdom by Marwan in 737 (Togan 1939, 308).

Pritsak gave another explanation: after the fall of the Hun Empire in -
Europe (453) the Bulghars dominated the Bosporus Kingdom .(lh'e strait of- ‘
Kerch) until the Khazar conquest (circa 660). .According to Ibn thu'rdédhb'i.h.
the king of the Bosporus Bulghars was called the king of the .Saédh'ba meaning
“ruler over a territory recognized as a reservoir of. poteﬁlial slaves” (Pritsak
1981, 61) during the S-7th centuries. The same title was applied to the king of
the Volga Bulghars by Ibn Fadlan. So Pritsak concluded: "When the Turkic
Khazars' drive for hegemony put an end to Magna Bulgaria as an independent
political power ca. 660, many Bulgars migrated to either the Danubian Moesia,
or Italian Ravenna, but apparently the essential components of Bulgar society
remained on their old territory, and their ruler may have accepted Islam as
early as the 8th century. This realm was known in the 10th century sources as
the "Black Bulgaria™ 1 paupn Bouldyagia = | Yepuun bBourspe Later (ca.
'880). under circumstances which still need further investigation, a considerable
number of Black Bulgars had migrated to the Volga-Kama Basin. During the
ninth cehtury the Bosporus Bulgar realm was the only cultural centre to which
a caliph interested in Greek philosophy could turn for help and discussion” (Pri-
tsak 1981, 62). To understand Pritsak’s theory, it is necessary to add that accor-
ding to him, Hellenism is "a marriage of cultures that found its realization fn :
the idea and practice of the art of translating” (Pritsak 1981, 72). It continued

to flourish at the Bosporus until the eleventh century. The Bosporus was



the centre of commercial, intellectual and religious life in the western Eurasian
steppe. The inhabitants ot inc Bosporus had a very important role 'in the history
of the steppe (Pritsak 1981, 72-73). According to Pritsak, the term Saglab =
Sclav meaning slave which refers to the slave-trade. The Christians and Muslims
got the slaves from the territory east of the Elbe River and west of the Syr
Darya. Thus the name Saqdliba (Arabic plural of $aglab) became a geographic-
ai term meaning Eastern Europe where the slaves were taken from (Pritsak

1981, 23-24).

The theory of Pritsak regarding the inhabitants of Kuvrat’s empire remain-
ing in their homeland, among them the ancestors of the Bulghars, and their
migration in the end of the ninth century is convincing. The Islamization of the

remnants of Kuvrat’s empire however needs corroboration from other sources.

Kmoské called the attention to the possible connection between the Is-
lamization of the king of Burghar mentioned by Ibn al-Nadfm and the remark
of Muqad_dasn’ (Kmoské MIL, 309; Alll, 119) who said: "I heard that Ma'miin
had raided them [the Khazars] from Jurjaniya and had become the master of
him® and had summoned him to Istam" (BGA 111, 361).

Marquart put the date of Ma'miin’s campaign between 813 and 818 or
from 799 to the death of Hiriin al-Rashid (809) as he was the governor of
Khurisén at the time (Marquart 1903, 3-4).

Barthold denied the historicity of this account supposing that the name
Ma’miin must refer not to the Caliph (813-833) but to Ma’miin ibn Muhammad,

the ruler of Gurganj who became the Khwirizm Shah after 995 (Barthold 1968,

» malakahu: Marquart emended it as malikuhum and translated "und deren Koénig' (1903,
3); Dunlop translated it as *and having conquered them’ (1954, 246) which is more certain,
but the object pronoun is in singular so it can refer to a person i.c. the king of the Khaz-
ars,
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597-601). This theory is based on other passages: 1. Muqaddas‘x" wrote that the
Khazar towns were sometimes plundered by the ruler of Jurjaniya (BGA IH,
361 note S beginning on page 360); Ibn Miskawayh (d. 1030) recorded that a
body of Turks raided the Khazars and the Khazar asked for help from the
people of Khwarizm in 965." They promised to help if the Khazars would em-
brace Islam, therefore, the Khazars converted (cf. Dunlop 1954, 244). '

Dunlop pointed out the problems of Barthold's view: *... it is surprising to
find that Mugaddast can refer to Ma’mﬁn ibn Muhammad in 397/985 [when
Muqaddasi wrote Z. 1] simply as Ma'miin, as though there was no possibility of
confusion with anyone else, ten years before he attained the dignity of Khwar-

izm Shah" (Dunlop 1954, 247 note 57).

Artamonov accepted the theory of Barthold and dated the campaign of
' Ma'miin to 985 on the grounds that: 1. the Russian annals recorded a campaigh
against the Volga Bulghars at that time, 2. Muqaddas? mentioned the raid of
the Ris after the Islamization of the Khazars and Artamonov agreed with its
chronological order, 3. Ibn Hauqal (writing around 977) did not know about the
conversion of the Khazars, 4. the great camphign of Svjatoslav against the
Khazars in 965 was too early for Ma’mtn ibn Muhammad as he became
Khwarizm Shih only in 995 (Artamonov 1962, 433-435). Artamonov tried to
solve the contradictions of the different sources but there are too many ambigu-

ities to be successful in it.

If we accept the historicity of Muqaddast's account, new data are needed
to corroborate the connection between Ma'miin and the Khazars, such as To-
gan’s cited account from the works of Tannuhi and TartishT according to which
the envoy of the Khazar king visited Fudayl b. Sahl, the wazi¥ of Ma’min (To-
gan 1939, 263-264; Dunlop 1954, 188). |



Returning to the record of Ibn al-Nadim, we suggest that the king of
Burghar should be replaced by the king of the Khazars. As for the conversion
of the Khazars to Judaism, the record by Mas‘udi seems to be the most reli-
able: the conversion of the Khazars took place during the reign of Caliph
Hartn al-Rashid (789-809) (cf. Golden 1983, 134-135 with further lit.). Ma’'mun,
his son was the governor of Khurasan during his father’s reign from 799 to 809
so tte Khazar king might have asked for information about the dogmas of
Islarc from him as recorded by Ibn al-Nadim. Caliph Harun might have ordered
his son to raid the Khazars to force them to embrace Islam as it is reflected in
the work of Muqaddasi. The replacefnent of Burghar with Khazar can be ex-
plained if we suppose that Ibn al-Nadim knew that the Khazars were Jews as
he mentioned the Hebrew script they used. He, relying on the work of Mas“idi,
knew also that the king of the Burghar had converted to Islam (Minorsky 1958,

" 149). Thus, be might have considered the supposed original Khazar an error

and must have corrected it to Burghar, according to his more complete knowl-

edge.

Finally, the identification of the king of Burghar with Omurtag, the king
of the Danubian Bulghars (815-833) must be examined too.

All of these theories have several dubious points so we are far from the
final solution of what the reference of the name Burghar meant in Ibn al-Nad-
im's Fihrist. Only further studies and new sources may provide firm basis to

identify this term.
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H. The travel of Sallam the Interpreter to the wall of Gog and Magog

The textological problems of the travel of Sallim were discussed among
the Muslim authors. The whole story is a fabulous description of a journey from
different sources: 1. the story of the building of the wall of Gog and .Magog in
the Koran (Sur. 18, 84-97); 2. the Arabic translation of the Alexander romance
(Kmosk6: cf. Czeglédy 1954, 31-33; Czeglédy 1957, 231-249); 3. some real

historical and geographical data.

A story similar to that of Sallim can be found in the history. of Tabarl
without any historical value. It is said that the Persian governor of Darband
sent a man to the wall of Gog and Magog. He sent a letter to the neighbour
king asking him to write a recommendation for his envoy so they could travel
on to the neighbour kingdom. He also sent gifts to the visited kings. The man
using this method reached the king whose land was in the vicinity of the dyke.
This king sent a letter to his governor of the province closest to the dyke. This
governor sent his falconer with him to the dyke. Then the description of the

dyke and a tale can be read (Tabari IV, 159-160).

The sketch of Sallam’s journey is the following: Caliph Wathiq (824-827)
saw the dyke open in his dream (Ibn Khurdadhbih: BGA VI, 162; Muqaddast:
BGA lll,‘362; Ibn Rusta: BGA VII, 149). The historical background of this
dream can be connected with the consequences of the overthrow of the Uyghur

Empire by the Kirghiz (Marquart 1903, 90).

~ Thus the Caliph chosed his Turkic interpreter, Saliim, (Ibn Rusta: BGA
VII, 149) who knew thirty languages (Ibn Khurdadhbih: BGA VI, 132-133) to
bring information about the dyke. But according 10 Muqaddasi, Withiq had



sent Muhammad ibn Misa al-Khwarizmi to Tarkhan, the king of the Khazars
(Muqaddasi: BGA Iil, 362). As the later sentence was mentioned only by
Mugqaddasi, Kmoské thought it was an error (Al, 67), while Dunlop believed in
the historicity of this sentence (1954, 190) as did Pritsak (1976, 18-19).

Withiq supplied Sallam with the necessary provision. Then, as Ibn Khur-
dadhbih said: "We went from Samarrda with the letter of Wathiq Billah about [the
helping] our further travel [addressed] to Ishag ibn Isma‘il, the lord of Armenia
-Iivir‘:g in Tiflis. Ishag wrote for us-to-the lord of the Sarir, the lord of the Sarir

wrote for us to the king of the Alans, -
Idrist (935)

then the king of the Alans wrote for when we reached him [the king of the
us to Filan Shah, then Filan Shah Alans Z. 1] hé also sent us to the
u.!rote Jor us to Tarkhan, the kiné of lord of Filan Shah. When we came to
Khazars. We stayed at the king of the him we stayed with him for some
Kl;azars Jor a day and night until he day.f.- He chosed five guides for us who
sent five guides with us. We travelled shm;’etfu: the way we intended to go. .
from him for twenty six days and We 'trm'elled from his place on the
amived at the black and evil-smelling = border of the Basjirt country for twenty
land : seven days until we amived at the
black land

but we had been supplied with vinegar before we entered this region which we
could sniff against the stink. We crossed it for ten days. Then we reached the dest-
royed towns and we travelled among them for twenty Adays. We asked about the
condition of these towns and we were infonnecf that the towns had been attacked



and destroyed by Gog and Magog. Then we reached the fortresses which were near
the mountain the dyke was in a pass of it. There was a tribe in these fortresses

who spoke Arabic and Persian.
Idrisi’ (935)

There was a town there whose king

was called the Khagan of Adhk.sh ...

They were Muslims and they read the Koran. They had schools and mosques. They
asked us where we came from. We said to them thél we wefe the envoys of the
Commander of the Faithful. They'be.gan fo wondervand repeated: “The Command-
er of the Faithful." We said: *Yes". They asked if he wﬁs old or young and we
- answered that he was young. They wondered again and asked where he was. We
answered that he was in a town called Samarrd in Irdq. They said that they had

never heard about this.
ldrist (935-936)

We asked them about their conversion
“to Islam and asked where the lslam.
‘had come to them from, who h_ad
taught them the Koran. They said that
a man had conie to them many years
ago who had ridden an animal which
had long neck, two long forelegs and
two long feet and a hump instead of |

its backbone. We realized that they



meant the camel They said that he
had put up at them and had 1alked to
them in a language they had under-
stood. Then he had taught them the
laws of Islam and their consequences
and they had accepted them. He had
also taught us the Koran and its
meanings and they had studied it and
had learnt it by heart from him.

The distance between the fortress was minimum one parasangs maximum two
parasangs. We arrived at a town called Tka ..." (Ton Khurdadhbih: BGA VI, 163-
164; Muqaddast: BGA 111, 362-363; French BGA V1, 125-126; Wiet 1955, 168-

169).

Then the description of the dyke and that of the return via Khurisin to

Samarra can be read.

The travel of Sallam followed the commercial route from the Arabic
capital via Caucasus to the Khazars which was described by Noonan. It is not
clear why Waithiq sent his envoys to the Khazars. May be he expected to get
some information on the overthrow of the Uyghur Empire which took place in
the eastern h;lf of Inner Asia. If it were the case, he would have sent Sallam
rather to Khurasan and Transoxania to gather information as these provinces
were the closest to Inner Asia. But Sallam mentioned them on his way back
from the dyke. He recorded some other place names on his route back which.

were in the eastern part of Inner Asia (Togan 1939, 197-198). Dunlop supposed



that the Khazars sent the envoys of the Caliph funher as the people hvmg
there had a better knowledge of the events of Inner Asia (1954, 193),

Ishaq ibn IsmiT), who died in 852, was a pronﬁnent figure of lhe Caucas-
ian history. He married the daughter of the ruler of the Sarir (Minorsky 1958,
57). He could have given a letter to Sallam in which he asked his father-in-law

to help the envoys of the Caliph.

The geographical situation of these Caucasian péoples.were described by
Minorsky: Sarir, the Caucasian Huns lived in DagﬁeSlan (Minorsky 1937, 447-
450); the Alans inhabited central paft of the Northern Caucasus (Minorsky )
1937. 444-446). Filin was a provihce which location is uncertain (Min(;rsky.
1958, 100-101). As for the route of Sallam, Minorsky said: "In any case the
itinerary is embroiled, and the movements of the envoy erratic” (Minorsky 1958,
-101). Krakovskij thought that the account of the route of Sallam was authentic
(1957, 138-141) as opposed to Ludwig who believed that Sallam did not even
reach the Volga (1982, 170-173). ’

The word Tarkhdn, the king (malik) of the Khazar, is the subject of a long
debate, the main problem of which is its interpretation. As a Turkic title®
(Clauson 1972, 539-540) it denotes a lesser Turkic kfng_, not the supreme rulel;
(cf. Tbn Khurdidhbih: BGA VI; 41). Zahoder thought it was a title denoting the
real ruler of the dual kingship (1962, 210). Minorsky' identified this term with
the Tarkhan Khagan mentioned in the Hudid al-Alam (1937, 451). Dunlop
could not decide whether the term ]‘arkhEn had to be suBstitulcd for another

title or if another name had to proceed it (1954, 191-192),

» Among the Khazars cf. Golden 1980, I, 210-213,
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1drisT said that Sallam crossed the country of the Basjirt. His source could
be either the legend of the Kirghiz preserved by Gardizi (Martinez 1982, 125),
or the BalkhT tradition (Istakhri: BGA 1, 225; Ibn Hauqal BGA 11, 396) as only

these authors have this form of this ethnonym.

The dyke was put to different places. De Goeje, and following him Mar-
quarn, located it to the Great Wall of China (Marquan 1903, 85-86). Togén
preferred the Iron Gate in the Tien Shan (1939, 196). Zichy and Pritsak sup-
posed that the dyke was in the Ural mountains (Zichy 1921, 200;-Pritsak 1976,
19 not.c 7).

The dyke was placed to the fn’ngé of the civilized word which was - the
Darband Pass and was built against-the nomads of Eastern Europe as recorded
even in the Syriac legends of Alexander the Great (Czeglédy 1957, 231-249).

The .Ariabic véfsions of the Alexander romance did not place the dyke at
the Caucasus. As Tabari recorded, the Arabs conquered the Darband Pass
which was in the hands of the Persians. They also looked, unsuécessfully. for
the dyke there which is described in the Koran as made of copper and iron.
Th.en they got acquainted with the peoples and geography of the Khazar Em-
pire during their campaigns against the Khazars but -found no trace of the dyke
there either. Thus, the Arabs put the possible place of the dyke as north of the
Khazar Empire.® Another source is Ibn Fadlin who asked the king of the
Volga Bulghars about-the giant whose skeleton he saw. The king answered that

he was from the people Gog and Magog, living north of the tribe Wisti. This

“ According to a Persian tradition the Sasanid Anilshirvan built a wall against the Khazars in
Darband Pass. The Muslim writers quoting this story did not identify it with the Dyke of
Alexander as they put this dyke north of the Caucasus. (Dunlop 1954, 23-24).
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tribe was the northernmost mentioned by Ibn Fadlan. According to him, the
dyke was between the Wisii and Gog and Magog (Togan 1939, A 32, G 72-73).
Dunlop mentioned that the Chester Beatty MS. of Istakhri contained a passage
placing the Wall behind the Artha, a Russian-t:r'ibe or province (1945, 193 note
121). It can be concluded from these examples that the supposed place of the
dyke moved north as the geographical knowledge of Eastern Europe reached
" the Arabs. o '

' According to the Syriac legehds of Alexander the Great, he wanted to
reach the end of the Earth and marched until he arrived at the shore of the
stinking Ocean. After this adventure he travelled to Armenia and thé Caucasus
where he built the dyke. The two events: the searching for the edge of the
world and the building of the dyke against Gog and Magog were combined in
. Sallim’s story. Its proof lies in the crossing of the stinking land in Sallim’s
. journey corresponding to the stinking Ocean. The term Black Land may also

refer to the northern territory (Minorsky 1942, 115).

The motive of the destroyed towns could be taken from the fact lhét

Alexander the Great founded many towns which were destroyed by nomads.

In the neighbourhood of the dyke a Muslim tribe lived. According to Tbn
Khurdidhbﬂn, there was also a town theré which was called Tka, 1drist vrema%kedv
that the king of the towns was Khagan Adhk.sh. De Goeje identified the city
with Jgu, today Hami (BGA VI, 164 note G). Kmoské, based on _Idh‘sn‘. thoughf
that the name must be a deformation of Adhk.sh (Kmoské Al 69 note 2). The
tribal name Adhkish -is mentioned by Ibn Khurdidhbih among the Turkic tribes
(BGA Vl, 31° of. Hamadhani: BGA V, 329*). IdrisT described them in the ninth
part of the fifth climate living east of the Ghuzz (843-848), and KashgharT also
knew them. | : - o
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Zichy supposed that the Muslim tribe close to the dyke must be identical
with the Volga Bulghars. This supposition is based on the records of the Mus-
lim authors of the 10th century according to which the Volga Bulghars were
Muslims and lived in the north behind the Khazars. The only problem left is
_ihc date of their conversion as Ibn Fadlan travelled there in 922 to help with
the adaptation of Islam. There are some traces of earlier conversion in the
Risila of Tbn Facj!iti (Zichy 1921, 197-198) but as it will be discussed later,

these traces point to some years, but 10 a complete century, earlier.

A similar idea was proposed by Biriint who gave an excellent critical re-
ﬁew of the whole journey. He did not accept the identification of the Muslim
people with the Volga Bulghars He wrote: s fo the rampart which he con-
structed between the two walls, it must.be stated that the wording of the Koran
, does not indicate its geographical situation. We Ieam, however, from the geograph-
ical works, as Jighrafiya and the Itineraria (the books called Masalik wa-mamalik,
ie. [Itinera et regna), that this nation, viz, Ydjij and Majij are a tnbe of the
eastern Turks, who live in the most southem parts of th-e. 5th and 6lh4 klimata.
Besides, Muhammad ben Jarir Altabari relates in his cfironz'cle; that tI;e pn'hce- of '
Adharbaijan, at the time when the éoum;y was conquered, had sent a man to find
the rampan ﬁdm the Hirecrion of thé coM bf the leazars, thht ilu's man sdw
the rampan, and described it as a very Iofry building of dark colour, suuated
behind a moat of solid structure and tmpregnable. ' '

‘Abdallzh ben Abdalidh ben Khurdddhbih relates, on the authority of the
dragoman at the court of fhe lﬂmll;j} that Almu’tasim dreamt one"night, that 'thi; :
rampart had been opened (fendéred accessible). Therefore he sent out fifty men to.
‘inspect it. They set out from the road which leads to Bab-al'abwab, and to the
countries of the Lan and Khazar; finally. they qmved at the rampart, and found
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that it was constructed of iron tiles, joined together by molten brass, and with a
bolted gate. Its garrison consisted of people of the neighbouring countries. Then
they returned, and the guide led them out into the-district opposite Samarkand.

From these two reports, i is evident tha the rimpart must be situated in the
north-west quarter of the inhabitable earth. However, especially in this latter report,
there is something which renders its authenticity doubtful, viz. the description of the
inhabitants of that country, that they are Muslims and speak Arabic, although they
are without the slightest connection with the- civilized world, from which they are
sepdmled by a black, badly smelling country of tﬁe extent of many days’ travelling; .
further, that they were totally ignorant as to both Khalif and the Khalifate. Whilst .
-we know of no other Muslim nation which is separated from the territory of Isia'm.
except the Bulghdr and the Sawdr, who live towards the end of the civilized world, .
_in the most northem part of the 7th klima. And these people do not make the
least mention of such a rampan, and they are well acquainted with the IGzaIij'afe
. and the Khalifs, in whose name they read éveri the Khutba; they do not speak
Arabic, but a language of their own, a mixture of Turkish and Khazari. If, there-
fore, this report rests on testimonies of this sort, we do not wish to iﬁve:tigate .

thereby the truth of the subject.

This is what 1 wished to propound regarding Dhi-alkamnaini. Alldh knows
best!” (Sachau 1879, 50-51). 3

We can add to this that the tribe‘living near the Dyke spoke Persian as
well as Arabic. The Arabic seems to be natural if they knew the Koran, but
why did they speak Persian? This is the key to the problem as the "original®
place of the dyke was in the Darband Pass whlch was under Persnan contro)
and was conquered by the Arabs later. In the 9th century the Persians were '

Muslims and the Koran mentions the bt_xilding of the dyke. So the elements to



construct the story of the Muslims close to the dyke were already present. All
in all, there is no possibility to suppose any references 1o the Volga Bulghars in
the report on the journey of Sallam.

HI. A tradesman from Khazarin among the Bulghars in the work of Ibn Haugal

. Ibn Hauqal gave a very intercsting'story about the jﬁn'sdiction of the
Khazars which is absent in the work of Istakhri whom he followed almost word
for word. He saxd 'Frequemly lhmgs occur in the decision of the king of the
Khazars which sound like a fairy lale. Such, for acample, is what aI-Mu tadid
related, when he had beenrmenaoned in his presence and the speaker referred o -
. him scomfully. Not so, said the Caliph. It is related, of the Prophet that he said,

God Whose name is great makes no man ruler of a people, without ai‘d_ing him by
" a kind of guidance, even if he is an unbeliever. A good instance bf this is that A
there was a certain man belonging to Khazaran, who had a son, skilled in trading
and experienced in buying and selling. He sent him to Inner Bulgaria and kept him
" supplied with merchandise. Then, after he had sent his son away, h?' adopted one -
of his slaves, brought him up and educated him. His intelligence was good in what
was suggested to him'in the way of business, so that the merchant called him_his
son, owing to hu neamess to him through dunfulne.u and abzhry The real son -
continued long abroad, while the slave remained in the service of his father, until
_the man died. Application was made by the son for supplies, not knowing that his
father was dead. The sIéve, however, took what was sent him, without sending
equivalent mechandise in return. Then son wrote asking him to send supplies 0
the usual amount. 'The answer of the' s[ave was a summons to r?turn home, that
the account might be setiled for the good.i w[ziéh he held, and that he [ie. the

- slave] might recover from him his father's property. This was enough to bring the.
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real son back (o his father’s house in Khazardn, and the two of them began to
dispute and argue the case with proofs. Buf when one of them had produced what
reckoned adequate proof, the other advanced objections which held him up.

The dispute between them Iasfed a whole year. The quarrel, having gone on
so long, became very involved, so that the matter ended in a deadlock. The lang
then undertook to try the case between the parties and, having assembled all the
Jjudges.and people of the ci!y,}held a court. The c"on!e:tants repeated their claims
from the beginning of the dispute. The king could see no advantage for either,
owing to the equality of the proofs in his sight. So he said to the son, ‘Do you
really know your father's grave?’ ‘I have been told of it' he replied, ‘but I did not |
see his intermens, to be sure of it." Then he asked the slave who made the claim.
‘Do you know your father’s grave?’ Yes,’ said he, "I had charge of his burial.’ Then

_the king said, 'Away, the two of you, andbnngmeabone, if you find any.’ The.
slave went to the grave, removed a bone and brought it to him. Then he said to

the slave who claimed to be merchant’s son, ’BIeed yourselj' which he did, and the
king gave orders that his blood should be cast upon the bone. But the blood wemi
from it and adhered 10 no part of it. Next the son was bled, and his blood was

cast upon the bone and adhered to it. Then the king punished the slave ;@emb _
and handed over him and his wealth to the.,sbn"_(Dunlop 1954, 215-217; Arabicﬁ

BGA I, 391-392, French: Kramers-Wiet 1964, 11, 381-382).

The date of the story can be put'to thc'refgn of al-Mu'ta.qlid. between 892
and 902. The authenticity of some de;ails is rather doubtful. But there aife some _
reliable geographical nﬁmes and the active commercial life of the Khazar
capital ‘s attested in other sources. So this data seems to be authentic for the

end of the 9th century.



The city called Khazarin was mentioned by Tbn Haugal several times. As
for the Khazar capital, Tbn Haugal said: “The town (balad) is in two parts, one
of the two is west of the river called Atil and it is the ldrger, the other is east of i.
The king lives in the westen part and Ut is called Khazarin. The eastern part is
A Ad* (BGA 11, 389"""), The underlined part is left out from the Istanbul

MS‘but is contained in the later MSS. The first edition of Ibn Haugqal contains
a false emendation which was accepted by Pritsak: the western part is called
Atil and the eastern Khazardn (BGA 11, 278; Golb-Pritsak 1982, 149 note >25.
150 note 37). Kramers corrected it in the second edition which is corroborated
by the map of the Khazar Sea in ;hé isténbul MS on which Atil is placed east
of the river and Khazardn i placed west of it (cf. Golden 1980, II, 121), ldrisi
wrote that the king lived on ihe‘Aweste'm'bank whereas the merchants and
common people lived on the castern bank (834”") '

The bolded sentences are absent in the work of IstakhrT (BGA l 220*Y),
In the parallel accounts of IstakhiT and Ibn Hauqal the formcr has nevcr men-
tioned the name Khazarin: Istakhri: “The royal army. cons:.m of 12.000 mau
(Dunlop 1954, 92; BGA 1, 220-221), Tbn Haugqal: “It is said that_ all the ‘army of.
the Khazardn consist of 12.000 mercenaries” (BGA I, 390™%), IstakhiT recorded
“about the river Atil: It is said that more thari sevemy streams: branch out from
this river. The main body of it ﬂows by the: Iﬂzazan until ot falls into. the sea”
(BGA 1, 222, cf. Dunlop 1954, 95). Tbn Hauqal followed IstakhiT almost word
" by word, but in this case he had the form Khazaran mstead of al-Khazar (BGA

11, 393%%).
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Ibn Hauqal recorded the destruction of Khazarin by the Russians in 968-
969 (BGA II, 15, 392, 398; cf. Dunlop 1954, 242, 246). Aceordmg to Hamadh-
inl, Aniishirwin built many cmes. one of them is Khazardn.®

_ The form IGxazanfn also can be found in the Jayhin? tradition. Ibn Rusta
- said: “They [the Riis] make raids against the .}‘aqﬁlibd, they sail in ships until they
reach them and take prisoners. They take them to Khazarin (Kh.rwin) and -
Bulkir, they sell them 1o them* (BGA VII, 145'). Gardizi has the same story,
writing Khazarin and Bulkdr (Martinez, 1982, 210", 167). The capital of the
Khezars is called Sarigshin and Hanbaligh in the Khazar chapter of the Jayhanf

tradition.

The tenh Khazarin was us‘éd as an ethnonyrh by Mas“idi when he said
. that the Khazars were called Sabir in Turkic and Khazaran in Persian (BGA
: vm, 83"). ' o

On the basis of Mas‘idi the form Khazardn seems to be the Persian
plural‘of the ethnonym Khazar.® Pritsak suggested another possibflity accord-
ing to which the suffix -an would be a common Altaic mlle&ive (Golb-Pritsak
1982, 151), but there is no reason to pfefcr the latter idea. Finally the Schech-
ter Text among the Hebrew documents mentioned ‘and the name of the imperi-
" al city of Qazar" (Golb-Pritsak 1982, 119. Pritsak’s comment 142-156).

€9 Hrdn in the MSS which is emended by de Gocje BGA 'V, 288" and note i.

€ Golden added: “In regard to Xazarin-it is interesting to note that the Russian chronicles
refer to the capital of the Volga Bulgars as 'Bolgary, also using a plural form.* 1980, I,
224 note 759, of. also Dunlop 1954, 217 note 247; Golb-Pritsak 1982, 143,
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The term Khazaran meant the Khazar capital in the quoted text of Ibn
Hauqal about the judgement but this term could not have been taken from the
work of Istakhri as he had not known it. It had some vague traces in the Jay-

hani tradition that Ibn Hauqal knew.

The formula Inner Bulghar (Bulghdr al-dakhil) can be found only in the
- Istanbul MS. The Paris MS which is an abridgement of the Istanbul MS. has
only the form al-Bulghdr (BGA II, 280 note ¢). This term is omitted in the
other MSS. }'

Mmorsky remarked that the formula Inner Bulghar belonged to Balkhi as
it is mentioned only . by his followers (1937, 438). This term was a part of a
system as IstakhrT used also the terms Outer Bulghar. and Grcat Bulghar (Bul-
ghar al-kharij and al-a‘zam). ' ‘

The formula Inner Bulghar is mentioned first during the description of the
latitude of the earth: ‘then [tlzé line] skirts the farther side (zahr) of the Sagaliba,
crosses the land of the Inner Bulghar and Saqaliba, | and goe.f along the Riim coun-
try'and Syria” (Minorsky 1937, 439; Ar.: BGA 1, 7°°, BGA 11, 12). Some lines
below Istakhri and Ibn Hauqal both s_aid: "Fro.m the region of Yﬁjﬂj to'vthe region
of Bulghdr and the land of Saqaliba there is about forty days’ journey.” (BGA 1,
7'*"), Marquart interpreted the name Inner Bulghar and that of the Saqaliba
as a hendiadyon which refers to the Danubiaﬁ Bulgﬁars, based on Mas‘ﬁdf who
said that the Burghar is a sort of Saqiliba (BGA viIIL, 141% Marquart 1903, .
517). Minorsky did not acéept it stating, "This interpretation is hafdly cbrrect
andthe impression of the text is that the Inner Bulghar lived north of thé

(Eastern) Saqiliba, or in close contact with them" (1937, 439-440).
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Speaking about the distances cited above only. Bulghzi"r is mémioned with-
out an adjective which refers to the capital of the Volga Bulghars in most cases.
The parallelism of thé above cited two accounts suggests that the omission of
Inner in the second case should be a simple carelessness. Marquart quoted
similar cases where the term Bulghdr may refer to thé Danubian Bulghars on

the basis of the context (1903, 517-518).

‘The term Outer Bulghzfr is ménti_oned by légakhri’: "Outer Bulghar is a small
town, there are many districts in it and it is famous for being the harbour of these
kingdoms.” (BGA 1, 10°"). Ibn Haugqal omitted the word 'Outer’ (BGA 11, 15).

Finally the Grear Bulghar and Inner Bulghar are mentioned in the end of
the description of the Ris. The first column is the translation of Istakhr, the

second is Ibn Hauqal:

“These Rils trade wflla the Khazars
and trade with the Rim and Great
Bulghar and they [In MS C: Arba [i.e.
~ Anha] lies l_)e‘rween the Khazars and
Great Bulghar.) borde} from the north
on the Riim and they are numerous, it
is said from . their might that they
imposed kharaj on those of the Rim

who live near to their country, and the

Inner Bulghars are Christians.”

"The Riis still trade with the Khazars
and the Rim, and the Great Bulghdrs

border on the Rim from the .north

‘and they numerous and they imposed _
khardj on those of the RiIm in the old
" days who lived near them, and there

are Christir_ms and_A'Muinms in_ [the

country of] Inner Bulghar.

k!
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In our time no trace was left of the
Bulghdr, Bunds and the Khazars by
the Russians except a few ruins which
they had already despoiled.*

BGA 1, 226; English tr: Minorsky - BGA II?, 397-398; English tr.: Minor-
1937, 438439, | - sky 1937, 439 and Dunlop 1954, 246.

. Marquart interpreted.'this passage of IstakhsT in two ways: if the personal
pronoun after the Grear Bulghdr refers to the Great Bulghars, the Danubian
Bulghari under Symeon can be meant, whereas if it refers to the Russians, :

- Great Bulghar can be the Volga Bulghars which is cdrroborated_ in MS of
Gotha C (Marquart 1903, 518-519), and the term faner Bulghir means the
“Danubian Bulghars as they were Christians. The second interpretation Seems to
be more acceptable. Minorsky translated the last two sentences of Istakhr? as
the kharrfj was imposed not only on the Rim but on lhé Inner Bulghar‘which is
not convincing (cf. Marquart 1903, 518; Dunlop 1954, 100). . '

In Tbn Haugal's interpretation of the text of Istakhri the Great Bulghdr
refers to the Danubian-Bulghars. Thus, the oriéihal meaning of lnner'Bul.gha'r'-in-
the work of BalkhT which was thought to be Danubian Bulghar by Marquart
and Minorsky was lost in the work of Jon Hauqal. Other proofs are: his addi-
tion to the text stating that the Inner Bulghars were also Muslims, his comment
saying that his following sentence was also about the Volga Bulghars, and the . -
fact that he never used the term Outer Bulghr. | |
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In conclusion we can shpposc that the words fnner Bulghir in the story )
about the judgement among the Khazars should refer to the Volga Bulghan. .

The proofs are as follows: 1. the MS of Paris has al-Bulghdr, 2. the term Inner -

Bulghir seems to mean Danubian Bulghars only by Istakhr, Ibn Haugal did not - -
‘use it in this sense (absence of Outer Bulghar, Islam among tﬁem, contcxt').v 3.
the story about the ]udgement is not mentioned in the work of lstakhri' neither
is the name Khazandn as the Khazar capital, Thus Ibn Hauqal nught have used .
" another source and might have mterpolated the term Inner meaning the Volga
Bulghars from the Balkhi tradition as the system of Inner, Outer, .and Great can -
be found there, 4. the strict coinmeréial ties between the Khazars and Volga
Bulghars were recorded in the Muslim sources but no ‘mention was made of
such ties between the Khazars and Danubian Bulghars. If these proofs are
convincing, this is the ﬁrst authentic appearance of the Volga Bulghars in the.

" written sources between 892 and 902,
IV. The RiZs attack against the Caspian around 913

Mas“GdT gave a description of the Riis campafgn ‘against the Caspian' Sea
in the Mu;ﬂj al-dhahab some time af_tcr. 300 AH (912 AD), _Marcjuart_ recon-
structed the route of the Rils analyzing the account stating that - they sailed
down the Dniepr 10 thé Black Sea then via Kerch Strait to the Sea of Azov.
They sailed up the Don to the Don-Volga portage and carried their ships tb the - .
Volga. Then they travelled down the Volga to the Caspian Sea (Marquart 1903,
_335-336). These waterways could be used withv the permission of the Kh‘azar' ‘ _
ruler, as it was stated by Mas“udi himself. After reaching the Casﬁian Sea, the
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Riis raided Gilan, Daylam, Tabaristin and Abaskiin. In the description of the

fights in Gilan and Daylam, one of the local generals, Ibn Abi al-S3j, was

mentioned in that of the raids on the coast of Sharwan it was said that, in those

days, the king of Sharwan was “Alf ibn Haytham. These names are very signifi-

cant for the date of the campaign. After his account on the sack of the south-

ern and western coast of the Caspian, Mas“idi said: “When the Ris were laden

with booty and -had had enough of their adventure, they sailed to the estuary of the

Khazar river [Volga] and seﬂ messengers to the Khazar king carrying to him

money and booty, as had been stipulated between them. The Khazar king has no

[sea going] ship (markab) and his men have no habit of .using them; were it no

s0, there would be calamities in store for the Muslims. The Larisiya and other

Muslims in the kingdom [heard) what [the Riis] had done and said to the king:

‘Leave us [to deal] with these people who have attacked our Muslim brothers and

shed their blood and captured their women and children’. The king, unable t0

oppose them, sent to warn the Riis that the Mﬁslinu had decided to fight them [p.

23). The Muslims gathered and carﬁe down the stream to meet them. When they

came face to face, the Riis left their ships. The Muslims were about 15,000, with

horses and equipment, and some of the Christians living in the town Atil were with

them. The battle lasted three days and God granted victory to the Muslims. The

Riis were put to the sword and killed and drowned and only some 5,000 escaped,

who in their ships sailed to that bank which lies towards the Bunds. They left their A
- ships and pmceeded by land. Some of them were killed by the Buras, olfzem fei_l

[into the hands of] the Burghar Muslims who [also] killed them. So j;ar'ar could |
be estimated, the number of those whom the Muslims killed on the bank of the
Khazar river was about 30,000, and from that time the Rils have not reverted to
what we have described (p. 24). |
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9. Mas“udi says: We have reported this account to We the thesis of those
who argue that the Khazar sea joins the MAEOTIS [Azov sea] and the strait of
Constantinople [directly] on the side of the Maeotis and the Pontus. Were it so,
the Rils would have found an outlet because [the. Pontus] is their sea, as already
mentioned. Améng the nations bordering on lhat. [ ?] sea there is no divqrg'encé of
opinion concerning the fact that the sea of the Iranians [d"Gjim] has no straits
[khalij] for communications with any other sea Itisa small sea and is completely
~ knovn: The report on [the expedition] 40] the Riis ships is -widely spread in those
countries and is known to the various nations. The year is also known: the expedi- _
tion took place[ afier 300/912 but thé [exact] date has escaped my memory. It
may be that he who said that the Khazar sea communicates with the straits of
Constantinople assumed that the '.Iom.zar sea was the same as the Maeotis and the
Pontus, which latter is the sea (p. 25) of the [Danubian] Bughar and Ris, but
" God knows. best how it is" (Minorsky 1958, 152-153; cf. Arabic: Barbier de
Meynard 1863, II, 22-25; German tr.: Marquart 1903, 330-334).

The date of this expedition was put to-different 'yca‘rs. Pritsak, cqmmem»- :
ing on the Hebrew Cambridge document or Schechter ‘text, as he called it, gave
the date as circa 925. Hé suggestcd that the expedition of the Rﬁ-s déscribcd in
the Schechter text and in tbe'work of Mas“adr refers to the same c_ampaigh.
Pritsak put' the dateAbf this campaign_afterlvthe accéssion of ihe By_zan'tin'e'
emperor, Romanus 1 (920-944), on the basis'qf the Schééhter te;xt and' the
Byzantine sources (Golb-Pritsak ‘19_82, 135-136, . 142) whereas the terminus ad
quem is 928, the year of the death of Yusif. ibn Abﬁ al-Saj mentioned by
Mas‘idi (Golb-Pritsak 1982, 138-142). This interpretation is not acceptable as
Pritsak omitted one sentence from the translation of Mas“adr which he quoted
from Minorsky: “The king of Sharvdn in those days was “Alf b. Haytham" (Min-

orsky 1958, 152; cf. Golb-Pritsak 1982, 141). According to the Histpry of Shar- .
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ven and al-Bab, “All b. Haytham was the ruler of Sharvin uritil 917 when be
was killed (Minorsky 1958, 26-27). So the expedition recorded by MasSid.
cannot be dated after 917. Thus, the identification to the Ris campaign men-
tioned in the Schechter text with that reeorded by Mas'GdT is chronologically

-impossible (cf. Minorsky 1958, 112).

The History of Tabaristin writ!en by- Ibn lsfandiyir in 1216-1217 contains
the descnption of three expeditions of the Riis. The Ris attacked Abaskiin in
910 and in the course of the account on thé events it is mentioned that the Rus
had raided this town carlier, in the reign of Hasan b. Zayd (864-883) The
Iollowmg year the Ris raided Sarf but then the Sharvan Shah destroyed them
and the remnants retreated (Minorsky 1958. 111; Aliev 1969, 316-321; Goll_»-_
Pritsak 1982, 139). The third expédition is connected with the description of .

, Mas‘idf but Minorsky denied it: "Both for cﬁronological and factuhl'»reasons 3
A " these two expcdmons seem to be distinct” (1958, 112 note 1). Mmorsky nden-

| tified the expedition recorded by Masddt with the expednion described by the
later historian of Gildn, Zahir al-Din Mar®ashi, according to which there was a-
Riis raid in the first half of 301 end of 913, *and the Riis were first repelled by -
the Samanid governor, \yhich poinis to ihe same (ime. for in 914 thé, Samanids
lost control over the Caspian provinces" (Minqrsky 1958. 59) Pritsak, accepting
Aliev’s vie\;r, remarked that the raid mentioned in thé work of .Ma’r‘ashf refers
to the attack which is described by Ibn Isfandiyar as th§ third expedition (Aliev
1969, 319; Golb-Pmsak 1982, 139) In any case the date of this ampangn must

be circa 913, ‘

As for the Khazar-Ris ﬁ'ghts during‘thc return of the Rils from the Caspi-
an, Marquart thought that it had taken place on the right (western) bank of the -
Volga (1903, 337). On the contrary, Minorsky placed the battle on the eastern
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side of the Volga (1958, 153 note 1). The importance of the- Muslims in corincc-,
tion with their political influence in the court of the Khazar king seems to be
an exaggeration, but the idea of sacking the Rus may have heen theirs. The _
battle between them took place south of the: Khazar capltal Atil. Those who
escaped sailed up the Volga passing the Khazar mpntal As the Rus could not
use the Volga-Don portage they had to sail further nortl_l. So they arrived in the
land of Burtﬁs, living north of the Khazars under Khazar suzerainty, perhaps on
the' western bank of the Volga. 'I‘hc Riis walked from there to the Volga Bul-
- ghars on the bank of the Volga.

Marquart put the word Muslim after the name Bu_lghaf in brackets: "‘wﬁh-'
rend andere ins Land dcr-Burya:r (der Muslime) gerieten, .." and he gave the
Arabic in note 3 (Marquart 1903, 333). The Paris edition of Mﬁs‘ﬁdi‘s Murij (p.
_ of. Barbier de ‘Méyna:d 1863) contains the following part: fa mi nhum
man waqa®a ila bilad il-burghaz ila-1-muslimin
fa qatalihum which can be translated as ‘others arrived at the country
of the Burghar, at Muslims who killed them". The Leiden. MS (L) is slightly
different since the preposition i@ is omitted between the words Bu)éhaz and .
Muslimin i.e. al-burghaz al-muslimin "Muslim Burghars’. Marquaﬁ remarked that
the word Muslims after the counuy of the Burghars in the Arabic text may not
-originate from Mas‘udl. but it can be a, consequence of the omission of some
parts of the ongmal by later ooplers (Marquart 1903 337). He also added that
if Mas‘adi was responsible for the appearance- of the word Muslims, it must
have been anachronism (1903, 36-37), since Mas‘idi hin__lself had said some
pages earlier: “The Burghar king at the present daxé .wl'zich is 332/943, is a Mus-
lim: he accepted Islam in the da_ys of Mugtadir-billah after 310/922, when he saw -
a vision in his sleep. His son went on piqu-M'me to Baghdad and
brought with him for Mugtadir a banner, a sawdd and tribute [or money, mal]" .
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(Minorsky 1958, 149-150). Mas‘udr musi have been informca about the embassy
to the Bulghars which Ibn Fadlan took part in (cf. Zahoder 1967, 181~;84).

All in all we can say that the fight between the Volga Bulghars and the
Riis during their return from the Caspian expedition around 913 seems to be
historically and geographically reliable, but the statement according to which

the Bulghars were Muslims at the time is not authentic.

V.  The comparison of the descriptions of the Volga Bulghars by Jayhini and
~ Ibn Fadldn '

The descripﬁon of the Volga Bulghars among the other northern peoples
in the work of Jayhant was prcservéd by later authors: Ibn Rusta, Gard:’ﬁ,
uBak-rT, and others. The date of JayhanT’s work is based on the following descrip-
tion. As it is said in the Jayhani tradition the name of the Bulghar king is
Alm.sh. He, with most of his people, was Muslim and they had mosques,
schools, muezzins and imanis. Marquart sﬁpposed that these-data could be
taken from Ibn Fadldn who visited the Volga Buléh_ars in 922 and his descrip-
tion contains all these details (Marquart 1903, 25-26). Barthold did not accept
this view ‘supposing that the Vdcscriptio'n of the Buighars could not have been
taken t;rom the work of Jayhinf but from the quk of Ibn Khurdadhbih. The .
edition of Ibn Khurdadhbih (BGAY]; contains the description of the Khazars
but no mention is made about the Volga Bulgﬁars. To solve this problem
Barthold suggested that the edited text is not complele’:’ Besides this, he ‘sup-
posed that the name of the Bulghar king :Alm.s might have not been in the
‘original’ MS of Ibn Fadlan. I.Atq copysts.prqbably put this name to the Acopies
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of Tbn Faglan’s text whicli. were used by Yiqiit. Barthold Supposed'that the
copysts used Ibn Khurdidhbih or Jayham as the source of this name The
discovery of the Mashhad MS made this argument unacceptable as it lS a more'
completc copy of the Riséla than that of Yiquts. and the name of the Bulghar
kmg is mennoned twice as aIHasan (Czeglédy. 1950-1951, 245 197a) and
A\I .sh (Czeglédy 1950-1951, 250, 202b'). According to Barthold, Ibn Fadldn
contradicted himself as he stated on one hand that the Volga Bulghars had
embréced Islam nbt_long'before since the fatber vof the Bulghar king was a
pagan, but on the other hand, that the king said that his 'ance'stors used to éay
that the bélieve'ré and the unbelievers among the jinns fo_ught with ohé another
every night. So the tradition preserired by Ibn Rusta, Gérdiil' and Bakri, aé_cord- :
ing to which the Bulghars converted gnd‘ h#d mosques and schools: etc.,“mighl'
originaie from.the infotniation of the Volga“ Bulghar' merchants whb overesti;
. mated the role of Islam among them in return for more favourable condmons
for their trade Then Ibn Fadlan was sent to mstruct the Bulghars in religious

affalrs as they had converted earlxer (Barthold 1968 510—514)

There is a new detaxl in the Mashhad MS of Tbn Fadlan concernmg the
_ relation between Ibn Fadlan and Jayham which surfaced after Banhold’s article,
'According to.it, Ibn Fadlan met the eIder bulwark" (Frye~Blake 1949 11), Jay-
* bl in Bukhara when they passed Khurasan travellmg to the Bulghars We
might suppose that the embassy came back the same way ‘they went, so Ibn
Fadlan could give mformanqn to Jayhanf in spite of the fact that the return of

the embassy is not mentioned even in the Mashhad MS.

O IS SR S ERS LEVRP R . -l
PR ¥ oo Nl el - . E . - . *
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©  Almsh in the parallel place of the-Oxford MS of ‘kéqﬁt cf. Togan 1939, A 3* note ¢.
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Minorsky, following Barthold, supposed that the Bulkdr report of Ibn
Rusta, Gardizi, and Bakri was incorporated in Ibn Kburdadhbih which was used
by Jayhdni. Later, when Jayhini met Ibn Fadlin, he supplemented his data with '
those of Tbn Faglin. So Ibn Rusta could borrow the Bulkr report either from
the work of Tbn Khurd&dhbih or the earlier dra.ﬁ or Jayhini (Mtnorsky 1942, 6-
9, 110; (*the work is lost)

lbn Rusta-- Sty *Ibn Khurdadhbih .
Gardid ¢— }- o1 JayhisT - Ton Faglin |
Bakt X | ‘ZJaéham |

‘Marvasdf

Zahoder pointed out the parallel factors between the Jayham tradmon
and Ibn Faglin but he wrote that the Jayham tradition cannot be connected to .
Ibn Fadlidn and it Tepresents the aldest data about: the Volga Bulghars among ,
the Muslim geographical literature (Zahoder 1967, 23) ' '

As it oonld be seen. the systematic oompanson of the Risala .of Ibn Fadlin | _ ?
and the Jayhinf tradruon has not been done yet F‘ust the reconstruction of the
onginal Jaybam report must be done from its versions used by Ibn Rusta,

“  The Freach translation of Ibo Rusta by Wiet (1955, 158-1590 and its English translation by
Macartney (1930, 192-194) are also-takea into oonsideration. . :
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Gardizi®, Bakri, Hudiid al-“Alam, and Marvazi etc. The most significant effort
of the reconstruction was done by Hvolson who translated and commented on
the text of Ibn Rusta’s account about Eastern Euiope (1869, 22-25, 80—101);
Zahoder continued this work and supplemented it with the relevant .literafute

(Zahoder 1967, 23-35).

‘Analyzing the structure of the descriptions of the Eastern European péop-.

les in the Jayhani tradition, it seems that they have similar structure and the
reports on the various peoples can be divided into different themes answering
the same form of questions. The form .cpn;ams the followmg inquiries: 1. Geog-
raphy, their neighbours, dfstance between them and their neighbours, rivers,
seas, and mountains in their terntory, 2. the form of governmcm and titles of
their king; 3. way of life; 4. religion; S. taxes, 6. weapons; 7. who do they raid |
8. mamage customs; 9. burial customs; 10. their merchandnse Of course the.
order of questlons is not always the same and some of them are ommed be-
cause of the absence of the necessary data. So Minorsky is correct in saying:
*Jayhani himself collected information éctive_ly and systematicélly. Gvar'dfz'n' says
that after having become vazir in 301 /913 914 he wrote letters to the c’burts of
the Byzamme empire, China, India. etc., with inquiries about the customs exist-
ing there. Mugaddasi reports that Jayhani assembled forengners and quesuoned

them on revenues, roads and other matters of polmcal mtercst. «" (Minorsky

1942, 7).

€ The English translation of Gardiz is quoted from the work of Marlinez 1982, 109-217.



We are going to analyse the Bulkar répon of the Jayhani tradition sen-
tence by sentence following the method of Zahoder, quoting the parallel de-

scriptions of Ibn Fadlan.* (The Arabic and Persian texts are in the appendix.)

LR:  Bulkir is adjacent to the country of Burdds.

Gard.:  As for the Bulgar country (weldyat-e Bolgar), it adjoins (peivaste ast be)
the [two] halves (andsif) of the Bordas. '

Bakri: (1) The country of Bulkan is adjacent to the country of Furdas.

The relation of the Bulghars and Bur{as is mentioned in 14 15, 22, 23.
Zahoder supposed that the word andsif *halves"” by Gardizi must be corrected

to nahiyat 'side, territory’ on the basis of the parallel sentence of lbh Rusta and
Bakri (1967, 23-24).%

The form Bulkan by Bakri is a common error, the final n instead of r can

be found in other names: eg. S.wén in place of S.war by Ibn Fadlan. The usual

. The Risila of 1bn Faglan is used on the basis of the facsimile edition of the Mashhad MS
of. Czeglédy 1950-1951, 244-260 and the critical edition of Togan cf. 1939, Al-45 with
German (ranslation and comments and the Russian translation and notes of Kovalevskij cf.
1956. ' :

. The Arabic andsif is an irregular plural form of nigf *half as its regular plurai is an.,s;EL

L

Ibo Rusta and Baksi used the word bildd 'country’ which gcnérally correspoads with the
term wildya in most cases in the work of Gardid.
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Arabic form of Bulghar is Bulght’z} (cf. Tbn Fadlan: Togan 1939, A 22 Czeglédy
1950-1951, 252 204a'®). Minorsky thought that the form Bulkir reflects Persian
pronunciation as the Arabic letter k is used to denote the Persian g witﬁ a sign
which is generally omitted in the MSS. Smce similar features can be noticed in
case of Burdas opposing to the Arabic Burtas Minorsky supposed that the
Bulkar-Burds reports were the parts of the earlier draft of Jayhani taken from
Ibn Khurdidhbih and it did not contain ne'w_: information from»lbn F:idlﬁn

(Minorsky 1937, 462, 1942, 110).

Ibn Fadlan called the Volga Bulghars Sagaliba and only once used the
ethnonym Bulghar. In spite of .it, Yaqit quoted his account on the Bulghars
under the name Bﬁlghﬁr The form Bulkar can be explained as 5 result of oral
communication between Ibn Faglin and Jayham dunng the retum of the em-

bassy

~ The céimtry of Burdis® is described by the Jayhinf tradition before the
Bulkar report. This ethnonym appears in the form of Burtas in the Balkhi tradi-
tion and by Mas‘idI. Hvolson éallcd attention to the absence of this ethnonym
in the work of Ibn Fadlin (1869, 71). Zahoder supposed that the reason for this
absence is that, by th¢ ‘9205, the Billgharsh could no longer ;em_efﬁber them. He
based his opinion. on the account of the Balkhi line according to which the
(distance between the Pecheneg and Buri.is is ten day;s’ journey, which can be
correct for the periodv before the westward migration of the Pecheneg m the
second half of the 9th century, and the Jayhani traditfona‘ccdrdiﬁg to which the
Burdas raided the Pechenegs and Bulkar (23), and on the theory that the Volga

Bulghars moved to north not later than the Sth century. So Zahoder dated the

® _ Further details about the Burds cf: Minorsky 1937, 462-465; Golden 1980, 1, 88-90.
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Burdis report between the Sth and 9th &ntuxy (1962, 243-2;14). As for his latter

statement, it is not acceptable. . -

LR: They dwell on the edge of the river which flows ‘into the sea of the
Khazar which is called Atil.

Gatd:  The population (ahi) of the Bulgar [counnry] dwell [lis. are] along the
edge[s] of the great river (jeihiin) the water[s] of which flow into the
Xazar [ie. Caspian] Sea. This great river is called the River Etel (b-e
Etel X"dnand, pro, az Eb-e Eleix‘inand). |

Bakii:  (3) Their dwellings are on the ’bank of the nver/fn'l |

Hudld: ... west of it [the countty of Bulkir Z. 1, the river il

Zahoder sensed ambiguity conoeming the position of the Bulghérs'tovthe
river (Zahoder 1962, 24-25) Hvolson mterpreted this sentence the Bulghar live
on both banks of the river (Hvolson 1869, 90). Tbn Rusta used the work haffa
‘edge’, Bakrl' shat’ ’shore. coast’, Gardizi: kanar edge -all in singular which
makes another interpretation possible aceordmg to whnch they lived only on one
bank of the river. This meaning is corroborated: by thc ljudud which is unam-

biguous in this respect.

Tbn Fadlin mentioned the river Atil several times (Togan 1939, 173-174), .
He said: "When we came to the king, we found him living at the water called
Khlja It is the three lakes, two of them are bgg and one is small, but there is no



place [on their shores] where the bottom can be reached from. There is about one
parasang between this place and their great river which flows to the country of the-
Khazar and which is cailed Atil The place of the market is on this river, which is
busy in mtyminutam:dmanypmdaagoodtmsoldmu (Togan 1939, A31 _
-ozegledy 1950-1951. 155-156 207b"-208%).% |

Kovalcvsluj ldcmlf' ed the three lakcs wnh C‘lstoc. Kury!evskoe, and At-.

o manskoe 0zero, and the name lOa.l;a wnh the ‘Chuvash héllele where the first

" element is the word A8l ‘winter’ héll_c "in winter’ (cf. Egorov 1964, 297) vand-

concluded that the winter quarters of the. Bulghar king was ,on.fthé_éhor.é of

these lakes (1954'-30-32)‘ Ibn Fadlan's desc.riptionv'of the Bulghirs contains 6nly |

 such data (name of rivers etc.) which refer o the poss:bnhty that the Bulghau
- lived cast of the river Atil.

_ “The. form 'tI can be tcconstructed as Atil accordmg to the rules of -
Chuvash language bistory Jul is the Tatar form which can be explamed from
the form Jul (Golden 1980, 1, 224-229 ngeti 1986 478—480)

®  Togan's translation was revised by Cregledy and Kovalevskij of. Togan 1939 G 68-65;
Czeglédy 1950-1951, 222 Kovalevskij 1956, 138 and notes 563-56S.



14

LR.: I is between the Khazar and the Sagaliba

Gard,: It [i, ie..the Bulgar country] is between the Saglab [counny] and [tha:]
of the Xazar[s]

Baki:  (4) They are between Furdds and the Saqlab.

According to Zahoder, if the personal prohoun 3rd person is singuiar’and
masculine as in the MS of Ibn Rusta, it refers to the river but lf it is p]ural as’
in BakmT's work, lt means the Volga Bulghars Gardizi wrote & which can be
either masculine or feminine in Pe_rslan-_and it corresponds to the datum of Ibn ,
Rusta, so Zahoder translated Gardizi’s sentencé as 'river’ on tﬁc basis of I‘bnA

| Rusta (1967, 24-25). As the Persian i can refer to the country, Martine_z trans-
lated it in this way (1982, 157). The reconstruction of the text is uncertain, the
meaﬁing *country’ or "people’ seems to be more probablé on the basis of the

context.

Zahoder ca]led attentlon to the dxfferences in the pair of names including
Hijji Halifa who wrote lﬂtazar and Rus (1967, 25-26). The Khazar - Sagqlab pair
could'be the original as they were in the works of Ibn Rusta and Gardizi. Bakri
changed the Khazar into Furdds and Hajji Halifa replaced the ._S‘aqlabv with Riis.

2 huwa in the MS of. Goldcn 1980, 11, 20°, but hum ‘they’ in the edition of de Goeje cf.
BGA VI] 141°, .

2 The order of hames is reversed in the MSS of. Barthold 1973, 37; Martinez '1982. 204",



According to Czeglédy, the term Saglab in the Jayhani tradition refers to
the Slavs, whereas Ibn Fadlan called the Volga Bulghars Sagaliba, which is a
literary tradition from Ibn Khurdadhbih and Khwarizmi meaning thé peéplcs of
northern Europe (1950-1951, 229-230). | k

LR: Their king is called Alm.sh® and he professes Islam. .

Gard:  Their [ie. the Bulghars'] king is called "mlan™ and he professes Is-

Bakr:  (6) Their king is called Almir [a conruption of Alm.s Z. 1.] and he pro-
Jesses Islam. - -

- Hudiid: - The king is called Mus(?].

The name of the king can be reconstructed as Alm.sh on the basis of
“these versions, the final -s instead of -sh is the consequence of the oniission of

the diacritical points. Minorsky supposed that Mas in the Hudiid can be ex

. Abnush is only in the edition of de Goeje cf. BGA VI, 141°, the MS contains Alm.sh cf.
Golden 1980, I1, 20",

u The name is the reading of Barthold on the basis of the Oxford MS, the Cambridge MS
contains blurred form which can be reconstructed as Alm.s cf. Martinez 1982, 204,

% Mas in the MS cf. Barthold 1930, 76",



plained by the dropping of al which was treated as the Arabic definite article
(1937, 461). '

Ibn Fadlan stated that the name of the king was Alm.sh ibn’ Sh.lkd Y.It. wr.
The Mashhad MS contains the form a!-l:Iascﬁz.ifbnYl{.wEf‘ (Czeglédy 1950-
1951, 245 197a'?) and Alm.sh ibn Sh.id (é).»gle'dy 1950-1951, 250.202b cf.
Togan 1939, A 16°). So the name is the same in the works of Ibn Fadlan and
Jayhani. ' ‘

This name was read as Almusk on the basis of its similarity to the name
of the fbunder.of the first. Hungarian ‘dynasty Almos (Hvolson 1869, 91) De
Goeje, quoting Hvolson, wrote Almush in his cnncal edition so all blstonans

using only the edxuon treated this emendatnon as authentic.

~ Ligeti discussed. the linguistical problcms pf ;his‘ name m detail. The ety-
' mology of it is the Turkic al- 'to take’ plus the suffix -mil, The Hungan'axi '
Almos - if it is from Turkic - can be taken from Almi¥ (Ligeti 1979, 67-69, 407-
424, 1986, 456-457). Lngetl pomted out that the suffix -mi had a common form
-mwd in the Volga Bulghar mscnptlons e.g. Safi Imu.f (1986, 457) Jusupov recon-
structed a name Almu! from [Almuf3] which cannot be taken as a firm basis
(1960, 9th plate). Therefore the standard Turkic form of the name of the first
Mushm lung of the Volga Bulghars was AImuh This is a Common Turknc name
which is strange as the language of the Volga Bulghars is generally considered
Chuvash type 'hxrluc o : ' '

The Jayhani tradition recorded the names of the Eastern European peop-
les’ rulers: Khazars had two kings, the Khagan and the Jshad (Golden 1980, I,
192-196, 206-208; Ligeti 1986, 480-481, 482-483); the Majghariya (Hungarians) ‘

*  Itwas emended 10 Alm.sh by Togan on the basis of Yiqiit cf. 1939, A16°, -
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also had two rulers, Kiinda and Jila (Ligeti 1986, 484-485); the identification of
the two rulers of Saqdliba was uncertain (Minorsky 1937, 429-431); the king of
the Rils was Khagan similarly to that of the Khazars; the king of the Sarir was
called Awar, perhaps an Iranian title (Minorsky 1958, 98-99); the king of ihe
Alans was Baghatur (Minorsky 1958, 169 note 8). All these names are titles with
the exception of the supreme ruler of the Saqiliba, if the identificlation with
Svetéf:’luk I, the kihg' of Moravia (870-894). is,accep_table but it is rather dubi-
ous (Minorsky 1937, 430). So the author, Jéyhini', must have recorded the titles
of the kings and not their names, and thou.ght that the name Afmish was a title.
The title of the Volga Bulghar king was Yiltawdr or Yeltawar as attested from
Ibn Fadlin and the coins of the _Volga' Bulghars (Czeglédy 1944, 179-186; Roéna-
Tas 1982, 166-167). The Comrxioq Turkic form of this title is elfeber *a title for
‘a tribél ruler subordinate to a superior ruler’ (Clauson 1972, 134), The north -
Caucasian Huns’ (Sarir) ruler had the same title (Golden 1980, 1, 147-150)

" referring to the fact that both rulers were the vassals of the Khazar Khaqan.

The conversion of Almish took place before the viSit,of Tbn Faqlin as he
said that the id:u{bh had been read in the name of the King Y:_'I.mwé'r; the king
of Bulghar, before their arrival (Togan 1939, A 22, G 45)..The date of the
*first" conversio_n is difficult to ‘determirie' on the basis of the written sources.

Perhaps the numismatics can provide some help. =~ I .

Fasmer Iidenti_fied Almish in his article hﬁout the coins of the Volga Bul- -
~ ghars of the 10th century. Ibn Faqﬁéh gave a Muslim namé to the king of the
Bulghars. The king took the name of the reigning: Caliph Ja‘faf and Abdalldh
as his father's name since his father was pagan (Togan 1939, A 22, G 46).
 Fasmer identified Mikiil ibn Ja‘far with the son of Ja'far, i.e. Almish. The coins

~ with this name were struck in Samarkand, -Shi_sh, Balkh, Nisépur in 306 and 308



AH (918 and 920 AD) and one undatd in Bulghar. Fasxhcr noticed that the
date of these coins were not correct because Ja“far was the ruler in 310 AH
(922 AD) as it is known from Ibn Fadlan, so these coins were counterfeit and
their samples were struck in the towns of Transoxania and Khurdsan in 306 and
308 AH. Fasmer supposed (hat‘the coins stm_é'k!ih the name of Amir Barman
were in connection with Almish. Barthold suggested that the two persons were
identical and the mpieﬁ of Ibn Fadlin put the name into the text as Almsh,
which is a corruption of Barmin taken from Ibn Khurdédhbih or Jayhand. This
view was rejected by Fasmer and he identified the name of this AmIt with
Yiltawdr as the title of Almish (Fasmer 1925, 29-60). | |

Janina followed and revised the work of Fasmer. She has found a frag-
ment of a coin with the name Ja'far ibn ‘Abdallzh. But this name is her recon- )
~ struction as the following data can be read on one side: the names of the
Caliph (Mugtafi 902-908) and the Samanid Amir (lémi"il ibn Al.lméd 892-907)
and Ja'far ibn ...; the other Side has_ a religious text and then .:bdallah. This -
suggestion seems to be proven only by anothel; coin w:th _the full name ie.

Ja'far ibn ‘Abdallah.

~ Janina put the date of this coin between 902 and 907 because the Caliph
Muktaff and the Samamd IsmaD relgned together only dunng that time. Janina
tried to prove that her date was correct, stating that the names of the coins
have political connotation and the Samanid ruler’s name showed the role of the -
Samanids in the conversion of lhé Volga Bulghars: Aléo,‘the names of the
caliph and those of the Volga Bulgh;xf'mleis chronologically co_rrespond to each
other. Thcse‘argume‘nts do not seem to be convincing as the role of thé Saman-
ids in the conversion of the Volga Bulghars was emphasized by Fasmer, be- 4.

cause the coins of the Volga Bulghars were struck on the samples of the Sam-



anids and this coin can be counterfeit similar to those of Mikiil ibn Jafar.
Janina had to explain another contradiction too. According to Tbn Fa;!lin,_
Almish took the name Ja‘far ibn “Abdallah during his stay there in 922, Janina
supposed that Tbn Fadlin overestimated his role and Almish could take this

'name ea‘rlier, when he embraced Islam before 922.

Jamna also corrected the date of Ibn Rusta supposing that thns work must
have been completed not later than 907 as Tbn Rusta said that the Bulghars
had no minted money (cf. 21). This view is based on the coin dlscussed above
as it would be the first coins of the Volga Bulghars which were unacceptable

without further proofs (Janina 1962. 181- 186)

Janina did not accept the emcndation of Fasmer - Barmdn/Barmdl to
Yiltawar - and shc identified it with Ban-ula ‘mentioned in the Jayhanf tradition -
(cf. 7), emcndmg the Barman to Barsal (1962, 186-187). But a new coin from ‘
365 AH (975-976 AD) with the name of the Bulghar ruler Mu’min ibn al- Hasan
contains his title which can be read as Yiliawar (cf Roéna-Tas 1982, 166-167), |

which can corroborate the emendation of Fasmer

The numismatic data refer to a tight relation between Samanids and the
Vblga Bulghars. Janina's theory concerning the date of conversion of the Bul-
ghar. king before 922 has two problems the name and the date of the coin

3
annbuted to Almish is uncertain. :



5.

Gard::  This nation of the Bﬁlgars amounts to five hundred thousand house-
holds (ahl-e beit). '

Bakii:  (5) They are few in number, about five hundred households (ahl bayt).

" Zahoder noted that the number and the term household are the same in
the Jayhanf tradition and in the Risala of Ibn Fadlin (1967, 26). Ibn Fadlin
said: "We saw among them howéhold[s], five thousand persons from women and -
men, who all had embraced Islam and they are called Baranjar. A mosque was
built for them where they worshi"p..._ * (Togan 1939, A 30, G 67-68; Kovalevskij
1956, 138). The term ah! bayt here is not used in the same meaning as in the
Jayhani tradition. Togan translated this term as 'Siﬁpe' (clan) whereas Kovalev-
skij interpreted it as the people serving one family or house. The family is
expressed by the term ‘ayyil (1956, 217 note 556). The relation between Ibn
Fadlan and Jayhdni is evident. The number mentioned by Ibn Fadlin»referred '
to only one group of the Volga Bulghars i.e. B&mjﬁn whereas Gardizi correct-
ed the number from five ‘thousand to five hundnjcd thousand and Bakr wrote
only five hundred when taking account of the whole po;;ulation of the Volga
Bulihars. As for the number of the Volga Bulghars; other authors gave differ-
ent numbers (Togan 1939, 189-190), |
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LR:  Their temitory is forest[ed], the trees [here being] contiguous and they
take up residence in them. ' o

‘Gard:: Al of their territory is forest[ed], the trees [here bemg] connguo:u.
Within this environment they keep migrating from place to place.

Zahoder determined the Arabic and Persian terms dqséribing the. forest
belt north of the steppe including the Volga-Kama region in the works of the
Jayhani tradition (1962, 108-110). .Ibn Fadldn mentioned the forest and trees
several times and used the same"A.rabic term for the forest (Togan 1939, A 27,
29" Zahoder 1967, 28). ’

The text of Ibn Rusta according td which they take a residence iﬁ the
forest contradict their migration as recorded by Gardizi. Perhaps the sentence -
of the Hudiid can be connected with this problém:' “They own tents and felt- |
tents...” (Minorsky 1937, 162). Tbn Fadlan says the same : “All of them are [Le.

live] in feli-tents...” (Togan 1939, A 28", Kovalevskij remarked-that the term '

qubba means nomadic felt-tent i.e, yurt (1956 213 note 528).

"As for the migration of the Volga Bulghars,. Ibn Fadlan said that the
king’s dwelling place was on the shore of the ’I'hree Lakes Wthh Kovalevsku :
identified with his winter quarters (2). Then it is said that the_ king migrated
from his residence to the river called Jawshiv whcre" he spent two months and
ordered the tribe S.war to join him (Togan 1939, A 33*, G 74-75; Kovalevskij
1956, 138). The Volga Bulghars were nomads or semi-nomads living in felt-tents '



and migrating seasonally, according to Ibn Fadlan. The same way of living was

described in the work of Gardizi and in the Hudiid al-"Alam.

LR: They are divided into three classes. One class of them is called-B. rsula,
_ the other class Asgh.l and the third Bulkdr.

Qam. These [people] are [divided into] three gmup:. The first are called the
B. rsula, the second EskeI/EsgeI and the third Bolgar

A Hudiid: ... and [they Z. 1] are deed into three hordes (guruh) BARCHULA
: [spelt B.hdwla], lSHKIL [A.shgtl?], and BLKAR

The tribal na_mes.\'vere discussed earlier. Ibn Fadlan mentioned the Bul-

ghar and Askal but the name B.rsuld is absent even in the Mashhad MS.

- LR: The means of subwtence of them is all in one pIace.

Gard.: -~ The dwellmg place (ma.sa'JD’7 of [aII ZI ] these three groups is in one
[smgle] pIace. ' : '

&

2 Sic. the correct form: ma‘dsh of. Martinez 1982, 204",



The meaning of this sentence is not clear Zahoder did ‘ot aceept Hvol- i |
son's mterpretadon of the word makan meaning ‘position’ (stepen') in Ibn Rus-fv :
ta’s work. Hvolson referred to the parallel Pegsmn word ja in Gardizs ,te_xt" '
which means ‘place’ just like _thé first méhning of the. Arabic rﬁaka’n(l_%?. 28).

The other problem is the meaning of madsh which is used by both auth-

‘ qrs; M_;artinez translated this term -used by Gardia as 'dweiling place’ but it - -

contradicts with Gardiz's earlier sentence which stated they migrated from

_place to plade (6). Zahoder translated it as pmp_itaﬁi'e _'subsistcncé':(1967. 28).. .

Wiet used the same word i.e. *subsistence’ in his French translation (1955 -159)'
This word is also used in the descnpuon of the Khazars: "Leur pnnce lsha' .
impose aux notables et aux riches bowxeois d'entretenir des cavalzers, suivant leur |
état de fomme et leurs moyens d'existence” (Wnet_ 1955, 157; Ibn Rusta BGA VI, -
‘ 140*4). So the *means of 'subﬁsté_noé' m ihe'vtrinslatiohﬁof the seht'encqb_"(‘)péve»r'p-ﬂ ;

ing the Volga Bulghars seems to be better one.

The meaning of this sentence might rcfcr to thevmarlrtet' pﬁacc becausé
after this sentence their trade is described. Thn Fadlan said that the market on
the bank of the Volga was very busy all the time (2), so the place of thls mar-
ket was constant anq ig‘ was used by all of the Volga Bulghar tribes. = .



LR: The Khazar[s] trade with them and make [commercial] contracts with
them and also the Riss bring them their mechandise.

Gard,: The Xazars (Xazariyan) barter [goods] with them (setaddd konand),
coming [to them] for [purposes of] trade, and likewise the Rus (Riisi-
yan). ‘

Bakr:  (7) The Khazar(s] trade with them and make [commercial] contracts
with them and likewise the Rils.

Similar account is in the Risala of Ibn Fadlan: "When a ship comes from .
the country of the Khazar to the country.of the Sagaliba [Volga Bulghars], the .
' king boards and counts all things on board and takes one tenth of all. When the
Riis or others from the rest of the nations bring slaves, the king has the right to -
choose one person from every ten for him.” (Toganv 1939, A 35, G 80: i(ovalevskij .
1956, 140-141). The paying of the tithe, together w;'th the other téxes, was
discussed in more detail later by Ibn Rusta and Gardizi (18). The,sellingbf the

slaves by the Ris is mentioned in the Ris report of the Jayhani tradition (25).

"It is interesting to note that the Persian plural.of the ethnonym Khazar is
Khazariyan in the book of GardizT whereas the form Khazaran is also held a -
Persian plural as the name of one part of the Khazar capital by Ibn Hauqal

and in paragraph 25,



10.

LR: All of those who live on the edges of that river visit them frequently with
their merchandue, such as sable (sammiir), ermine (qEqum) and gray

squirrel (sinjab) and others.

Gard:  Their trade is entirely [in] sable [or marten] (samir), ermine (qagom)
~and squirrel (senjab).

The first part of Ibn Rusta-'s.schie'nce was interpreted in tflree'ways: Hvol-
son thoughtfhat all of them (the Riis) who lived on both banks of that river
took their merchandise to them _(Vd!ga Bulghars (Hvolson 1869, 23). Wiet
translated: “"Ces Bulgares, qui vivent sur les rives de la Volga, offrent en échange’ :
- divers objets de négoce ..." (1955, 159) Zahoder connected this sentence to the

former: "The Khazars trade with them, the Riss also bring their memhandtse, and
other people also bring them dt_ﬁ'erenl furs® (1967, 29). To complicate the matter,
- Gardiad put the bolded sentence after the quoted one referring to the Volga h
Bulghars (11).

As for fur trade, Ibn Fanin said: “There are rﬁany merchants among them
who travel io the land of thé Turk (Oghuz) and they bring sheep to the country
which is called Wisia and they bring sable (sammiir) and black fox (tha‘lab) from
there” (Togan 1939, A 30'Y, G 67; Kovalevskij 1956 138). The Turks were the
Oghuz living in the Kazak steppe and the Wisii was a tribe north of the Bul-
ghars, the distance between them bemg three mo#iths. Tbn Fadlan mentioned
that the Ris traded in sable (Togan 1939, A 37-38, G 86-87; Kovalevskij 1956,
142) and the same is said about them in the report of the Rus of the Jayhani
tradition-(Zahbder 1967, 91). So the interﬁretation of Ibn Rusta a})out the fur



trade is the following: the Rus and other northern nations brought furs to the
Volga Bulghars (cf. Zahoder 1967, 29). However, neither Ibn Fadlin nor the
Jayhani tradition gave such data according to which fur bearing animals were in
the forests of the Volga Bulghars. Only Marvazi said: “There are in their forests
Jurbearing animals, such as grey squirrels, sable, and so on." (Minorsky 1942, 34).

" The names of the furbearing animals are the same in the works of bn
Rusta and Gardizi. All of them are of Persian origin and these animals live

only in the North (Zahoder 1962, 114-115).

11

LR: They are a people who have tilled sown ﬁelds, they sow aIl kinds of ‘
grams, such as wheat and barley and millet and others. o

Gard.:  They are a people who dwell by the ggg[ lgtm:z[;]andhave tilled,
sown fields (kelt o barz). Everythmg they sow is grains [or all of them
sow grams hame hobiib bekarand] such as wheat, barley, Ieeks lentils, .

pulse, and everything else besides.

The underlined sentence by Gardizi and that of Ibn Rusta in pai'agr'aph
10 is the same but the context is different. Perhéps_’ Wiet’s translation of Ibn |
Rusta quoted above reflects Gardfzifs interpretation as Gardizi undoubtedly. .
meant the Volga Bulghars. If Gardiz's vérsion is closer to the original v)ork of
Jayhani, this statement agrees with an earlier sentence ) §tatin§ that ‘the

Volga Bulghars live on the bank of the Volga.



Zahoder noted the diffcr_ende befwcenv.the list of yﬁm by Gardiz and
Ibn Rusta (1967, 30-31) and referred to Ibn Fadlin who said:. “[Most of] their.
food is millet and horse-flesh, although wheat and barley are pleunful and whoever
sows anythmg, tak&s it for himself. The king has no right over it ..." (Togan 1939,
A 27*%, G 60; Kovalevskij 1956, 136). Zahoder called attention to the differ-
ences between Ibn Fadlin and Ibn Rusta: IF: jawars "millet’ Ibn Rusta: dukhn

*pearl millet’.

12.

LR: Most of them have adopted the faith of Islam and there are. mosque.r, _
and schools and muezzins and imams in their seltlements.

- Qard:  Most of them profe.ts Islam. There are mosques in their courmy las weII
as] schoolls] (dabmlan[ha]), muazuu and imams, ...

Hudiid: The people are Muslims...

Marv.: Theyare Mu.cl}‘ms, -

‘King Almish also professed Islams (4). Tbn Fadl?m, réferring to the letter
of Almish said: "he asked therein fo send someone .. . who would build for him a
mosque and erect Jor him a pulpit from which might be carried out the mission of v
converting his people in his whole country and i in all the districts of his kingdom."”
(Frye-Blake 1949, 9-10). We know from other parts of Ibn Fadlan that apart
from the king (and perhaps his tribe, the Bulghﬁ) and the Barahjﬁr had con-
verted to Islam before the arrival of Ibn Fadidn and a mosque had been buit



for them (cf. commentary to 5). The people called S.war revolted against the
king however, and another tribe called Askal whose king was under the power
of Almish did not convert to Islam. So on the analogy of the nurﬁber of bopula-
tion by GardizT and BakiT who extended the number of the Baranjar to the
whole Bulghar population, Ibn Rusta, Gardiz, etc., did the same concerning the
Islamization of the Volga Bulghar population. ‘ . ‘

13.

LR: The infidel among them postrates himself before anyone whom he meets’

from among his friends.-

Gard.: .» and when a pagan meets [lit. they see (sic)] an acquaintance [of
his] who belongs to Muslims, he postrates [htmself] [it. they postrates -

themselves (sic)] before him.

The Islamization of the Bulghars could not be complete if this sentence is
authentic. The insertion of GardizT i.e. '\vha belongs to Muslims” seems to be an

interpolation emphasnzmg the superiority of the Muslims.

- A sumlar custom was descnbed by Istakhn among the inﬁc.lels' of the
Khazars: “The predomma!mg manners are those of the hearhen. One man shows
respect for another by posmmng Iumself before him” (Dunlop 1954, 92, BGA I,
2201344)
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Ibn Fadlan saw this custom among the Oghuz: "When we had given him
this, he made obeisance. That is their custom; when one man honours another, he

makes obeisance before him" (Frye-Blake 1949, 17).

Togan connected this pagan custom wnhthe postration of the Bulghar
king before the embassy ot; the caliph which Tbn Fac_ll?m tried to make accept-
able from the stand-point of Islam stating that he did so to express thanks to
Allih (Togan 1939, A 19'*%°, G 39, 136, 158-159). |

14.
LR: Between Burdds and these Bulkdriya is a journey of three days.
Gard::  Between the Bulgar and Bordds is a journey of three days.

Bakri:  (2) Berween the country of Bulkan and the country of Furdas is a jour-
- ney of three days.

The Burdis were adjacent to the Bulghars and the distance is determined

here (cf. 1;_Z.ahoder' 1967, 24).

15.
LR: They raided them and attack them and Ata'ke them‘ captive,

Gard:: - [The Bulgar] go off raiding continually (be $azw Yavand), attacking the
Bordas and capturing [ie. enslaving] them.
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According to the Burdds report, the Burds in return also raided the
Bulghars (23). The Jayhani tradition mentioned other raids among the Eastern.
European nations in purpose of enslaving people. The Saqaliba .were taken
captive by the Rus (25) and Majghariya (Ibn Rusta BGA VI, 142.143"; Wiet
1955, 160; Zahoder 1967, 55-56). The Khazars madc raids against the Pechen-
egs every year (Ibn Rusta BGA VI, 140%%; Wiet 1955, 157; Gardiz: Martinez
1982, 154) and so did the Burdis (cf. 23). Of course the Pechenegs also raided ‘
their neighbours (Martinez 1982, 151; Mi_t:oksky 1942, 33). The slave trade
played an important role in the commerce between Eastern Europe and the
Muslim East (Pritsak 1981, 23-24).

Zahoder noted that the raids of the Bl.ﬂghars were recorded in the Hudild
and by Marvazi. The author of the Hudiid said: “They are all at war with eacfi :
_other but if an enemy appears they become reconciled Gar)” (Minorsky 1937,
162). This sentence followed the enumeration 6( the three hordes (7) which
referred to internal struggles similar to those mentioned by Ibn Fadlan between -
the king and the S.wdr tribe. Marvazi recorded: ﬁhey are Muslims.'ahd make
war on the infidel Turks, raiding them, because they are surrounded by >inﬁdel.\"' :
(Minorsky 1942, 34). Neither the Hudiid nor Marvazi mentioned the Burdas.

Ibn Fadlan spoke about raids in connection with the taxes: "When he [the
king] sends a detachment to make a raid agdinst one of -the countries and they
[the detachment] gain booty, he has a share in it with them” (T 6gan 1939, A 27'¢
. M G 60; Kovalevskij 1956, 136). As n was mentioned above, Ibn Fadlan did not

even know the name of the Burdas.
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16.
LR.: They have riding animals and coats of mail and complete armament.

Gard:  They have many weapons and all [of them] have good ponies(?] and
horses (sotiiran wa asbdn-e nik).

., Zahoder believed that Ibn Rusta had preserved the better version (1967 '
32). Both authors mentioned three things- but the order was not the same Gar-
dizi used the word sonir which completely corresponds to the Arabic dabba of
Ibn Rusta, meaning 'riding animals’ including the horse. and then he put the

word asb "horse’.

Ibn Fadlan dit:l not devote a chapter to tﬁis theme and their weapons and -
' riding animals were recorded m different places. For example, Ibnrv Faq15n said
that their food was the meat of riding animal (dabba) a_nd'rriillet.(Tbgan 1939,
A 27") and in the description of their burial custom he remarked that the
weapons of the dead were put round the grave (Togan 1939, A 35, G179 -
Kovalevskij 1956,.140). - E |

17.

LR: They contribute to their la'ng riding aﬁimab and other things. Whenever

one of them [a man] marries, the king takes a ndmg animal each time.

Gard.: Whenever [thetr] kmg [so] desires, they gwe hzm a pony and whenever
a man takes [lit. brings] a woman [in mamage] the king takes a horse

- from each one.
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Ibn Rusta used the word dabba twice for the riding animal as in para-
graph 16, just like Gardizi who spoke about the riding animal first and then

about the horse.

According to Ibn Fadlan: Yhey contribute to him [the king] a pelt of sa-
ble™ from every house.” Then he added: "The King of Saqdliba [Bulghdr] has to
pay tax which he contributes to the King of the Khazar - a pelt of sable from every
house in his country.” (Togan 1939 A 355-6, G.80; Kovalevskij 1956, 140).

The Arabic word for sable is sammiir in the Mashhad MS, Yaqut, copying,
and old MS, read this word as thiawr "ox’, which is a misreading ( » »-.-;). Gar-
dizi’ said that the inhabitams Agave' the king a sotﬁr ‘an animal, a quadruped,-
cattle beast of burden; a horse, mule, or ass’ (Steingass 1977, 656b) whicil can
be a misreading of sammiir ( oo J,'....).-'l‘herAl"abic dabba 'animal, beat; riding‘
. anima! (horse, mule, donkey)’ (Wehr 1976, 270a) in the work of Ibn Rusta has
" the same méaning So the supposition that the Jayhani tradition has the expla-
nation for this mnsreadmg is possible on the condition that Jayhani ‘wrote in
Persian or a Persian translation of this work was used by Ibn Rusta. In_ thls the
word sammiir could have been read as sofiir since this expression was found in
Gardizi’s work and its Arabic equivalent in'Ibn Rusta’s. The .'é;istence of an
early Persian version of Jayhani’s work is ;:ofroborated by the ethnonyms Bu‘lka;r

and Burdas which reflect Persian pronunciation (commentary to 1).

As for the custom of paying tax when someone gets married, Ibn Fadlan

wrote: "Everyone who marries or arranges a banquet has to pay lo the lGng ac

®  Soin Mashhad MS, but Yagiit wrote ‘ox’ mstcad of *sable’ cf. Togan 1939, A27" and note
q, G 60; Kovalevskij 1956, 136.



143

_ cording to the measure of the banguet - sakhrakh® from mead and rotten wheat"
(Togan 1939, A 27'"®®, G 60-61; Kovalevskij 1956, 136). Kovalevskij did not
accept the interpretation of rotten wheat as beer as suggested by Togan_ but
translated bad wheat. The tax on marriage in the Jayhani tradition was fecord-
ed but Jayhani might have forgotten to note the form of the tax and he sup-

posed that they'péy the same tax on every occasion.

18.

LR: When Muslim ships come to them for trading, they take the tenth part

from them.

Gard,: - When a merchant ship (kaftf-ye bdzdrgdni) comes, [the king] takes [a
" toll of] one-tenth [of the goods or their value].

The only difference between the two texts is the insertion of "Muslim’ ny
Tbn Rusta. It was said in paragraphs 9 and 10 that the Khézars and "the Rus
traded with the Volga Bulghars but no mention was made of the Muslims. If
this word was not an mlcrpolauon of Ibn Rusta, only the Muslims living in the
Khazar capital could be meant although the Jayhdni tradition did not mention
their ships. (BGA VII, 1402-3; Wiet 1955, 157; .Maninei 1982. 153). |

It is corroborated by Ibn Fadlan who also knew nothmg about the Muslim
ships among the Volga Bulghars but mentioned -the Muslims of the Khazar
capital (Togan 1939, A 45, G 10{ -102; Kovalevskij' 1956, 147). The translation

» Cf. Turkic sayra y or sa yrac” *cup, goblet’ ll.léna_-'l‘as 1982, 164; Ligeli 1986; 459-460.
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of the relevant passage of Ibn Fadlan was quoted under paragraph 9 according
to which the king of the Volga. Bulghars took one-tenth of the goods including

the slaves.

19,
LR: Their dress resembles tlzé dress of the Muslims.

Gard.:  Their dress resembles that of the Muslims, ...

There is a similar statemént about the M.rwar: “Their clothing resemblgs
_ that of the Arabs” by Gardizi (Martinez 1982, 161); “They dress like the zf‘l(abs' in -
* the Hudiid (Minorsky 1937, 160).. | .

About their dress, Ibn Fadlan noted that they wore éaps (Togan 1939. A
28°, G 63; Kovalevskij 1956, 136). There were élothe§ among the -i)resems of‘
the Caliph (Togan 1939, A 20°%, G 41; Kovalevskij 1'956, 132) and the king of
the Bulghars had a tailor from Baghdad who came tovthis counﬁy’ earlier (Tog-
an 1939, A 25°7, G 53; Kovalevskij 1956, 135). |

20.
LR: - They have cemeteries like cemeteries of the Muslims.
Gard.: ..., and their cemeteries (gzZrest&'nh&') resemble the cémeten'es of the

Muslims.
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Ibn Fadlin gave a detailed description of their funeral custom: “If @ Mus-

lim dies among them and. there is a woman from Khwarizm [there], they wash
him according to the Muslim law ... (Togan 1939, A 34", G 78; Kovalevskij

1956, 140). Tbn Fadlan recorded in another place: “Jf @ man among them dies,

his heir is his brother and not his son. I told the king that it was not legal and I
explained to him what the laws of inheritance were until he understood th‘osef'.
(Tog.an 1939.‘ A 28-29, G 64; Kovalevskij 1956, 137). These data of Ibn Fa(jli_n_

do not mean that the cemeteries of ‘th'e Volga Bulghars were similar to those of

the Muslims but only the first steps were done in that direction.

21.

Most of their wealth consis of the pelts of weasel (dalag < Persian -
daIa) They have no sohd’ [mmled] money. Their only money (dtrham)
is the pelt of the wea.sel. One pelt of weaseI is currem for two dithams
and a half. The whzte ‘and round dzrham: are brought from the Iand of
Islam and they buy those from them. ‘ ‘

77::; greater [part] of their [ie. the Bulghars‘] wealth [consist] _'bf emine’
[or ',w'et_zsel]_ [pelts] (dale/dalle). They have no Solid’ money (mdl-e
sdmet) [of their own] and [therefore] give [ie. make payment in) er-

' mine skins instead of silver [at the rate] one [pelt] for two [and a half]

dzrhams [and these dirhams] are brought fo. them from the lands of _
Islam. [It] is a dirham that is white and round. This duham they pur- .
chase and everything [ts purcha.sed] from- them [with it). Then they -

’agam, [m their tum] pay out [lit. give] that dtrlxam to the Ris and '
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Saqlabs, for lhe[se] people[s] wzH not sell [their] goods (amyan) except

Jor solid money (deram-e samet).

The first part of both texts reflects the same original source. The last
sentence of Ibn Rusta was used for the reconstruction of its parallel. place of
Gard':if by Martinez (1982, 159 note 34). Zahoder said that the last sentence of
Gard'm is not recorded in the text of Ibn Rusta, and the weasel pe!t was a
currency used not only among the Volga Bulghars but the Burtis and the Rus
" as described in other Muslim sources (1967, 34-35).

.Tbn Fadlan did not mention their currency but spoke aboui their fur pelts
in connection with the taxes (17) and commerce (10). The dirhams were men-
tioned in his description of their custom: the king sprinlrled dirhams on the
' embassy when he first met them (Togan 1939, A 19”, G 39; Kovalevskij 1956,
131) and when the Bulghar queen put on the dress the embassy brought, the
women sprinkled dirhams on her (Togan 1939, A 20", G 41; Kovalevskij 1956,
132).

Fasmer formed the opinion that these dirhams were not struck by the
Volga Bulghars, but they were imported from the lands of lslarn, from the
Samanids of Khurdsan and Transoxania (1925, 52). Ibn Fadlan said that the
embassy ought to have brought four thousand dinars to the kirrg of Bulghar in
order to build a fortress against the Khazar king, but the embassy did not take
the money which caused them trouble in the court of the Bulghar king. Having
been asked why he needed the money of the caliph, the king~ answered: “If 1
wanted to build a fortress from my wealth consisting of silver wrd_gold, it would
not be difficult for me..." (Togan 1939, A 352, G 81; Kovalevskij 1956, 141).
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Ibn Fadlan, descn’ﬁing the Ras, menti’qned several times'that the Ris mer-
chants sold their fur and slaves for dirhams and dinars (Togan 1939, A 36*%,
37-38", G 83, 86-87; Kovalevskij 1956, 141, 142).

Frye emphasized the importance of Ibn. Fadlin's work from the stand-
point of economics, as it is the account of an eyewitness. According to Ibn '
Faglan, the carairan the embassy went with consisted of 3000 riding animals and
500 men (Frye-Blake 1949, 29-31). So besndes the polmcal aims of the embassy,

this was a "normal” commercxal caravan.

This was the Bulkar report of the Jayhanf tradition, but before the final
conclusions the scattered data about the Volga Bulghars in the report of Burdas .

(22, 23), Ma]ghanya (24) and Ris (25) must be taken into oonsxderanon

8

LR.: The country of Burdas is between the Iﬂmzar and Bquar"’ (BGA VII,
140")

Gard,: As for the Bordas [country], it is berween the Xazar [country] and the
Bulgar (Mamnez 1982, 155) ) :

Bakil:  As for the Furdas country, it is between the Khazar and Bulkan (Kunik-
Rozen 1878, 44"’)'.

®  Tukdr in the MS.
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Comparing these statements with the ones described in paragraph 1, ac-
cording to which the Bulghars and Burdas were neighbours, Jayhinf put the

Burdais south of the Volga Bulghars,

23,

LR:  They [the Burdas] raid the Bulkir® and Bajanakiya® (BGA VII,
140'%), ‘ ’

Gard.: Al during the year there aré hostilities between them [ie. the ‘Bordds] -
and the [Volga, or Great) Bulgarians and the Pechenegs (hame sale
. moki¥afat biitad miyin-e Tan [wa] Bolg@Tyin wa Bejenikiyin) (Mar-
tinez 1982, 155). ‘ -

" Bakil:  They ave hostile to the Bulkdn and the Bajanakiya (Kunik-Rozen 1878,
- 447),

Marv,:  They raid the B.lkdr and Pechenegs" (Minorsky 1942, 33).'

The raids between the Bulﬁhars and Burdis against each other seem to be

mutual as the Bulkar also raided the Burdas accoi'dipg to the Bulkar report.

(15).
24,

LR: The first of the boundaries of the Majghanfyd is bétween the country of

a Tulkar in the MS.

€ Bkhdndkiya in the MS.



149

the Bajanakiya and the country of Askal who belong to the Bulkiriya
(BGA VII,142%7). '

Gard.: Between the Country of the Bulghars and the Couryty of the Eskel/Es-
gel who also belong 1o [lir. are oﬂ the Bulgars, lies [the beginning] of
the Hungarian (Majgariyan) territory (hadd) (Martinez 1982, 159).

Bakri: They are between the country of the Bajanakiya and the country of
Ashk! who belong to lhe Bﬁk&:iva (Kumk—Rozen 1878 45>4 90

This ﬁaesage ‘bas been studied in detail by Czeglédy since this problem is
the part of the Basher-Hunganan questlon (Czeglédy 1943, 292-299). Gardizi’s
text contained a corrupted form. Bulkar was written instead of the name of the

- Pechenegs (Czcglédy 1943, 293). Czcglédy rcmarked that the geographlcal '
posmon of the peoples described by Jayhani was not clear. The Khazars lived
' "on the north-western shore of the Caspnan Sea and at the Lower Volga The
country of the Burdis was north of the Khazars. The territory of the. Volga
Bulghars lay north of the Burdas. These three pebples separated the Pechenegs
from the: Saqlab and Majghanya In spite of tlns, it was stated that the Pechen-
egs were nelghbours of the Saqlabs. whnch contradlcts the above mentioned
concept of Jayh3ni. Macartney |dcnt|ﬁed the tcrm Saglab in the Pecheneg
report with Burdas (1930, 26). It is tempting to identify this ethnonym Mth the
one appiied for the -Volga Bulgh}ifs by Ibn Fé(.ilin; ie Saqﬁliba. Czeglédy
accepted the view of Mai'quart who based his explan.atidn‘of' the -'nei'ghbourhpod- .

of the Saqlab and the"Pcchcneg‘ on ehronological evidence. Acéording 10 him,

. Read Bulkariya.



Pechenegs conquered the territory of Majgharfya around 895, the possibility of
this neighbourhood is acceptable after that date. But as three other néighbours
of the Pechenegs, the Khazar, the Qipchaq and the Oghuz are also recbrdcd if\
the Jayhani tradition, it indicates that they must have lived east of the Volga. .
Thus, we can suppose that the Saqlab in the Pechenegs report refers to a

‘Turkic tribe or some tribes living north of the Khazars,

According to the des;n'ptiori of jayhini’, the Majghariya lived between the
Bufghars and the Pechenegs who can be located east of the Volga, and they
also lived north of the Black Sea. But, as in the case of the Pechenegs, the fWo
habitats of the Hungarians were sepéralcd by the Jands of the Khazar, Burdis. .
.and Bulghar. So Pauler and Marquart: supposcd that two distinct countries of
the Majghariya exisfed'. Marquart explained the connectzion'_ between the two
'countﬁes by the mixture of two similar tribal names. The country east of the
Volga'was inhabited by the Turkic Bashkirs. The Hungarians (Majgharfya) lived
north of the Black Sea. These two peoples were comeded only by _the similari-
ty of their ethnonyms: Majghariya and Bajghird, in the mind of the author whom
Marquart erroneously identified with Muslim al-Janﬁi Pauler, howéver, sup-
~ posed that the country of Majghariya east of the Volga was their earlier home
before their migration to the terﬁtory north of the' Black Sea. Pauler interpret-
ed the ex;iréssion awwal’ badd"‘ of Ibn Rusta as “first territory’ to corroborate
this vit_:w'. Czeglédy, revising the meaning of this eiprcssi‘on, proved'that it can
be translated as 'first boundary’. The lextologiczil study suggest that the first |
boundary means the eastern border of the country of the Majghariya, stretching
~ from east of the Volga to the Lower Dﬁnube. Such an explanation-was given by.
_ Minorsky. Czeglédy concluded that the geographical situatioﬁ of the Eastern
European peoples, described by jayhim', made the supposiﬁon of two Hungari-

an countries as expressed by Marquart and Pauler possible, but the textological
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evidence refers only to one country of Majghariya. This contradiction was
solved by Czeglédy supposing that in the sources of Jayhani the two accounts
were separated but Jayhdni, ignoring the geographical situation, may ‘have
connected the two territories or may have abridged his original source ambigu-

ously (Czeglédy 1943, 292-299).

. “As for the habitat of the Hungarians east of the Volga, the Pechéneg
‘report of Constantine Porphyrog;:'nitus is fretiuéntly quoted. The Paris MS of
the De administrando said that the Pééhenegs had lived betwécn the Oghuz and
the Ma{dpou¢ (Moravesik 1983, 1, 179). Macartney supposed that this form
can refer only to the Magyars (Hungar_ians) (1930, 31-33) and Minorsky accept-
ed this view (1937, 313). Recently, Golden has renewed this iheory (1980, 1,
74). Moravesik provéd that thé form Ma(&pouc is é corruption, instead of
Xalapoug¢, as two lines below the fofm Khazar is Writt;zn tbgcther with thc:
~ same ethnonyms Oghuz and Pechenegs even in the Paris MS. So .the critical |
edition and its English translation must be accepted: '"Originally, the Pechenegs
had their dwelling on the River Atil, and likewise on the River on the river Geich,
having common frontiers with the Chazars and the so-called Uzes” (M’oravcs_ik-

Jenkins 1949, 167).

Ibn Ea(_ilin also described the couniry' of the Pechvgneg (B‘ajanik),v placihg

it to somewhere around the Ural rivér.which could be reached 'after crossing
_the land (;f the Oghuz (Togan 1939, A 17-18, G 33-34; vaalévskij 1956, 130;
Fryc-Blake 1949, 20-21). According to Constantine Porphyrogehituﬁ, a grbub of
the Pechenegs was left behind in their original homeland i.e. .Ural region after
~the migration of the Pechenegs to the west: “At th'é time wh;zn the Pechenegs
were expelled from their country, some of them of their own will and personal

decision stayed behind there and united with the so-called Uzes, and even to this
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day they live among them, ..." (Moravcsik-Jenkins 1949, 169). The two descrip-

tions correspond to each other.

After crossing the territory of the Pechenegs Ibn Fadlan arrived in the
country of Bashghird, a people of the Turks, .and gave a short description of
thern (Togan 1939, A 18-19, G 35-37; Kovalevskij 1956, 130-131). Then, having
- passed the land of the Bashghird, they reached the Bulghars.

Supposing the identification of Bashghird of Ibn Fadlan with Majghariya
of the Jayhanf tradition, and that Marquart was right when he suggested that
these two names were connected in the mind (;f an Arabic author, a new theory
can be proﬁosed. Jayhani was informed about the Hungarians (Majghariya)
living north of the Black Sea before 895 and he léarnt from Ibn Faglan that a
tribe called Bashghird lived between the Pechenegs and the Bulghars. So Jay-
hinf identified the Majghariya of an older tradition with Bashghird of Ibn
Fadlan and used the former name for both. This caused not only geographicél,
but also chronological confusion as the date of the Majghariya i'éport must be
before 895 and Ibn Fadldn’s data are from 922. Another proof could be the
mentioning of the tribe Askal by the Jayhini tradition in the neighbourhood of
the Hungarians. This tribe is known among the Volga Bulghars also from Ibn
Fadlan. Ibn Fadlan séid about the king of Askal that he was under the power
of the Bulghar king. He gave the king of Askal his younger daughter to avoid
the fate of his elder daughter who was forced to marry the Khazar ruler (Togan

1939, A 35'1% G 80-81; Kovalevskij 1956, 141)!

-As it has been mentioned, the form Askal is found in the Risdla of Tbn
Fadlan. Martinez gave alternative readings Eskel/Esgel of Gardizi as the Persian
k can be read in two ways. Ibn Rusta recorded this ethnonym in two forms:;

Ashgal (7) and Askal, the latter being identical with the form of Ibn Fadlin.
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The form Ashgal can reflect the Persiah pronunciation i.e. }!sgal, and the Per-
sian g is written as gh in Arabic. This supposition can be probable if Ibn Rusta

used a Persian text.

R

LR.  They make raids against the Saqdliba, they sail in ships until they reach
them and they take prisoners. They take them to Khazaran and Bulkar,
they sell them to them (BGA VII, 145'%),

Gard.:  These people are always going [forth ] in [their] ship[s] to raid the Satj-
| labs and they seize [péople] frbm among the Saqlabs, make [them]
captive [slave or prisoner, barde], and take them to the Xazars and
* Bulgar[s] [Xazaran wa Bulkar Z. I.] and sell them (Martinez 1982,

167). '

The'commercial ties between the Rus, the Kha.zars, and the 'Bulghars
were dnscussed in paragraph 9, while the slave-trade was descnbed in paragraph

15. The part above was taken from the descnpuon of the Rus

'nne form Iomzaran in the work of Ibn Rusta and that of Gardm is a
Persian plural (commcntary in paragraph 9). In llus case, more evndencc is
vglven to _the supposition that Ibn Rusta us_ed a Persnan text which he translated.
into. Arabic. Another Persian plural, Khazariydn is found in the work GardiT
besides the quoted part (cf. paragraph 9 and Barthold 1973, 29 5). But in most,
cases the form Knhazar is used instead of the plural form (Barthold 1973, 36: the -
Khazar chapter). GardTzT used to apply the plural form -Hdn with ethnonyms,



but the plural of Turk is Turkan. The form Khazardn seems not to be a usual
plural as it is mentioned only once both by Ibn Rusta and Gardizi. Thrs "irregu-
lar” plural meant the western half of the Khazar capital in the work of Ibn
Haugqal and perhaps this form also may refer to the capital'in this text.

In conclusion we can state that the Bulkir rebon of Jayhani reconstructed
from the works of Ibn Rusta, Gardl'zi,l Bakri, and the Hudid al-‘Alam were
almost completely composed on the basis of Tbn Fa@lirr‘s data. Jayhani may
have asked Ibn Fadldn about the peoples he had visited on his return from the
Volga Bulghar. This is a supposition as the"c!escriptiou of the route of the
return is absent in the Mashhad MS. Jayhani, using his set of guestions must
have recorded the‘ answers of Ibn Fadlan. It seems.to be'probable that Jayhani
wrote the section of his book concemmg Eastern Europe in Persian, noticing

' the errors of Ibn Rusta in hxs Arabic translatron.

There are two impbrtant differences in the deseription of the Volga Bul-
ghars between Ibn Fadlan and Jayhani: Ibn Fadlan did not mention the Burdds
and the tribal name Barsiila. As for Bars'ula, on]y unprovable theories can be
proposed with our present information, such as, this name was in the lost part
of Ibn Fadlan, or Jayhani-was informed about them by Muslim merchants

carlier than the journey of Ibn Fa(jlirr took place etc.

Sincé the Burdis are examined m a separate report in the work of Jay-
hant and they are brieﬂy mentioned in the Baikh? tradition and by Mas“0di, the
review of the chronological problems of Jayham s work seems to be inevitable.
Czeglédy supposed that Jayhan('s data concermng the Eurasian steppe and
Eastern Europe can be divided into two layers (1986, 84). The first layer is
from circa the 870s and these data were taken from a written source or sources

(Tbn Khurdadhbih, Jarmi, Harin ibn Yal.rya etc.). Jayhani gathered the 2nd
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layer of information in the 910s and 920s and then &sscmf)led them: Czeglédy
suggested that the description of the Hungarians, Khazars, Pechenegs, Slavs and
the Danubian Bulghars should be dated to thc 870s (1975 48)

According to Jayham. the Pecbcnegs hved east of the Volga while - the
Hungarians were north of the Black Sea. This was true before the westward
migration of these peoples in the 890s (Czeglédy 1945, .39-40, 1975, 48). The
devcription of the ASaqla‘bs and Rils coﬁtains such data which can refer to before
880 because Oleg took possession of Kiev at that time (&eglédy 1975, 48 quot-
ing Boba 1967, 118-129). The Danubian Bulghars, called Wnnndr in the Jay-
hanT tradxuon. were said to be Christians, whlch means that the information
could be taken aftcr thelr conversnon in 864 or 870 when tbey ]omed the Byzan- |
tine Chnstlamty (Czeglédy 1945 41).

As for the dat_e of ‘tbe Khazar repo'rtvof'jayh'im', there is no trace which
can be evaluated from .a chronological pbint of vjcw;'Dunlop_ accepted the
earlier view that the main source of Jayhani was Jarmi, so this éccount must
have been written in the first half of the '9th‘cer_|t1'1ry (Dﬁnlop 1954, 104-109).
This view was eriticized by Minorsky and Czeglédy (under Jarmi among the
sources). So the date ;of thé Khazar: report remains unsolvéd. The report of
Jayhani oon,cerm"ng tfle Khazars and that of Ibn Fadlan seems to be completely
‘different a!thdugh the systematic comparison of the two texts have not yet been

done nor has the report of the Riis.

~ To return now to the Burdas répprt. there is% general agreement that this Ls
account belongs to the earlier léyer- i.c. 870s. Zahodéj’ supposed that Ibn Fadlan
did not mention them as the membory f fhem faded by 922.'M'inorsky thought,
that the Bulkar-Burdas reports had been taken £r6m Ibn Khurdé'dhbih;s bobk,

which would mean that they were contemporaries.



On the basis of the Bulkir report the sketch of the JayhasF tradition must
be altered: '

X (perhaps, a lost part of Tbn
'Khurdadhbib describing
Eastern Europe ca 870s)

- Jayhand (wrote in the 920s)

Ibn Rusta

Ibn Fac}lﬁn'(922)

As neither the tribal name Barsiila nor the Burdds report can be dated to
the 870s with certainty, and most of the Bulkar repoﬁ was taken from Ibn Fad-
1in, it is doubtful that theré were any data'about the -Bulghars in the layer from
the 870s. |

The VOIga Bulghar appeared in the wﬁttqﬁ sources at the end of the 9th
century and b_eginhing of the 10th century, preserved By later authors. Ibn Hau-
qal seemed to refer to the Volga Bulghars first between 892 and 902. Then.
Masidi mentioned them.in ‘connection with the Riis attack against the Caspian

circa 913. Finally, the account of Jayhani tradition depending on Ibn Fadlan can
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be dated after 922, but some data mighf have been gathered by Jayhani himself

before 922 as he became the minister of the Samanids in 913.

‘The .end of:-the 9th cgnmxy was a_: turning point in the life of Eastern
Europe. All sources of the Volga Bulghar history suggest that the politically sig-
rpli_ﬁcgm groups among the Volga Bulghars became active at the very beginning
of the 10th century. Although no source mentioned the connection between
these events and the westward miératibn of the Pechenegs, the latter may have
provoked some tribes from among the Khazar Empire to migrate north as ,tﬁe
Pechenegs forced the Hungaﬁans 10 leave their land which lead to their con- .

quest of the Carpathian Basin.



THE WESTWARD MIGRATION OF THE PECHENEGS

The crossing of the Volga line by nomadic peoples was not recorded in
the sources during the period of the seventh century to the'end of the ninth
century The powerful Khazar Empire put an end to the westward rmgrauon of
the nomads in the Kazak steppe for nearly three centuries. ‘At that ume, the -
history of Eurasia was less stormy than in the age of the Turk Empire, or lat_er.
in the age of the Mengol ‘Empire. Therefore the pressure‘ from tbe.‘ B&twas
not very strong. ' :

‘The end of the Pax Chazarica was. marked by the westward rmgrauon of
the Pechenegs Its most important western source is the De Admmu'rmndo Im-
perio of Constantine Porphyrogemtus (Moravmk-]enkms 1949) Constanune;»
Porphyrogenitus gathered his data from different sources. As a result, there are .
several contradictions and points of view expressed in connection with the same
event (Moravesik 1983, 1, 365-367). For example, 'Harmatia proved that Con-
stantine, in his writings about.the history of the Hungaria.ns in chapters 38. 39.
and 40 used the reports of three separate envoys which took- plaee‘ in 894,
shortly after 895 and in 948 (Harmatta 1985, 43). Gy®rffy pointed out that the
value of authenncnty fluctuates from chapter to chapter, Chaprer 38 seems to be
inferior in tlus respect (1985 6-7) i '

The Pechenegs are described in a separate chapter i.e. 37 But they are
also mentioned in the chapters on the Hunganans who are referred to as TurkA
by Constantine. The westward migration of the Pechenegs is recorded in chap-
ters 37, 38, 40 of Constantine’s work. Y |

Constantine wrote about two Pecheneg attacks against the Hurxgarians in
chapter 38; "Now, the Pechenegs who were previously called 'Ka"n‘gfar’. (for this
Kangar’ was a name signifying nobility and valour .among rherrr);; these, then,
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stimed up war against the Chazars and, being defeated; were forced to quit their
own land and 1o settle in'that of the Turks. And when battle was joinéd between
the Turks and the Pechenegf,’ who were hl that time called 'Kangar), thé érmy of ..
- the Thrk:wasdefea:edmdsphtuuonvopwu. Onepartm:tmwardmd
“.saﬂdmthemof}’m andlheytothud@mcalledbytheancwmde-
nomination of the Turks "Sabartoi a.sphaloa but the other part, together with their
Voiv: 9de and chxef Lebedias, setiled i in the western region, in places called Atelkou-
zuo, in quch place: the nation of the. Pechenegs now lives. Some years Iater, the
Pe.:henegs fell upon the Turks and drove them out with their prince Arpad. The
_ ', Turks, in flight and seeking a land to dwell in, came ‘and in their tum expelled the

- inhabitants of great Moravia and settled in their land, in which the Turks now live

1o this day. And since that time the Turks have not sustained any atack from the

" Pechenegs. To the aforesaxd nation of the Turks that settled in .the east, in the
.reguon of Pema, these Turks aforesazd who live toward the westen region still send
merchants who look them up, and often bnng them back ofﬁczal me.ssages from- :
" them*® (Moravesik-Jenkins 1949, 171-175). _ o

Harmatta pointed out on the basis of hns textua] analysis, that the bolded
pans of the text were mxstranslated and the correct translation: “one part lzved
-eastward, in the reglan af Pema .. the other part lived in the western region..."
(1985, 4647). S o |

. The tune of the first Pechencg attack is the thcme of a long and still opcn
B debate The story of the first attack agamst the Hungarians was quesnoned' .
even by Grégoxre who proposed that, though Consta_ntme. menupned two Pech- " -
eneg attacks on the Hung_ariéns in’ reality there was only one (Grégoire 1937,
633). R S
Most of the historians accept the existence of the two attacks as Constan-
tine stated that the Hungarians had moved from thcir_eaﬂier ‘home Lebcdia to

Atelkouzou as a consequence of the first Pecheneg migration. Recently, these
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two place-names have been studied by Hungarian scholars who concluded that
Lebedia was the name of the habitat of Lebedias, the ruler of the Hungarians,
whereas Atelkouzou was the name of the country the Hungarian tribes lived in.’
Thus, the former can be in the territory of the latter. On the basis of the cor-
rection of the text quoted above, Harmatta concluded that the habitat of the
Hungarians should not have changed after the first Pecheneg attack (1988, 47).
These conclusions seem to support the view of Grégoire.

Czeglédy has dealt witﬁ this ﬁroblem in several articles (1954, 12-15, 1956,
120-125, 1959a,‘373-385. 1975, 51-52). His basic questions are the relationships
between the names Kangar - Pecheneg and Sabartoi - Hungarian and when and
where the names Kangar and Sabartoi appeared. Czeglédy first supposed that
the Kangars and the Pechenegs were originally two different peoples at the
time of tﬁe first attack and the Kangars later became the ruling strata of the
_ Pecheneg tribal union, Czeglédy identified the Kangars on the basis‘of the -
Syriac sources in connection with an attack through the Caucasus in 541, and
put the date of the Kangar Sabartoi war to the 6-7th centuries (1954, 12-45,
1956, 120-125)

The name Sabarto: is connected with the ethnonym Sabir (Czeglédy 1959a,
380—385) The Sabirs were in possession of the northern Caucasus during the
first half of the 6th ‘century. Later, Czeglédy changed his viewand supposed‘
that the Hunganans were called Sabartoi just as the Pechenegs were named
Kangar aﬁer their ruling tribes in the 9th century. As the name Sevordi of the .
Armenian sources can be the same as Sabartoi, and this name appeared around
854 in the Armenian sources, Cz:egi'édy dated the Kangar - Sabartoi war circa
middle of the 9th century (Czeglédy 1975, S2). This view was accepted by
Krist6 who tried to corroborate it with other data from Hungarien sources
(Krist6 1980, 102-111). The most prob)emauc point of these wews is the eth-

nonyms Kangar - Sabanax never occur together in any other sources.
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Another datum of the first Pecheneg attack has been suggested on the
basis of Regino’s account who was a contemporary of the events: "899. In this
year of Our Lord the race of Huﬁgan'am (gens Hungarorum), a race un-named in
earlier centuries, and consequently unknown (retro ante seculos inaudita quia nec

" nomina), emerged from the Scythian realms and ,r,ha-p{;m marshes round the mouth
of the Don... driven from their own homes by their neighbours, the Pecinacs, be-
cause the latter were superior in numbt_ars and valour (eo quod numero et virtute
praestarent) and their native land, as said above (u! praemisimus), was insufficient
fo !;old the overflowing multitude. So fleeing from their violence, they bade farewell
to their fatherland, and set out to see what country they could dwell in and make
their home” (Macartney 1930 70).

The date 889 is considered to be the year of the first Pecheneg attack
which forced the Hu,ngan’ﬁns to leave to Lebedia (cf. Moravesik-Jenkins 1949,
171; Gy6rify 1972, 284 note 9). . | '

_Finally - Czeglédy, accepting the date given by Regino, supposed three
Pecheneg attacks: the first in the 6-7th centuries or circa 854; the second in
889, resulting the flee of Lebedias with the Hungarians to Atelkouzou; the
third, in 895-896 when Arpad led the Hungarians to the Carpathién Basin-
(1954, 43-45, 1975, 52). '

Gydrffy cxammed the chronologlcal problcms in the work of Regino and

~ concluded that Regmos data are reliable but chronologically are not always

correct as he did not record the events year by: year; As he was in exile in 906-

908, he subsequently dated his reliable information, 50 he may have made mis-

takes. As for the Pecheneg migration, Gy6rffy suppos‘éd that it is an interpola-
tion because: Regino mentioned it only once, told nolhmg about it in 895, and
the terminology ‘used in the account of 889 is similar to that of 901 whnch is

umehable in a chronologncal point of view (Gydrffy 1972, 284-287)
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The fact and the date of the first Pecheneg attack against the early Hun-
garians is uncertain. To complicate the matter, Constantine said that the Khaz-
ars had defeated the Pechenegs’who then attacked the Hungarians. Geographi-
cally, this is rather strange as this war must have taken place east of the Volga.
Kristé, using this assumption, supposed that thé-Hungaﬁans should have lived
in the Volga region around 850 (1980, 94-96).

Then Kristé connected the first Pecheneg attack with the story of the
Kabar revolution and their joining forces with the Hungarians, preserved also in
the work of Constantine (Kristé 1980, ii-llS). Constantine said: “The so-called
Kabaroi were of the race of the Chazars. Now, it fell out that a secession was
made by them to their govemment, and when a civil war broke out their first
government prevailed, .and .;ome of them were slain, but others escaped and came
and settled with the Turks in the lind of the Pechenegs.” He went on to state:
"Having thus combined with one anotfier, the Kabaroi dwelt with the Turks in the
land of the Pechenegs® (Jenkins-Moravesik 1949, 175).

According to Constantine, Yhe land of the Pechenegs”™ was identical with
Atelkouzou, the habitat of ghe'-Huhgm'ans before' the conquest of theé Carpath-
ian Basin, as he stated: "...Arélkouzaa, in which pléces the nation bf the APechen'-
egs now lives” (Jenkins-Moravesik 1949, 173) and “The pléce in which the Turks
used formerly to be is ealled after the name of the river that runs through i, Etel
and Kouzou, and in it the Pechenegs live now" (Yenkins-Moravesik 1949, 177).

On the basis of Constantine’s reports Kn's'té prbved that the. Kabars could
not join the Humgarians (Turks) in Atelkouzou; but the Kabaroi settled there
with the Hungarians (Krist6 1980, 113). Constantine gave two explanations for
the migration. of tlie Hungarians' to At_elkouzoﬁ:‘ 1. the Pechenegs expelled
them, 2. the Kabar revolt was surpassed so the Kabars join;d the Hungarians
and moved to Atelkouzou together. As the first explanation is; charged with

some unsolvable problems, the second one seems to be more preferable.
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We have no reason to suppose that the Pecheneg crossed the Volga and
migrated to the west before the 890s, since the Jayhani tradition contains a
report of the Pechenegs descn'biﬁg their habitat east of the Volga around the
870s (Minorsky 1937, 312-315; 1942, 32-33. 109; Martinez 1982, 151-152). An-
other proof is that the Khazars were superior in military point of view accord-
ing to Constahtine and the Jayhanf tradition which remarked thai they attacked
, thé i{e)cheneg-every year (p'af. 15). Finally, Regino’s chronology cannot be
comid;red reliable. _ _ 4

Another source was used by Constantine in chapter 40 where.the emperbr
spoke about the Hungarian history, too. After enumerating the tribes of the
. Hungarians, Constantine described the war between Emperon; Leo and the
Bulgar Symeon in which the Hungarians helped the Byzantineé. He then san;d:.
"But aﬂef Symeon was once more al peace of the emperor of =theA_ Romans and was
free to act, he sent to the Pechenegs and made an égreemem with them to attack
and destroy of the Turks. And Ql:en the Turks had gone off military 'expedifio}; the
Pechenegs with Sym_ebn came against the Turks and completely- d_estioyed their
- families and miserabiy expelled thence the Turks who were guarding their country.
When the Turks came back and found their country ilzﬁ desolate and utterly ruin-
ed, 'they settled m the land where they live to-day, which is called. after the above
name of the rivers, as has been said. The place in w):icli'_the Tdrks used formerly
to be called afier the name of lhe'ﬁvef that runs thrbugli it; -Etel and Kouzou, and
in it the Pechen_eg' live now. But the Turl&, expelled by the vlv’e;chenégs, came and
settled in the land which they now dwell in" (Moravesik-Jenkins 1949, 177). -
A The Bu}garo-Gre.ck/war b.rokelout_ as a consequence. of a commercial
. dispute. First Symepn invaded the Byzahtine tefritory; then Empero; Leo sent

an envoy to the Hungarians ;b hiré them as allies agaixxst the“‘Bulg'allrs. In 894
" the Imperial ‘Flec_t ferried the Hungarians over. the Danube and Symeon was

defeated so the Huhg_ariahs retic_aled (Mdcar;ney 1930, 177-181; Gy6rffy 1977,
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127-128; Krist6 1980, 173-182). Next year Symeon marched against the Hunga!i;
ans and defeated them according to Georgius Monachus (Moravcsik 1984, 60-
61, 64) and the Annales Fuldenses (Gombos 1937, 1, 132-133). Neither of thém -
however mentioned the Bulgaro-Pecheneg alliance, only Constantine. Macartney
addressed the question as to why Symeon had been able to defeat the Hungari-
ans. As the Byzantine troops only ferried the Hungé,rians without taking part in
the 'céqg)aign and the balance of power was more favourable for the Hungari-
ans at that time, Macartney said that the Bulgar victory over the Hungarians
was due to the Pecheﬁeg attack from the east (1930, 181). '
As for the Pechebeg-Bulgér.alliance recorded by Constantine, its reliability
was generally accepted. Gydrffy suggested another solution: that Constantine
reconstructed the events according to the practice of the Byzantine diplomacy
(Gy6tfy 1986, 36). Krist6 did not accept Gy0rffy’s view, though he also admitted
_that the westward migration of the Pechenegs and their conquest of the Hun-
‘ garian territory were necessary whether they had been hired by the Symedn or
not (Krist6 1980, 183-185). | | |

Thus, it seems 10 be more pfébable that when Symeon had learnt of the
Pecheneg attack against the Huhgarians, he took advantage of the oppbrtunity
and marched against the Hungarians. This view is corroborated by the fact that
Constantine knew nothing about the Bulgéfo-Pcchéneg alliance when he relied-
on Pecheneg information in the descﬁpti§n of the same évents.

Constantine, describing the 'Pechcnegs in chaptelr 37, wrote:- 'Oﬁginally, the
Pechenegs had their dwelling on the river Atr:l, andfikewis,e on the river Geich,
having common frontiers with the Cl;azm and the so-called Uzes. But fifty years
ago the so-called Uzes made common cause with the Chazars and joined battle
with the Pechenegs and prevailed over them and expelled them ﬁé;ru their country,
which the so-called Uzes have occupied till this day. The Pechenegs fled and wan-
dered round, casting about for.a plqce for. théir se':tlemehl; and whep't_hey reached
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the land which they now possess and found the Turks living in it, they defeated
them in battle and expelled and cast them out, and setiled in it, and have been
masters of this country, as has been said, for fifty-five years to this day” (Morav-
csik-Jenkins 1949, 167). ,

Moravesik supposed that Constantine had- Pecheneg infonnerS. (1984, 40
note 12). Constantine gave two different dates for the migration of the Pechen-
egs which were explained in several ways. Moravesik put the date of the com-
posmon of the De Administrando Imperio around 950. The date of the migra-
tion must be 895 if these events had taken place 55 years earlier (Moravcsnk
11984, 40 note 12).

| Accordmg to Constantine, the cause of the westward migration of the -
Pechenegs was the comﬁmoxi attack of the Uzes (Oghuz) and Khazars. The
Khazars marched against .the Pechenegs annually as it was. described in the =
| Jayhan{ tradition, but the Khazars could not bc. involved ih the westWérd migra-
tion of the Pechenegs since it 1;1eam the emen'ng‘thev territory of the Khazar
Empire and crossing its most important commercial route ‘along' the Volga. On
the contrary, the Khazars ha‘d' toj keep off theb Pechenegs from the Volga to -
secure the peaceful commerce.

If we study the structure of the first part of the Pecheneg report, the fol-
lowing themes ‘can be reconstructed first, the Pechenegs lived in the east, on
the rivers Ural and Volga between the Khazars and Oghuz; second, the Oghuz
joined forces with the Khazars and defeated the Pechenegs; thi.rd that the
Oghuz occupied the land of the Pechenegs There is.a parallel between the first
and second part, namely that the Pecheneg lived between the Oghuz and Khaz-
ar and were attacked by the alliance’ of the Oghug and Khazar. But after the
victory of the allied forces (Khaz.’ar-Oghuz) o‘nlyithé Oghuz'dccupied the coun-
try of the Pechenegs which seems to be 'unusual; These structural réﬂections

suggest that the bolded text seems to be an interpolation, i.e. Oghuz did not
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make common cause with the Khazars. Sz4deczky-Kardoss examined the Gree.k
text at my request and he concluded that the underlined part of the sentence
could be omitted without the 'confusioh of the grammatical structure of the
whole sentence but there is no trace of interpolation on the basis of linguistical
analysis, So if it were an interpolation, Constantine would be responsible for it.
. In chapter 40 Constantine noted that the Pechenegs had expelled the
l-htnég;ians at the request of Symeon which contradicts to the story of the
Pecheu;g chapter. The Oghuz - Khazar alliance seems to be the outcome of
the reconstruction of the events by Constantine aécord_ing to the ptactice of
Byzantine diplomacy, as in the case of the Bulgaro-Pecheneg alliance. So in our
. reconstruction, the first step was the occupation of the Pecheneg land by the
Oghuz. To determine the role of the Khazars in these events, the evidence of
the Muslim sources is heeded. According to the account on the Pecheneg in the
~ work of Jayhan in the 8703 north of them lived the Qipchags, south-west of
them stayed the Khazars, east of them were the Oghuz, and west of them the
Saqlabs. The Kbhazar land, which is not identical with the _Khazar Empire,
centred at the lower Volga and Caucasus triangular according to its geographic-
al description. As for the Saqlabs - without trying to idt:ntify them with another
ethnonyrn they must have been Turkic and Finno-Ugrian tribes living north of
the Khazar land under Khazar supremacy, but they could not havc been Slavs.
The cxpclled Pechenegs had two choices: to move south-west to the Khaz-
ar land, or west, crossing the temtory of the §aqlabs 1o’ the habsitat of the Hun-
garians. What did the Pecheneg choose? - _ o
If we compare the threc separatc descnpttons of the westward mxgratton
of the Pechenegs in Constantme s De Administrando Imperio from three dtffer-'

ent sources in chapters 37, 38 and 40 we can state .that only the least rehable-

“  Of. Martinez 1982, 153; Minorsky 1942, 33; Kunik-Rozen 1878, 42-43; ifum is rather
confused in this respect cf. Minorsky 1937, 101, 314-315; Zahoder 1967, 712-74.
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chapter i.e. 38 contains the story of two Pecheneg attacks. There are four
descriptions of the same event, if we accept Grégoire's view accordmg to which .
Pecheneg attack against the Hunganans was doubled by Constantine. If this is
the case, on the basis of tlle "ﬁ_rstl attack. we can answer the' question what the
Pech'enegs chose: they attaclced the‘l(hazars, tl;txtta_s'they were defeated, settled
in the land of the Hungarrans. | . '

| - Constantine remarked that some of the Pechenegs had rematned in thetr
bomes and were umted wrth the Oghuz (Moravcsrk-Jenkms 1949, 169). These
Pechenegs were m entroned by Ibn Fadlan (par 24) and Kashghan (Pntsak R
1975, 215). '

So Constantme s data about the Pecheneg rmgranon can be rcconstructed
in the followmg way: the Uzes, occupymg the Iand of the Pechenegs along the
rivers Ural and Volga expelled the Pechenegs. but some of them were lefit
, .behmd The Pechenegs tried to move. to the Khazar land but, being defeated.
crossed the Volga north of the Khazar land and expelled the Hunganans who '
lived north of the Black Sea. Symeon, learrung of ihe Pecheneg attack against
the Hungartans, marched agamst the Hunganans also So the Hunganans, bemg :
attacked from two drrecnons. were forced to settle in the Carpathian Basin..

- The Muslim sources also recorded the Pecheneg rmgratron The Balkhr
" tradition has’ also preserved a short note about tlns migration. Istakhri record-
ed: "4 mbe of Thrk.r called Bachanak [Pecheneg] havmg been ousted from its
- land setlIed berween the IGrazars and Rum. Therr pIace is not rherr ancient home, ‘
but they Itave come and occupred it (Mmorsky 1937 313-314; Arabic: BGA ],
10*%; the same can be read by Ibn Hauqal BGA I, 15). These undated reports
on the Pech'en'eg rr'n'gration must be "id;ent_‘ical with the ones recorded in the.
Westemisouree's' eir_ca 895, but th_'ey;provide' no additional inforrnat_ion,

The author of the 'ﬁudﬁd,'_al-‘flal_ri 'rrxenti'oned the Pechenegs in two dif-
ferent cdu_rltn'es. ‘Minors_ky'remarlced: “onde'r_-20 is described the' old Peeheneg.
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country a.nd under 47 their new habitat. Taking his information from two dis-
tinct sources he present the consecutive stages of the Pecheneg peregrinations
as existing simultaneously” (Minorsky 1937, 313). The description of the old
Pecheneg country originated in the Jayhanl tradition, where it is called the
country of the Turkic Pecheneg whereas the new habitat is the country of the
Khazanan Pecheneg. As for the origin of the latter, it is said: "These people
were formerly a group of the Pecheneg Turks (Turkan-t Bachandki); they came
here, took the country by conquest (ba ghalaba in nahiyat bisitadand), and settled
down in it* (Mmorsky 1937, 160). This account must have been taken from the
Balkhi tradition. .

Mas‘idi sheds further ligﬁt on the eastern background of the Pecheneg
xmgratlon in his Tanbih: "The Burfar and tribes of nomadic Turks, who are called

.LJ,JI  after a town located at the extremes of the border of Rum [Byzantium], .

. towards the East, which is lmown as ,..\..J, [these nomadic Turks] are thedl,»,
the (o, the s yis, and the. 95 .conquered most of these five provinces. This
was after the year 320/932. They camp here and block the road from Constantino-
ple to Rome. 77::': -ir a distance of> some forty days. journey.. They have: ravaged
most of the land under cultivation there and their raids reach Constantinople and
no-one can go from Constantinople at this time except bf‘.’sea; Jor the land under
cultivation between the two of them is a distance of many days. We have mehi-
tioned in [éw] Book of the Science of What Habpened in Ages Past (Kitab Funin
al-Mdrif wa Ma Jard frd-Duhiir as-Sawdlif) the reasori for the movement of
these four Turkic tribes from the East and what oc'cu'rr»ed'betwéen them and the
Ofuz, Qarlug, and Kimak, of the wars and raids around the Sea of Jurjan" (Gold-
en 1972, 59, 1975, 23; Arabic: BGA VIII, 180-181).

The first part of this account is a short note on the attack of the Hun-
garians against Constantinople in 934, whiph is recorded in detail in the Munij
al-dhahab of Mas‘udi. Marquart studied this attack (1903, 60-'?4). Recently
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" Golden has dealt with this question explaining the origtn,and form of the name
NWKRDA (1975, 21-35). This attack is mentioned also in the Byzanﬁhe sources
(Moravesik 1984; 61, 64). E , :

The tribal names of this account are rather confusing. Czeglédy peinted
out that the name of the Byzantine town W.Lnd.r is the ethnonym for the Dan-
ubnan Bulghars (1986, 100). So the Danubnan Bulghars are called in" this text
Burghar and W.lndr (Onogundur) _

The four Turkic tribes are two in reahty, since’ the Pechenegs are men-
tioned as Bajanak and Bajana; and the Hungarians as Bajghird and(Q) nitkurda
(onogur), so Golden supposed that Mas‘adi _ot his source spliced together two
distinct traditions, perhaps an Arabtc containingthe names Bajanak and Baj-
ghird and a Persxan mcludmg the ethnionyms Bajana and Onukurda (Golden
1975, 35). '

The last sentence of the accdunt refers tq"eaﬂier e§ents of the history of
these four tribes i.e. Pechehegs and Huhgarians. Unfortunately, Mas®id?'s book
the title of which he quoted' has not come down td us. It seems evident that the
westward migration of the Pechenegs and the Hunganans is what he meant
there. Pritsak and Golden dated this event to the ﬁrst half of the 9th century
(Golden 1972, 58-61; Pntsak 1975 215) But most of the historians think that
this mlgranon is identical wnh the one recorded by Constantine around 895

(Macartney 1930, 72; Gy®6rffy 1986, 30; Kumckoy 1972, 58-59).

So the expel of the Pechenegs from their habitat east of the Volga was

the consequence of the wars in the'jKa,zék steppe, 'ero'un'd the Aral Sea. Most of
the Hungarian historians accebt the view that the final reason tdt‘ the Pecheneg
migration was the attack of lema't"l ibn Ahmad against the Turks in 893 (Kmoe-
k6" Alll, 198; H6man 1935, 116; Gydrffyl972 286-287. 1986, 30~3l Krist6 1980,
171).
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The most'.imponant sources of Ismdil’s attack are Tabari, Mas5di and
Narshakhf (Kmoské All, 187, AlIll, 198; Pritsak 1951, 289). Tabari’s account
was taken by Mas‘idi who gave further details, by Tbn al-Athir (Tornberg 1982,
VII, 464-465) and Barhebraus (Kmoské Alll, 154). Sb only Tabari and Mas‘idi

are quoted:

lri it (280 AH) the news came that Is-
a‘ll ibn Ahmad attacked the country_.

of the Turks. He occupted as it is

said - the town of their king. He-cap- L
. tured him [the king cf. Barhebraus; .

Ibn al-Athir: his father] and his wife,
the Khatiin and about ten thousand
[men]. He slaughtered many people
from among them. He took also many
riding animals that it is not possible to

count. [It is said] that a horseman

from the Muslims got one thousand
dirhams booty (X, 34)..

In this year Ismail ibn Ahmad
marched against the land of the Turks

after his brother, Nasr ibn Ahmad,

had died and he had taken the power

over Khurdsan. He occupied the town

" which is described as the residence of

the kmg from their towns. He captured

the Khatin, Ihe wife of the king and .

- fifteen thousand Turks. He slaughtered

ten thousand from among,ihem. It is
said that this king is called T.nk.sh
and and this name is the title of every

king who rules over -the country. 1

think he is from the two tribes called
) al-lﬂtadlajt'ya [Qarlug]. We have al-

ready mermoned the news of the
Turks, theu' tribes and their homeland

in general in this book and in our

‘earlier books (Barbi‘gr de Meynard

1877, VIII, 144),
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TabarT used the term Tk without further definition whercas Mas‘idi
 identified the Turks with the Qarlugs. The Vtille qatun 'the wife of the lord,
ruler’ (Clauson 1972, 602b) is a well-known Turkic word. Pritsak suggested that
the title written as T.nk.sh by Mas‘udr should be conhected witl_r-'the"namé ofa
Turkic tribal union, the Tabgach, which became ‘a name of a northern Chinese
dynasty (Pritsak 1951, 290, 1953, 20-21).

. Narshakhi provided two new details: the attack was in March or April and
the name of the town was Taraz (Pritsak 1951, 288-289).>’l"here are other sour-
ces ‘concerning this campaign.. Hamadhani, when speaking about the rain stones
aﬁ_ong the Turks, mentioned that the Turks cbbld bring rain and snow with the
“help of these stones which were in the posséssfon-of the Toghuz Oghuz king
(BGA YV, 329). A much longer version of this account was used By Yaqut in his |
description of Turkistdn (1979, II, 25-26)_.' These stones were r_eéorded by Gar-
dizd (Martinez 1962, 117) and Taniim il'm.Bah‘f (Minorsky 1948, 285) who was
the source of 'Hamadhi_ni’."l'hcn Harhadhim‘ quoted Isma‘l ibn Ahmad, the
‘amir of Khurdsan, who said that in a y¢a;' he had raided the Turl;s who had
used those rain stones to defeat hns army. As he_ had asked for the help of
'Allih, however, he defeéte"d' them. Apart from t_h; fabulous character of this

_accduht, the war between the Turks and Ism_éfﬂ is authentic. Kmoské first
sﬁpposed that I#mi‘?l’s caihf)aign could have been in 893, 904 or 906 (M1, 153).
He then changed his view and re_inarl_ccd that the date of this war was 904 or
906 since ‘the author called Isma‘l the *amir ‘of Khurisan which could have
beeh lafer than 901, after his conﬁrmaiion as a 'vice_roy pf Khurisin (Al, i7_6
note 8). But this latter view is npi_- cqnvincihg because it_' is not stated in the
wlork,that he made this raid when hé was the viceroy of Khufa'sfn, and Ham-
adhant corhplete_d his vbbok in 902 Also, Ismiil aisbatchédihis general égainst
the attaéking Turks in _904, but he himself did not participate in the campaign
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(Tabarf X, 116). So it seems- to be possible ‘that the account of Hamadhani
refers to the raid of Isma‘l against the Turks in 893. - .

Another source is the work of Mugaddasi who wrote: "Dih Nijakath is a
small town. It has a market which lasts for three months in springtime and eight
rothls of boneless ‘r.neal' cost one dirham. It [thé town] was ve}y big bust when Is-
md'il ibn Ahmad conquered this du‘tnct, it lostits significance. lt has a citadel”

(BGA 111, 274"), ‘ _ _
Taraz was described after this town whicb'corroboréted the information of

Narshakhi who said that the besieged town had been Tardz. This campalgn
must be 1dent1cal with the one descxibed by Taban and Mas‘0di in 893. So the
" events of this campalgn can be reconstructed i in ‘the following way: the Samanid
Isma‘l became the ruler of Transoxania i m 893 after his brother’s death. Then
" he attacked the capital of tbc Qarluq mler, Taraz and sacked the town (cf.
Barthold 1977, 223-224). '. ' '
To understand the 1mportance of thxs campalgn, the po]mcal situation of -
the Kazak steppe and Sexmrechye has to be taken into consideration. In the
840s after the fall of the Uyghur Emplre in Inner Asla, the Qirgiz took the
‘power in the eastern: half of Inner As:a. The K:mﬁk lived in the north eastern '
frontiers of Semuechye (Kumekov 1972, 58-59) The Qarluqs founded their
independent state in Scmucchye in 840 (Pntsak 1951, 279-287) The Oghuz
lived north of the Aral Sea, west of the Qarluq A
Pntsak suggested that the Karakhamd dynasty was of Qarlug ongm and in
the second half of the 9th century the eastern half of the Qarluq Empire was '
under the rule of BazxrArsIan Xan while the western half of the Qarluq Empnre
was ruled by: Oghulchaq Qad:r Xan wnh ‘the centre bemg Taraz. Accordmg to
Pritsak, Oghulchag was the contemporary of Isma"ﬂ ibn Ahmad, Isma‘l defeat-
ed Oghulchaq in 893 whnch caused the transfer of the capital t0 Kashghar and
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in 904 the Turks, attacking Transoxania, were led by Oghulchag (Pritsak 1951,
- 287-290, 1953, 24-25). | | |

In this respect Mas‘iidP’s remark on the Turks is very important: "Of these
the strongest are the Ghuzz, while the Kharlukh have the best shape, the tallest
statizre, and the finest faces; they live in the fegion of Farghdna and Shésh [Tash- _
kem] and in its nelghbourhood. And they had a kingdom, and of themr was the
khaqa(z of the khagans, who united [under him] the other Turkish kingdoms and
the kings used to obey him. Of these khagans was Afrastyab the Turk who m- '
" umphed over the Persian ngdom, of them was Shaba, but in our time there is no
khagan of the Turks whom the [other] Iangs obey. This has happened since the
destruction of the town called “Mat {Sidyab?] which lay in the steppes of Samar-'
kand. We have menttoned the passing away of the kingdom' from that town and
the reason for that in our book al- Awsat" (Mmorsky 1948, 288)..
4 According to Mas‘idi, the Qarluq had an empire.in the former Westem'

Turk territory, but the destruction of their capital led to the fall of the empire.

It is tempting to identify these events with those of Isma‘il's campaign in 893
when the centre of the Qarlugs was plundered. So if Mas“udrs information is
reliable, the Qarluq hegemony over the western. half of Inner Asia came to an
end in 893. Among others, Minorsky supposed that _ihis. description referred to
earlier events (1948, 288). " . L '

_Ya“ qubl in his Kitab al-buldan completed in 891 wrote "The Turks are
numerous tribes and have many kingdoms. ﬂxese are lhe Kharlukhiya, the Toghuz-
oghuz, Turkhas, Kimak and Ghuzz. Every mbe of the Turks has its own kmgdom |
* (mamlaka) and they wage war agam.\'t one another..." (BGA VII, 295). This de-
scription seems to contradict that of Mas Gdrs. This rcﬂects thc real polmcal‘
© situation whlch means that the Kimik and Oghuz people became ‘the rivals of
‘the Qarluq power. If there was no Qarluq Empxre in westem lnner Asna, t}us. :

temtory was under the rule of these three tnbal umons and there must have



174

been a balance of power among them. The end of the Qarluq Empire or the
upsetting of the balance was the consequence of the growing power of the
Samanids which led to the campaign of Ismal against the Qarluq capital. The
Qarluq having lost their hegemony, remained.in' power cast of:the Semirechye
and later became the founder of the Karakhanid dynasty. This presented the
possibility that the two other tribal unions, the Oghuz and Kimak, strengthened.
Acccrding to Kumekov, the Kimik tribal union became .an empire. that is the
'ruler got the title of qaghan, at the end of the 9th century (Kumekov 1972,
116). ' |
Kumekov supposed that the Oghuz who occupned the eastern balf of the
Kazak steppe after 766 defeated the Pechenegs living around the Ural and
Emba with the help of the meﬁk, and Qarluq, as Mas“idi had said (Kumekov
1972, 115). But it.seems to be rather posSibie that the Oghuz, taking advantage.
. of the situation 'th'at'th'e Qarlugs had.to consolidate their power in the Semi-
rechye after the dlsasterous defeat of 893 and the meak were engagcd in es-
tablishing their own empire, defeated the Pechenegs
The reconstruction: of the events of the Pecheneg 'migration can be the
following: the Qarluq Emptre in western Eurasia had to face inner problems by
the second half of the 9th centmy The meﬁk and Oghuz tribal unions became
S0 powerful that they were nvals of the Qarluqs In 893 the Samanid ruler,
Isma“l, defeated the western Qarluq ruler. As a consequence of this defeat. the
Qarlug- powcr declined. The,Oghnz, living west of the' Qarlug, strengthened and
tried to establ‘ish.a'new‘ etnpfre similar to theKim;’a'.ksf who. founded their empir'e
at the same time in the end of the 9th century. To rule the Kazak steppe the
Oghuz had to- defeat the Pechenegs whose habitat was in the western part of
this steppe. The Oghuz military supenonty granted their victory over the Pech-
enegs who had two chou:es - to surrender or to migrate. Most of the Pechenegs

chose migration but some of them remained in their homes. First the Pech- -
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enegs tried to move to the Khazar heartland, the territory north of the Cauc:l-
sus, but the Khazar army prevented it. So the Pecheneg had to choose the
other way. They crossed the V(Jlga and Don north of the Khazar fortifications
and conquered the region north of the Black Sea where the Hungarians had
lived. The Hungarians, being expelled from their habitat, settled in the Carpath-
fan Basin. But not all the Hungarians moved west, Ligeti suggested.- that the
Hdngg;ians in the Volga-Kama region who had been found by Julianus in the
13th cé:tury arrived here as the cohs_eduence of the Pcvcheneg migration (Ligeti
1986, 378, 394). - :

" Returning now to the Volga Bulghars, the Turkic tribes livingbon the
banks of the Volga and Don north of the Khazar heartland were forced to
move north by the westward nﬁgyétion of the Pechehegs. Since tﬁc Volga-Kama
was controlled by Turkic peoples from ‘t_he Khazar'"Empire earlier, the attacked

Turkic tribes must have settled in great number in the Volga-Kama region.

e
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-CONCLUSIONS

‘The Volge ﬁulghars were nomads at the beginning of the 10th century in
' spite of the developed agriculture among them (Grekov 1945, 4-7). The evi-
qenee of this statement can be attested in the sources. According to Ibh Fadlan,
the Bulghar king and his tribe migrated between his winter and summer quar-
ters. Their seasonal migrations on the.rivers an;i their typical nomadic felt tent A
both reflect no'madic-way of life (par. 6 in the Jayhani tradition). Ibn Fadlan
used the term qabt'la "nomadic tribe’ in-connection with the tribe of the Askals 3

(Togan 1939, A 33°% Kovalevskij 1956, 324 note 607).

"To understand the northward :.. lgrauon of those Turkic m’bes that found-
ed the Volga Bulghar Empire, the study of the nomadic migrations on the
rivers of the Eastern European steppe has to be reviewed as these tnbes ar- -
rived in the Volga-Kama region from the steppe.

Pseudo-Moses Chorenacn recorded that the Bulghars, north of the Black
Sea, were called afier the names of the rivers, then he enumerated four kmds
of Bulghars (Marquart 1903, 57). Apart from the etyxnologfcal problems, this.
story shows that the dlfferent groups kept on seasonal nugratlons on the banks '
of distinct nvers wluch is a typical nomadnc character.”

- The Khazars and the peoples of .the Khazar Empire deserve a special
interest ﬁegarding the inhabitants of the Khazar capifal the J'ayhiﬁi' tradition
noted '771e population remains dunng the wm!er in these two cities. When sprmg
days come, they go out to the steppe and continue there till the approach of win-
ter” (Dunlop 1954, 105; of. Mamnez 1982, 153). The account o{ IstakhrT reflect-
ed’a more settled population: “The city has no villages. But their farms are exten-

sive. They go owt in summer for about twenty _Ieagﬁes through ﬁelt}s fo sow. They
collect some of the crop oﬁ the river and somé i‘n'tlie steppe, and bring in their
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produce either on carts or by river” (Dunlop 1954, 93) and “Their houses are felt
tents except a small number built of clay. [...] No one else owns a brick building, -
the king not permitting anyoné to build with bricks" (Dunlop 1954, 92). The
Khazars were semi-nomads preserving the seasonal migration and felt tents in

spite of the traces of agricultural way of life. So the Khazars also kept on

migrating along the Volga and its tributaries.

~The Hungarians hvmg north of the Black Sca were characterized by the
JayhanT tradition as nomads "When winter comes (zemestdn [ke] dyad), anyone
who may have gone somewhat far from [one of those two] great river[s] comes
back close to [his] great n‘verr(kasi' ke az jeihiin ditrtar $ade basad, be nazdik-e .
jeihiin bz dyad), and stays there during the winter, [for] they fish and find their
sustenance (ma‘Sat konand) thereby” (Martinez 1982,v160;' of. Wiet 1956, 160).
The systém of summer and wintef quaﬁefs among the Hunéarians remained
after the conquest of the Carpatliian Basin (Gy&‘ffy 1975, 45-153). _

The above mentioned examples are taken from those peoples that repres-
ent similar features to those of the Turkic tnbes forming the Volga Bulghars
For the sake of analogy later data are also taken into consideration.

Gy®rffy reconstructed the habitat of the Pechenegs after their westward
migration on the basis of the dcstrif:tion of Constantine Porphyrogenitus. Four
Pecheneg tribes lived ‘east of the Dniept_:‘_r' and four wé';t of it (Moravcsik-.]en;
kins: 1949, "169) Gyérffy supposed that, the. wimex" quaﬁers of the Pecheneg
chiefs had been near the Sea on a bank of a river sumlar to the Hungarlans ‘
living there before the Pechenegs, and thelr summer quaners were up in the
north. The eight Pecheneg tribes mlg_rate_d along the following rivers: 1. lower
Danube, 2. Seret and Prut, 3, Dniester and Bug, 4. West of the Dnieper; the
four eastern tribes must have livéd on the west of Dnieper, in the Donec and at

the upper Don (Gy6rffy 1972, 289-291).
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In the beginning of the 13th century Plano Carpini described the habitat
of the Mongol chiefs in Eastern Europe. He noted that Corenza had migrated
on the Dnieper, Carbon on the Don, Batu on the Volga and two generals on
the river Ural, and they all descended to the sea in winter and went up to the
mountains in summer (Gy6rffy 1975, 48, 135). Also for the Volga, an important
datum was recorded by Marco Polo who said that Berke, the ruler of the Gol-
den ilorde (1257-1266) had two residences, one in Sarai on the lower Volga
and another one in the towni of Bﬁlgar (Yule’-(fordier 1926, 4). _

These data suggest ‘that the Turkic tribes forming the Volga Bulghars
should live on the banks of the rivers of the Eastern Européan steppe and the
Volga-Kama might have been the summer quarters of some of the Turkic tribes
living on the Volga. L .

Another important factor in the hlstory of Eurasia is the connection bet- ,
. ween the peoples of the steppe belt and those of the forest belt. The nomads of B
the steppe were in close connection with the tribes of the forest zone north of
the steppe. The author of Secret History of the Mongols divided th_é' Mongols
into two halfs: the steppe people and the people of the forest. 'l'he’t.n'bes living
in the forest belt were natural background of the steppe belt as they v?cre able .
to adapt nomadism and to take important role in forming new tribal unions in
the steppe when the situation was favourable for them But the nomads who
lost their power or were forced to leave thelr habxtat could move to the north
A rcachmg the forest belt where they could consolxdatc thelr affalrs The Volga
Bulghars seem to represent the second category. B

Before the final conclusions we sum ) up the most important points in the
formation of the Volga Bulghars: ' ‘

The authentic forms of the ethnonyms among the Volga Bulghars in the
10th century are Bulghar, S.war, Baranjar, Askal and Barsiila: -
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Accepting the identifications of S.wdr with Sabir, Baranjdr with Balanjar
and Baryild with Bérsil, these five ethnonyms were recorded in the Eastern
European steppe from the Sth to the 7th centuries. The Bulghars were located
north of the Black Sea, the Sabirs, Bérsils and Balanjar were north of the Cauc-
asus and the Askals must have lived east of the Volga.

~ 'The disappearance these ethnonyms can be onnnected with the foundation
of the Khazar Empire in the whole steppe of Eastern Europe during the 7th
century. These tribes or tribal um'bns _-becamc the part of the Khazar political ‘
system. So the Turkic tribes forming the Volga Bulghars must have lived within
the Khazar Empire. » |

' As a consequence of the Hun migration to Europe and the extension of

the Turk Empire to Eastern Europe some Turkic tribes might have moved to
the Volga-Kama region on the basis of the archeological vfinds. The relation
‘ betwéen thé§é Turkic tribes - if they are Turkic - and those of the Volga Bul- .
ghars is not prnvablc even by archeological methods, The supposition 6f the
appearance of the Volga Bulghars in the 6th century based on the account of -
Mychae] Syrus is also unacceptable because the Bulghars in that legend cannot
be connected with the Volga Bulghars. ’_ - \

Kuvrat founded an independent empire in the 630s centred. north of the
_ Black Sea. The Khazars éonquered this einpire after the death of Kuvrat in the
670s.. According to the written sources, ﬂ}é eldest son of Knvrat remained in his
place af@ef the fall of Kuvrat’s Empire, but the othef four sons moved to west.
Among them was Asparuch, who founded the DannbiAn Bulghar State. So there
is no trace of the northward migratfon in the sources. The theory of the Volga
Bulghars’ appearancé in the second. half of the 7th century :‘i(s based on the
assumption that Kuvrat’s Empire was Great Bulghar and if the‘ Danubian Bul-

ghars originated from it, the Volga Bulghars must have come fr‘o‘l"n it, too. But
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Kuvrat’s Bmpire as Great Bulghar is an anachronistic expression and if we have
to name this empire, the name Onogundur seems to be more appropriate.

The history of the Khazars can give the key of the northward migration of
the Volga Bulghars. The Arab-Kbazar wars in the first half of the 8th century
forced some of the Turkic tribes to leave the north Caucasus. In 723 the Arabs
captured Balanjar, the most significant Khazar city in the north of the Cauca-
sus. ’I‘hls city seems to have been the apltal of the Khazars before its capture.
The Khazars transferred their capxta] o the lower Volga which was much safer
than Balanjar, The Baranjdrs seem to be the descendants of the inbabi_tants of
Balanjar who bad' to migrate >to the lower Volga around 723. In 737 Marwan
carried out the greatest campaign against the Khazars. He reached the lower"
- Volga and marched north on it, Then he attacked the Saqiliba and defeated -
them. Tt would be tempting 1o idestify this ethnonym with the. Bulghars as Ton.
~ Fadlan used the same name for them, but the fwb hundred year .diffeyence :
makes this assumption too doubtful and historically unacceptable. '

Then non-Muslim Volga Bulghars can be divided into two 'gronps on the
basis of the archeological ﬁnde. ‘The earlier dated 7to the.8;9ﬂl éenturfes and ‘the':
later to theend nf the 9th-10th centuries. The relics of the eaﬂier groun are on .
the Volga up to the Kama mouth The later group represents many more sntes_
, and they are found on the lower Kama, too _ e _

.Numismatics suggests that the dlrbams found in Eastem Europe came
from the central Islamic lands through the Caucasus on the. coast of ‘the Caspi-
an, then following the Volga up to north in lhe 9th century At the end of the
ninth century this situation changed as the dlrhams arrived in Europe from the
Samanids who were rulers of Transoxania and Khurdsan. The Volga Bulghar
dirhams of the 10th centufy were struck on the analogy of the Samanid dirhams

1

which reflects close connection between them.
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Thé earliest Turkic and Finno-Ugrian contacts in the Volga region started
between the Proto-Permian and early Volga Bulghar languages. The intensive
period of these contacts can be dated {0 the 10th century on the basis of lin-
guistical and historical arguments. ' '

The appearance of the Volga Bulghars in the Muslim sources has not
been studied in detail yet. This work has been doﬁe here.

" A. The Burghar king of the Fihrist mentioned in connection with Ma’miin
might refer to the Volga Bulghars, b_ut_Aits historical value in the first half of the
9th century is dubious. '

B. Sallim who crossed the Khazar country in the 830s met Muslims in the
vicinity of the Wall of Alexander the Great. Biruni identified these Muslims
with the Volga Bulghars in the end of the 10th century, but even Biriini doubt-
ed this identification because of the fabulous characters of _Saliim’s journey. So
tﬁere is no reason to suppose that the Volga Bulghars appeared in the sources
in the first half of the 9th century. v |

C. A tradesman from the capital of the Khazars went on business to Inner
Bulghar in the very end of the 9th century according to Ibn Hauqal. The term
Inner Bulghar was applied for the Danubian Bulgharsv by Istakhri. Tbn Hauqal
used this term ambiguously and it seems to refcr to(th'c‘ Volga Bulghars.

D. Masdi, describing the Rils campaign against 'ghe Caspian shore, re-
corded the return of these Riis who had"crossed the térri’tbn’es of the Khazérs,
Burtas and the Muslim Bulghars moving nofth along the Volga. The word Mus-
lim before the Bulghar. is an interpolation but the bh'isbt'oricit,y of this story cannot
be doubted. So the Volga Bulgharé’ appearance in the sources can be dated
before Ibn Fadlan’s journey in 922. | ' | . |

E. The Jayhani tradition and its relation to Ibn Fadlan I'conccrm'ng the.
Volga Bulghars have been investigated in details. Most of the. data on the

Volga Bulghars in the JayhanT tradition cofrcspond to those of Ibh' Fadlan. So
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Ibn Fadlan may have met Jayhani when the embassy returned from the Volga
Bulghars and Jayhani could put his questions to Ibn Fadlan and the answers
were recorded. It is more than possible that Jayhani had some information
about the Volga Bhlghars before 922, but it is not necessary to suppose that
these data were from the 870s. _

The importance of the westward migration of the Pechenegs for the
histofy_ of the Volga Bulghars required the investigation of the background and
conseqllnenccs of this migration. The ﬁowcr of the Oghuz grew in the Kazak
steppe after 893, and then they defeated the Pechenegs living west of them.
The Pechenegs first attacked the Khazars on the lower Volga but, being re-
pelled, they crossed the Volga and the Don -north of the genuine Khazars,
forcing the nomads li\_ring there to move to north. The Pechenegs settled north
of the Black Sea. ' ‘ ;

' In conclusion, the Turkic tribes forming the Volga Bulghars .could not

arrive in the Volga-Kama region before the 8th century. These Turkic tribes
lived within the Khazar Empire. During the Arab-Khazar wars some of these
tribes left their earlier homes north of the Caucasus and migrated to the Volga
" or Don etc. together with other tribes of ‘the Khazar Empire. By the mlddle of
the 8th century the northernmost Turkic tribes on the Volga may bave reached
the Volga-Kama junction during their seasonal n'ugrauons

Accordmg to Noonan, the Khaza:-Arab relatlon changed in the second
half of the 8th century and an intensive commerce flourished between them in
the 9th centufy. The most precious: goods e;(poned by the Khazars w_cre; furs,
slaves, wax, and honey which they éould gain from the forest belt of Eastern
Europe. The Khazar extended their influence northward to a§s_ure themselvés
the-access to these goods. So the political role of the northernmost Turkic
tribes under Khazar supremacy on the Volga became important."'__Noonan em-

phasized the economic strength of the northern frontiers comparéc_i to that of
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the southern regions of the Khazar Empire (Noonan 1983, 279-281). This
economic superiority could evolve under Pax Chazarica which granted the
peaoeful commerce in the steppe belt along the Volga line. : :

The end of Pax Chazarica was marked by the westward migration of the
Pechenegs; The Khazars could prevent the Pechenegs settling in the North
Caucasus, but could not detain them from crossmg the Volga and Don: north of.'
thetr land The Turkic tribes hvtng west of the Pechenegs were forced to mi-
grate north ‘The archeological finds reﬂect a more numerous population in the -
Volga—Kama region from the end of the 9th century. Therefore, it can be sup- '
posed that most of the Turkic tribes forming the Volga Bulghars amved here
asa consequence of the Pecheneg. m:gratxon. _

-~ The eommercral sntuatton also altered. The Samamds, consohdattng their'
power by the end of the 9th century in Khurasan and Transoxama, began to
export dirhams to Eastem Europe Ftrst, the commercral route could follow' '
3 Khurdsan and the Caspian provinces, the Caspian Sea and the Volga, but the

Samanids lost thcnr Caspian provinces in 914 The consolidation of the power of
the Oghuz in the Kazak steppe provnded a new possnblhty the caravans could
reach the Volga-Kama region from Transoxania. via Khwarizm and the Kazak
steppe, without encountering the Khazars. This route was used by the embassy
Ibn Fadlan took part in. This sttuatron brought the Volga Bulghars to a new
perspective in economic and political point of view. The Islamization of the
Volga Bulghars provoked by the Samanids shows that they became the rivals of
the Khazars, Thus, the history of the Volga Bulghar _Emplre started at the turn
of the 9th and 10th centuries.' | |
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2. Archeological map of the early Volga Bulghars.
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4. Tbn Fadlin's journey to the Volga-Bulghars (Kovalevskij 1956, 96, 99).
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Gardizi (Barthold 1973, 37)
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Bakri (Kunik-Rozen 1978, 44-45)
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Hudud al-‘AIam (Banhold 1930. 76)
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