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Stone of Con ten tion: Me di eval Tmutarakan’ As a Mea sure
of So viet Ar che ol ogy in the 1950s and 1960s

The me di eval Rus’ en tity of Tmutarakan’ has been one of the most en dur ing ob jects of
schol arly in ter est since the eigh teenth cen tury. It is at the same time one of the most
enig matic top ics in early Rus’ his tory.

The fa mous late nine teenth-cen tury Rus sian ar che ol o gist Aleksandr Spitsyn de -
clared:

“Tmutarakan’ is an un known… the his tory of Tmutarakan’ is so dark and un cer -
tain (ne o predelenna) that there are no ea ger vol un teers (net okhotnikov) to carry
out mono gra phic re search on its fate. On this topic one can not lo cate ma te ri als
for learned dis ser ta tions.”1

More op ti mis ti cally in clined his to ri ans, how ever, have given Tmutarakan’ credit for
ev ery thing from the or i gins of the Rus’ state, to the Cy ril lic al pha bet, to the seat of the
first Rus’ bishop. George Vernadsky was one of the most am bi tious his to ri ans to pro -
pose a wide his tor i cal role for Tmutarakan’, but he cau tiously pep pered his ref er ences
to it with such phrases as “sur mise,” “it ap pears,” “may have,” “one may sup pose,” “we 
may like wise con jec ture,” “as sume,” and three cases of “pre sum ably.”2 For the skep -
tics the ev i dence is too lim ited to draw any se cure con clu sions, while for the op ti mists it 
pro vides the key to un lock ing mys ter ies of the Rus’ past.

The scat tered me di eval tex tual ref er ences to Tmutarakan’ do not pro vide enough in -
for ma tion to re con struct its his tory in full.3 The Rus’ chron i cles only pro vide a few la -
conic ref er ences to Tmutarakan’ and it ap pears var i ously as a city, an ap pa nage prin ci -
pal ity, or a “no man’s land” to which ren e gade princes flee and from which they some -
times re turn to fight other Rus’ princes in the elev enth cen tury. The Slovo o Polku
Igoreve, an epic about an un suc cess ful cam paign by Igor Sviatoslavich in the twelfth
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2 George Vernadsky, Kievan Russia, New Haven, 1948, 31, 34, 56, 60, 67, 68, 77, 78, 257. 
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cen tury, has sev eral ref er ences to Tmutarakan’, but its au then tic ity is con tested.4

The scar city of tex tual sources has meant that in ter pre ta tion, imag i na tion and con jec -
ture have played an in or di nate role in dis cus sions of Tmutarakan’.

Tmutarakan’ is also one of the old est prob lems in the his to ri og ra phy of Rus’. If early
de bates fo cused on sim ply lo cat ing Tmutarakan’ af ter cen tu ries of obliv ion, the un -
earth ing of a pur ported me di eval Rus’ian stone in scrip tion on the Taman’ Pen in sula
near Cri mea in 1792 has spawned a con tin u ous pro cess of de bate and contestation
about its his tor i cal sig nif i cance.5 Rus sian his to ri ans have shown con sid er ably more in -
ter est in this con tro ver sial mon u ment than their Ukrai nian col leagues and coun ter parts. 
I would sub mit that this can be ex plained by the fact that Tmutarakan’ has long been
part of a dis course of dom i nance con cerned with Rus sian power in the North Cau ca sus
re gion. In historiographic terms, all roads to the North Cau ca sus (in clud ing the mod ern
day one to Chechnia) pass through Tmutarakan’.

In the mid-twen ti eth cen tury, it ap peared that the age old prob lem of Tmutarakan’
could be de ci sively re solved by dis cov er ies in ar chae ol ogy and an cil lary dis ci plines
such as folkloristics, me trol ogy, and epig ra phy. In fact, two of the most prom i nent
archeologists and his to ri ans of the So viet era tack led the prob lem of Tmutarakan’ in
the nine teen fif ties and six ties. Boris Aleksandrovich Rybakov (1908–2001), one of
the most in flu en tial Rus sian scholar-bu reau crats of the twen ti eth cen tury, ad vanced an
op ti mis tic, Great Rus sian na tional agenda to dem on strate the im por tance of
Tmutarakan’ in early Rus sian his tory. Aleksander L’vovich Mongait (1915–1976), an
ac com plished Marx ist ar che ol o gist, ad vo cated a skep ti cal ap proach to wards ex pan sive 
claims about the Slavic role in the his tory of this enig matic en tity. This ar ti cle will
sur vey the dis pute be tween Mongait and Rybakov over Tmutarakan’, eval u ate their
meth ods of in ter pret ing and pre sent ing ev i dence, and dem on strate how power pre -
vailed over pro fes sion al ism within the So viet ar che o log i cal es tab lish ment of the 1950s
and 1960s.

Both schol ars seem to have de vel oped an in ter est in Tmutarkan’ in the nine teen for -
ties. Mongait ap par ently be came in ter ested in the topic as a re sult of his cel e brated ex -
ca va tions of Old Riazan’.6 The Pri mary chron i cle sug gested a con nec tion be tween
Riazan’ and Tmutarakan (in 1078 Oleg of Riazan’ fled to Tmutarakan’) and the eigh -
teenth cen tury his to rian V. N. Tatishchev had iden ti fied Tmutarakan’ as Riazan’.7

B. A. Gorodtsov, a So viet ar che ol o gist, claimed that cer tain pot tery finds in the Kuban’ 
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4 For the skeptical view, consult Edward L. Keenan, Josef Dobrovský and the Origins of the Igor Tale
(Cambridge, 2004). The voluminous literature championing its authenticity is presented effectively in 
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5 For the process of debate and contention, see my study: A tale of two stones: comparing contested
epigraphic artifacts from Kensington, Minnesota and Kievan Rus’. Festschrift for Thomas Noonan,
Volume II, Russian history/Histoire Russ (forthcoming 2005).

6 Ìîí ãàéò À. Ë. Ñòà ðàÿ Ðÿ çàíü. M., 1955. 
7 Ìîí ãàéò À. Ë. Íàä ïèñü íà êàì íå. M. 1969. Ñ. 27.



re gion showed con nec tions with types from Riazan’.8 Rybakov also seems to have

been in trigued by re ports that lo cal ar che o log i cal digs had un cov ered “Slavic” fea tures

in ex ca va tions north of the Cau ca sus along the Black Sea coast. In a 1950 ar ti cle on

the Ulichi tribe he pro posed a pos si ble con nec tion be tween ref er ences in tex tual

sources to fifth-cen tury “Evdusians” (the name Evdusian ap peared Slavic to him) and

re ports that cre ma tion prac tices in a grave com plex near Gelenzhik on the Black Sea

Coast showed sim i lar i ties to Slavic cus toms.9

These par al lel in ter ests would take a di ver gent course in the year 1952 at the fa mous

“Cri mean ses sion” of the Acad emy of Sci ences. As Mykhailo Braichevs’kyi re lates in

his Ruthenica ar ti cle de voted to this ar che o log i cal dis cus sion, in the post-war pe riod

the cel e bra tion of all things Rus sian lead lo cal pub li cists and his to ri ans in Cri mea to

pro claim Achil les a Rus sian, la bel Scythia a Rus sian state, and iden tify Rus sians even

among the re mains of Neanderthal-era homi nids.10 At the Cri mean ses sion held in

Simferopol’ in May 1952 an ac a demic dis cus sion was staged in or der to os ten si bly re -

claim the Cri mean past from the dil et tantes. Ac cord ing to Braichevs’kyi the “main

hero of the ses sion” was Rybakov, who ad vanced claims that ev i dence of an cient

Slavic set tle ment could be at tested all over the Black Sea re gion.11 Rybakov is re ported 

to have pub licly de clared: “We can trace the in fil tra tion (proniknovenie) of Slavs in

Cri mea and Taman’ for al most a thou sand years prior to the for ma tion of

the Tmutarakan’ prin ci pal ity.”12 In the af ter math of the ses sion, Rybakov would pro -

mote an am bi tious en deavor to ap pro pri ate an cient Cri mea and ad ja cent ar eas of

the North Cau ca sus for Rus sian his tory. Tmutarakan’ be came a key stone used to but -

tress other, more du bi ous claims. The very same year, how ever, Mongait sur veyed ar -

che o log i cal sites and mu seum col lec tions in the Kuban’ re gion and found “no char ac -

ter is tics typ i cal of Slavic cul ture.”13 Be cause these claims were mu tu ally ex clu sive,

the rep u ta tion of each scholar was at stake.

Rybakov soon ac quired the re sources to test his vi sion. Buoyed by the suc cess of his

ex ten sive study of an cient “Rus sian” hand i crafts (1948) and his Sta lin prize, Rybakov

be came a lead ing fig ure in the So viet ar che o log i cal es tab lish ment.14 His will ing ness to

pan der to Sta lin era ide ol ogy and Great Rus sian chau vin ism to a large ex tent help to ex -

plain his me te oric rise from a se nior re search po si tion in the mid-for ties to head of In -
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8 Ìîí ãàéò À. Ë. Íå êî òî ðûå ñðåä íå âå êî âûå àð õå î ëî ãè ÷åñ êèå ïà ìÿò íè êè Ñå âå ðî-Çà ïàä íî ãî Êàâ -
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9 Ðû áà êîâ Á. À. Óëè ÷è. ÊÑÈÈÌÊ. 1950. XXXV, Ñ. 15.
10 Áðàé ÷å âñüêèé Ì. Êðè ìñüêà ñåñ³ÿ 1952 ðîêó. Ruthenica, ². 2002. Ñ. 177–78.
11 Ibidem.
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4 (152). Ñ. 28.
13 Ìîí ãàéò À. Ë. Íå êî òî ðûå ñðåä íå âå êî âûå àð õå î ëî ãè ÷åñ êèå ïà ìÿò íè êè Ñå âå ðî-Çà ïàä íî ãî Êàâ -

êà çà. Ñ. 340.
14 For a biographical sketch, see Ïëåò íå âà Ñ. À., Íè êî ëà å âà Ò. Â., ðåä. Á. À. Ðû áà êîâ. M., 1978.

For his acclaimed early work, consult Ðû áà êîâ Á. À. Ðå ìåñ ëî Äðåâ íåé Ðóñè. M., 1948.



sti tute for the His tory of Ma te rial Cul ture in Mos cow (1951) to di rec tor of the In sti tute
of Ar che ol ogy in (1956).15

A pop u lar ar ti cle pub lished by Rybakov in 1954 in a jour nal de voted to the Slavs
pro vides the most sub stan tial and ac ces si ble pub lished ev i dence of his op ti mis tic
agenda for re-cov er ing the his tory of Tmutarakan’.16 In this pub li ca tion he launched an 
am bi tious ef fort to con vince read ers of the con tin u ous ex is tence of Slavic set tle ments
in the north ern Black Sea re gion from the third cen tury A. D. to the emer gence of
Tmutarakan’ as a “Rus sian” prin ci pal ity in the tenth cen tury. To do this he wove a slen -
der thread of his own con jec tures to gether with au then tic, but cre atively in ter preted,
tes ti mo nies from Byzantine and Arab his to ri ans. He con fi dently de clared: “Tmu -
tarakan’ played an im por tant role in the de vel op ment of Rus sian cul ture and [ex erted]
ben e fi cial (blagotvornoe) in flu ence on the peo ples of the North Cau ca sus.”17 More -
over, ac cord ing to him it was a rich, pros per ous, Rus sian (russkii) city. This pu ta tive
cul tural cen ter and great me trop o lis was de stroyed by the Mongols in 1223, but in
the eigh teenth cen tury gen eral A. V. Suvorov was able to “lib er ate this an cient Rus sian
land and once again join it to the rest of Rus sia (priobshchit’ k ostal’noi Rossii).”18

This un sub tle at tempt to ap pro pri ate the Kievan past and con struct an even ear lier
Slavic pre-his tory con sisted pri mar ily of a se ries of bold as ser tions not backed up by
ei ther ev i dence or de tailed ex pla na tions. Rybakov had an nounced an am bi tious agenda 
to dem on strate the “huge his tor i cal role” of Tmutarakan’, but the con tro ver sial tex tual
ev i dence alone could not sup port such grand con clu sions. Only ar che ol ogy could re -
veal the con tours of such a sub merged past.

Mongait also ex pressed the hope that ar chae ol ogy might solve many age old prob -
lems in the his tory of Tmutarakan’. In 1955 he even ac knowl edged the ex treme im por -
tance of the ex ca va tions be ing car ried out by his col league:

The Taman’ ar che o log i cal ex pe di tion of the IIMK, headed by B. A. Rybakov,
must solve one of the most com pli cated prob lems of Rus sian his tory. This is not
only the prob lem of Tmutarakan’ and the ques tions sur round ing the his tory, cul -
ture and life of this town, but also the much wider prob lem of south-east ern Rus’
as a whole. In re al ity was Tmutrakan’ just one city, a south ern fore-post of
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15 The chronology of Rybakov’s rise is based on Ïëåò íå âà Ñ. À., Íè êî ëà å âà Ò. Â., ðåä. Á. À. Ðû áà -
êîâ. The assessment of his rise is mine. For a classic study of the emerging Stalinist approach to
the Russian past, consult Nicholas S. Timasheff, The Great Retreat: The Growth and Decline of
Communism in Russia (New York, 1946). David Brandenberger’s recent book provides an excellent
treatment of the Russian component of Stalinist culture. See National Bolshevism: Stalinist Mass
Culture and the Formation of Modern Russian National Identity, 1931–1956 (Cambridge, 2002). 

16 This paragraph is based upon Ðû áà êîâ Á. À. Äðåâ íèå ñëà âÿ íå â Ïðè ÷åð íî ìîðüå. Ñëà âÿ íå. 1954.
¹ 2. Ñ. 22–26. Similar ideas were expressed in a talk given at the Institute of Material Culture, see
Âîï ðî ñû èñ òî ðèè. 1954. ¹ 8. Ñ. 103. For more on the struggle for control of Soviet archeology in
the early fifties, see Êî íî ïàò ñêèé À. Ê. Ïðîø ëî ãî âå ëè êèé ñëå äî ïûò (Àêàäåìèê À. Ï. Îêëàä íè -
êîâ: ñòðà íè öû áè îã ðà ôèè). Íî âî ñè áèðñê, 2001. Ñ. 186–188.

17 Ðû áà êîâ Á. À. Äðåâ íèå ñëà âÿ íå â Ïðè ÷åð íî ìîðüå. Ñ. 24.
18 Ibidem, 24.



the east Slavs, a trad ing em po rium, or was it an ex pan sive re gion pop u lated by
Slavs?19

As is ev i dent from the quote, he con sid ered the al ter na tive of a more lim ited, and
hence less glo ri ous, his tor i cal role for Tmutarakan’. In spite of his pro fessed faith that
an swers would be forth com ing, he would have to wait nearly a de cade for an swers and
was ul ti mately un sat is fied with ones that emerged.

Af ter ex ten sive ex ca va tions were un der taken be tween 1952 and 1955 to un cover
me di eval lay ers at Taman’, only one truly un ex plained mys tery re mains in the his tory
of Tmutarakan’. Why were the ex ca va tion re ports never pub lished? By 1956 Rybakov
ob vi ously had the power and in flu ence to put into print his views on a whole range of
top ics, but con cern ing his pet pro ject of Tmutarakan’ he was un char ac ter is ti cally
tight-lipped. His en tire pub lished out put on a place that he per son ally ex ca vated and
that he had him self ex plic itly pro moted as play ing a “huge his tor i cal role” amounted to
a few con fer ence ab stracts, a four-page pop u lar ar ti cle, and some news pa per ar ti cles.
None of these fo rums de manded any of the foot notes, pho to graphs, or tech ni cal doc u -
men ta tion re quired for the dis sem i na tion of ar che o log i cal ev i dence. There fore
Rybakov’s ac a demic si lence is per haps his most im por tant state ment about Tmu -
tarakan’. The em pir i cal ev i dence he dis cov ered seems to have de flated vir tu ally all of
his in flated claims about Tmutarakan’.

Sup port for this con clu sion came to light in the form of a slen der ac a demic vol ume
(with a small print run) pub lished in 1963 and ded i cated to the ce ram ics and glass mate -
rials un cov ered dur ing the ex ca va tions of Taman’/Tmutarakan’.20 In a very brief pre fa ce 
to the vol ume, Rybakov men tioned that his ex ca va tions had un cov ered, among other
things, the foun da tions of a church built by Mstislav in 1023 and a for tress wall. Al -
though he pledged to pub lish the ev i dence for these dis cov er ies in a sec ond vol ume, it
never ap peared.

The con tents of this first vol ume made it pain fully clear that the ex ca va tions had
failed to find any sub stan tial ev i dence of Slavic set tle ment be fore the tenth cen tury, and 
thus all of Rybakov’s prior spec u la tions about a thou sand years of Slavic pres ence lit -
er ally had no foun da tion. Spe cial ists in ma te rial cul ture con cluded that even dur ing the
Rus’ era of the set tle ment’s his tory the Slavic pop u la tion of Tmutarakan’ was “in sig -
nif i cant.”21 The ”Rus sian” pe riod of Tmutarakan’s ex is tence was not a pe riod of flour -
ish ing trade, but was ac tu ally a pe riod of de cline. Al though the site was pros per ous un -
der Khazar and Byzantine rule, it could be char ac ter ized as de pop u lated (zapustevshii)
dur ing the pe riod of Rus’ rule.22
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19 Ìîí ãàéò À. Ë. Íå êî òî ðûå ñðåä íå âå êî âûå àð õå î ëî ãè ÷åñ êèå ïà ìÿò íè êè Ñå âå ðî-Çà ïàä íî ãî Êàâ -
êà çà. Ñ. 321.

20 Ðû áà êîâ Á. À., ðåä. Êå ðà ìè êà è ñòåê ëî äðåâ íåé Òìó òà ðà êà íè. M., 1963.
21 Ïëåò íå âà Ñ. À. Ñðåä íå âå êî âàÿ êå ðà ìè êà Òà ìàí ñêî ãî ãî ðî äè ùà. Êå ðà ìè êà è ñòåê ëî äðåâ íåé

Òìó òà ðà êà íè. Ñ. 68.
22 Ïëåò íå âà Ñ. À. Ñðåä íå âå êî âàÿ êå ðà ìè êà Òà ìàí ñêî ãî ãî ðî äè ùà. Ñ. 70, and Ìà íà å âà Ò. È. Ïî -

ëèâ íàÿ êå ðà ìè êà Òà ìàí ñêî ãî ãî ðî äè ùà. Êå ðà ìè êà è ñòåê ëî äðåâ íåé Òìó òà ðà êà íè. Ñ. 94. 



When ar che ol ogy failed to de liver the de sired re sults, the re li abil ity of folk lore for
re cov er ing an an cient Slavic pres ence at Tmutarakan’ be came a point of con ten tion for
the two schol ars. Rybakov had ex tended his op ti mism to folk lore al ready in his 1954
pop u lar ar ti cle. He had pro nounced con fi dently that the “most an cient Slavic epic
about the strug gle of the An tes with the Goths and Avars was pre served in later
Kabardian tales, which tes tify to the an cient cul tural in flu ence of the Tmutarakan’ Rus’ 
on their neigh bors.”23 Once again the cu ri ous reader would have to wait sev eral years
for him to pro vide ei ther ev i dence or a more de tailed ex pla na tion. It was only in a 1963
book en ti tled Drevniaia Rus’: Skazaniia, byliny, letopisi that Rybakov re vealed his be -
li efs about how Kabardian oral tra di tion had sup pos edly pre served an an cient Slavic
epic.

Rybakov had re-dis cov ered the texts of Shora B. Nogmov, a self-trained Kabardian
au thor who in the 1840s wrote a manu script on Kabardian oral tra di tions. His works
were later ed ited and post hu mously pub lished by oth ers in the sec ond half of the nine -
teenth cen tury. Rybakov ei ther ne glected to ac quaint him self with the his to ri og ra phy
de voted to this con tro ver sial wit ness to Kabardian oral tra di tion or he con sciously de -
cided not to com pli cate his ar gu ment with con trary as sess ments. In the late nine teenth
cen tury the fa mous folk lor ist Vsevelod Miller had im pugned the re li abil ity of Nog -
mov’s texts and an im por tant twen ti eth-cen tury study had also ques tioned their ve rac i -
ty.24 But be cause Nogmov’s text prom ised to lend cred i bil ity to Rybakov’s pre-con -
ceived no tion that the An tes were an east Slavic pol ity, he ac cepted Nogmov’s texts as
gen u ine.

Dis miss ing any in flu ence from later Rus sian sources, Rybakov uti lized pas sages
from Nogmov to re cover an “Ante epic” that fo cused on the sixth-cen tury Avar Khan
Baikan.25 Find ing that one of Nogmov’s texts bore strik ing sim i lar i ties to the tes ti -
mony of Menander the Guards man, a sixth-cen tury Byzantine his to rian, Rybakov pro -
nounced “al most com plete com pat i bil ity” be tween the two ac counts. He fur ther spec u -
lated that the Kabardian song orig i nated as a Slavic tale (skazaniie) that en tered
the “Adygei sphere” dur ing “the ep och of the flour ish ing of the Tmutarakan’ principali -
ty” in the elev enth cen tury. Such con tacts be tween Slavs and Cau ca sians could be fur -
ther dem on strated by the fact that Nogmov also in cluded a song about the sin gle com -
bat be t ween the Kasog leader Rededia and Rus’ian prince Mstislav that seemed to con -
firm de tails from the Rus’ Pri mary Chron i cle.

This line of ar gu ment had been an tic i pated by Mongait al ready in 1955 and pro voked 
a crit i cal re sponse. Al though in trigued by the fact that Nogmov’s nar ra tive con tained
in for ma tion about an cient events, Mongait sug gested that Nogmov had read
N. M. Karamzin’s his tory of Rus sia (pub lished be tween 1816 and 1829) and might
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23 Ðû áà êîâ Á. À. Äðåâ íèå ñëà âÿ íå â Ïðè ÷åð íî ìîðüå. Ñ. 24.
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of the Adygei People in its Place. Central Asian Survey, 1998. 17(2), 322.
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have in cluded in for ma tion taken from books and chron i cles in his work.26 In a foot note 
he men tioned So viet orientalist L. I. Lavrov’s con clu sion that Adygei folk lore pre -
served no mem ory of the leg end ary elev enth-cen tury war rior Rededia. He con cluded
that even if Nogmov’s in for ma tion de rived from oral tra di tion, it would be dif fi cult to
es tab lish pre cisely when tes ti mony about Slavs en tered North Cau ca sian folk lore.
In 1963, he once again ar gued that, in leiu of pre cise ev i dence, any sug ges tion that
Kabardian folk lore had pre served mem ory of the An tes was based upon sup po si tion.27

While Mongait con cluded that very lit tle was known about Nogmov’s sources, he was
will ing to ac cept the pos si bil ity that Tmutarakan’ could have been a con duit through
which Slavic tra di tions en tered North Cau ca sian folk lore. Mongait’s skep ti cal note did
not even merit a foot note in Rybakov’s 1963 study.

Nei ther Rybakov nor Mongait fol lowed up on the pos si bil ity that Nogmov’s an cient
folk lore could in fact be nine teenth-cen tury fakelore. In a 1998 ar ti cle I dem on strated
that in Nogmov’s his tory there are over 25 cases of di rect, un ac knowl edged bor row ing
from Karamzin that are rep re sented as ex am ples of Kabardian oral tra di tion.28 Tex tual
par al lels dem on strate con clu sively that the en tire sec tion on Avar Khan Baikan de rives
from Karamzin. The sec tion on Rededia and Mstistlav, the other link to Tmutarakan’,
was also bor rowed from Karamzin and re worked by Nogmov. Rybakov was in fact
cor rect that Nogmov’s texts have Slavic or i gins, but his chro nol ogy was mis taken by
over 800 years. In spite of the fact that the spec u la tive ap proach has been dis cred ited, it
has re cently been re-em braced by schol ars in south ern Rus sia.29

Al though folk lore could be faulted be cause it was not set in stone, the same could not 
be said of an other crit i cal source: The Stone of Tmutarakan’.

This fa mous in scrip tion on a slab of mar ble was dis cov ered in Au gust 1792 on
the Taman’ pen in sula.30 Its in scrip tion reads: “In the year 6576 [1068] in the 6th
indiction Prince Gleb mea sured the sea over the ice from T”mutorokan’ to K”rchev
14000 sazhens.” Al most im me di ately af ter its dis cov ery, its au then tic ity be gan to be
ques tioned and a con tin u ous pro cess of contestation has marked the cul tural bi og ra phy
of this mon u ment. This cu ri ous in scrip tion con sist ing of just over sixty char ac ters has
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27 Ìîí ãàéò À. Ë. Î ãðà íè öàõ Òìó òà ðà êàí ñêî ãî êíÿ æåñ òâà â XI â. Ïðîá ëå ìû îá ùåñ òâåí íî-ïî ëè -
òè ÷åñ êîé èñ òî ðèè Ðîñ ñèè è ñëà âÿí ñêèõ ñòðàí. M., 1963. Ñ. 57.
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ÑÐÈÎ, 2002. 4 (152). Ñ. 154–178. The most recent technical study of the inscription is Ìå äûí öå -
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gen er ated over sixty works de voted to its au then tic ity.31 But Rybakov con sis tently
downplayed all doubts about the au then tic ity of the Stone.

In 1949, Rybakov put the Stone of Tmutarakan’ at the cen ter of his study of an cient
Rus sian weights and mea sures.32 Em ploy ing the in scrip tion on the Stone, Rybakov ad -
vanced the idea that a Tmutarakan’ sazhen’ (a sazhen’ is a unit of mea sure ment sim i lar
to the Eng lish fathom) ex isted in Rus’. With out men tion ing any of the con tro versy sur -
round ing the Stone, Rybakov used the text of its in scrip tion to pos tu late a new unit of
mea sure ment. But in or der to as cer tain its mod ern equiv a lent, he needed to fig ure out a
me di eval mea sure of the dis tance from Tmutarakan’ (mod ern Taman’) to Korchev
(mod ern Kerch). The Byzantine em peror Constantine Porphyrogenitus had re corded
that the straits of Taman’ mea sured 18 miles. Since shore lines could have changed con -
sid er ably over the cen tu ries, for Rybakov this me di eval mea sure ment was pref er a ble to 
a mod ern one. Us ing a nine teenth-cen tury cal cu la tion by P. G. Butkov sug gest ing that
18 Byzantine miles equaled 21,199 me ters, he di vided it by 14,000 (the dis tance in
sazhens on the stone) to cal cu late that the Tmutarakan’ sazhen’ was equal to 151.42
cen ti me ters. Yet again one en coun ters the prob lem of non-trans par ency. Rybakov does 
not state the ev i dence upon which Butkov (his source) based his cal cu la tion of
Byzantine miles. Con se quently, Rybakov’s con clu sion de pends en tirely upon whether
or not his sec ond ary source pro vides an ac cu rate ap prox i ma tion of a Byzantine mile.

It is un clear when Mongait be gan study ing the stone of Tmutarakan’, but he even tu -
ally formed the opin ion that it did not mea sure up and was thus un re li able for his tory of
me trol ogy. In his 1967 study of the Stone, Mongait dis puted the very ex is tence of
the Tmutarakan’ sazhen’. “It can not be found,” he em pha sized, “in Rus sian sources.”33

In his view, the only ev i dence in fa vor of the pos si bil ity of the ex is tence of such a
sazhen’ is the in scrip tion on the Tmutarakan’ stone. The mat ter was fur ther com pli -
cated by the fact that mod ern schol ars do not know pre cisely how much a Byzantine
mile mea sured. “In a word,” Mongait con cluded, “the dis tance re corded on the stone is
un known.”34

Mongait ar gued that the ex is tence of a short sazhen’ was in ex tri ca bly linked to
the au then tic ity of the Tmutarakan’ in scrip tion, but this was not nec es sar ily the case.
In fact, in 1949 Rybakov had pro vided an other me di eval ex am ple, al beit a rather late
one, that seemed to con firm the ex is tence of a smaller sazhen’. In 1389 the Rus’ pil grim 
Ignatius of Smolensk re ported mea sure ments for the width of the 40 win dows in
the drum of Hagia Sophia in Con stan ti no ple and had re corded his fig ures in sazhens.35

Em ploy ing the ver sion of the nar ra tive in the six teenth-cen tury Nikon chron i cle, which 
reads “v shyrinu imeakhu so stolpom po 2 sazheni,” Rybakov de rived the size of
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a sazhen’ from a mod ern mea sure ment of the same win dows.36 Since he held the win -
dows to be roughly 300 cen ti me ters across, he ar rived at a fig ure of ca. 150 cen ti me ters
for the sazhen’.

In this case Rybakov ap peared to be more em pir i cal than Mongait, whose skep ti cism
made him doubt the value of the ex ist ing ev i dence. So who in fact went to far ther links
to find the truth? Upon scru tiny, Rybakov’s Tmutarakan’ sazhen’ ap pears to be a pro d uct
of his own metrological ma nip u la tions.

The best mod ern es ti mate of a Byzantine mile would ap pear to un der mine Ry ba -
kov’s ar gu ment. Erich Schilbach pos its it as vary ing be tween 1312 and 1404 me ters.37

Mul ti plied by the eigh teen mile mea sure ment given by Constantine Por phy ro ge nitus
would yield a dis tance of be tween 23,616 and 25,272 me ters, a fig ure sig nif i cantly
higher than the nine teenth-cen tury es ti mate (21,199) used by Rybakov. Ap ply ing
Rybakov’s method of cal cu la tion to this num ber would, there fore, gen er ate a sazhen’
of 168–180 cen ti me ters. It is crit i cal to note that the me dian be tween these is pre cisely
the dis tance of the mernaia, or reg u lar, sazhen’.38 Thus it is highly prob a ble that the
Stone pro vides no ev i dence for the ex is tence of a spe cial 150 cen ti me ter sazhen’.

Rybakov’s sec ond clear-cut ex am ple also shows ev i dence of meth od olog i cal short -
com ings. In stead of con sult ing the ear li est avail able cop ies of the Ignatius text, he used
a six teenth-cen tury ver sion. To com pli cate mat ters even fur ther, he used an ap prox i -
mate mod ern mea sure ment of the win dows in Hagia So fia. A seem ingly more pre cise
mea sure ment pro vided by George Majeska sug gests that the win dows av er aged
270 cen ti me ters rather than the 300 cen ti me ters of Rybakov’s un-named source.39

Tak ing Majeska’s mea sure ment to gether with Rybakov’s tex tual source would yield
a di min u tive sazhen’ of only 135 cen ti me ters.

A read ing from ear lier manu scripts, in which Ignatius states “merikh okno so
stolpom po dve sazheni bez dvu piadei, ” fur ther dis solves con fi dence in Rybakov’s
rock solid con clu sions.40 Iron i cally, Majeska’s fig ure of 270 cen ti me ters when paired
with the orig i nal read ing of Ignatius would in deed yield a sazhen’ of be tween 153 and
160 cen ti me ters. This de pends of course upon how one cal cu lates the dis tance of a pi -
ad’. But what do we know about the piad’? Ev i dently, not much in de pend ently of our
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con cep tions of the sazhen’.41 Par a dox i cally, Rybakov may have been right about
the ex is tence of a shorter sazhen’ even if his method of ob tain ing it was wrong. Thus
a shorter sazhen’ may have ex isted in post-Kievan Rus’ of Ignatius, but the in scrip tion
on the Tmutarakan’ stone con trib utes very lit tle to the prob lem of me di eval mea sures
be cause it can only speak through the me dium of mod ern in ter pret ers.

Given the con tro versy over the length of a sazhen’, it is sur pris ing that nei ther
Rybakov nor Mongait es tab lished whether or not long lin ear dis tances were ac tu ally
mea sured in sazhens in Kievan Rus’. The twelfth-cen tury pil grim age nar ra tive of
Hegumen Daniil pro vides abun dant ex am ples of units of mea sure ment for lin ear dis -
tances. Out of over 130 in stances in which units of mea sure ment of lin ear dis tance are
re corded, the versta ap pears to be the only unit used for mea sur ing dis tances be tween
geo graphic land marks such as cit ies, lakes, and other fea tures of the built and nat u ral
land scape.42 Sazhens were used in over twenty cases to de scribe short dis tances be -
tween places lo cated very close to one an other (roughly cor re spond ing to cur rent us age 
of yards or me ters) i. e. places within the same gen eral area, ar chi tec tural en sem ble,
church, etc.43 This pat tern seems to also ap ply to the trans la tion of Josephus Flavius,
which may or may not have been made in Kievan Rus’ de pend ing upon which au thor i -
ty one trusts.44 There is, how ever, a pre ce dent for mea sur ing large seg ments of space in 
thou sands of sazhens in the Sofiia I Chron i cle. Here we find a mea sure ment of “5000
and 400 and 30 and 3 sazhens.”45 Un for tu nately, this ex am ple can not be tested, since it
re fers to the Tower of Ba bel, a struc ture whose ex is tence is even less cer tain than
the au then tic ity of the Tmutarakan’ stone.

Fol low ing the sug ges tion of Spitsyn, Mongait in ti mated that the an cient act of mea -
sur ing the Straits of Taman’ may have served as the start ing point for forg ery of
the Stone.46 Can it be a co in ci dence that pre cisely the same two points, Tmutarakan’
and Kerch (Bospor), oc cur in both a Byzantine text and on the stone? There is no ques -
tion that the text of Constantine Porphyrogenitus was avail able in late eigh teenth-cen -
tury Rus sia, but Spitsyn dis counted his own sug ges tion due to the fact that “a forger
would have taken the con tem po rary sazhen’, and would have been dis cov ered im me di -
ately.”47 Is this in fact the case? Can the 14,000 sazhens on the in scrip tion be ex plained
solely in terms of eigh teenth cen tury knowl edge (or per cep tions) of me di eval me trol o -
gy? I would ar gue yes. It is not es sen tial to re sort to com plex ar gu ments about
Byzantine me trol ogy, con duct tor tu ous dis cus sions about the ac tual dis tance of
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the strait in the year 1068, or con struct sup po si tions about the spe cific points at which
Gleb’s sur vey ors be gan and ended their jour ney across the ice.

An eigh teenth-cen tury forger could have lo cated in Tatishchev’s his tory both
the pre cise pas sage from Porphyrogenitus re fer ring to eigh teen miles, as well as a sug -
ges tion that a Bib li cal mile is the same as a Rus sian poprishche (equiv a lent to the
versta).48 Us ing Leontii Magnitzkii’s math e mat i cal trea tise, which was widely used as
a text book in eigh teenth-cen tury Rus sia, a forger could have in ferred, whether or not
cor rectly is im ma te rial, that miles are a cat e gory like versts and that a versta was di -
vided into 750 sazhens.49 Mul ti ply ing 18 by 750 yields a fig ure of 13,500 sazhens. Al -
though this is close enough to the num ber on the stone to speak for it self, un cer tainty
about con ver sion may have con vinced him to round up to the near est whole num ber.
Al ter na tively, the num ber might have been rounded up in or der to oc cupy less space on
the face of the in scrip tion (2 char ac ters rather than three). Hence me trol ogy can be ma -
nip u lated to speak just as eas ily for forg ery as Rybakov’s self-con structed Tmu -
tarakan’ sazhen’ could be made to speak for au then tic ity.

Up to this point we have seen var i ous ex am ples of how Rybakov only chose to pur -
sue pieces of ev i dence that could serve as con ve nient step ping stones to wards his
pre-con ceived con clu sion about Tmutarakan’. He does not seem to have con sid ered al -
ter nate, but equally plau si ble, in ter pre ta tions of his ev i dence. But did he do so con -
sciously or care lessly? He clearly knew that the Stone was con tro ver sial, yet he rarely
com mu ni cated this to his au di ence. He con trib uted to the can on iza tion of the Stone by
back ing it with the full weight of his ac a demic au thor ity. Af ter all, he was re ferred to as
“Tsar Boris” by his non-Mus co vite col leagues be cause of his au to cratic ten den cies
over ar che ol ogy.50

Rybakov un equiv o cally en dorsed the au then tic ity of the Stone of Tmutarakan’ by in -
clud ing it in his 1963 com pen dium of dated Rus sian epigraphic mon u ments and in -
scrip tions. While not ing that the mon u ment “ini ti ated the study of Rus sian epig ra phy”
he failed to men tion the con tro versy that has sur rounded the stone since the eigh teenth
cen tury.51 He had clearly read Spitsyn, who had pub lished in 1915 the most thor ough
skep ti cal eval u a tion of the stone to that point, but he ap pears to have con sciously sup -
pressed dis cus sion of doubts about the in scrip tion’s au then tic ity. In in cor po rat ing
the mon u ment into his ref er ence work, he failed to warn read ers of the pos si bil ity that
a key, early in scrip tion may be built on shift ing sand not solid rock.

Rybakov’s con scious de ci sion to con ceal past con tro versy may have even been pro -
voked by Mongait’s skep ti cism. Mongait gave a talk in the In sti tute of Ar che ol ogy in
1963 claim ing that the Stone of Tmutarakan’ was a forg ery. A re cently pub lished let ter
re veals that Rybakov heard the talk just be fore de liv er ing his Russkie Nadpisi to
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the pub lisher, but none the less he de cided not to make any changes to his text, not even

to add an as ter isk or foot note warn ing po ten tial read ers that dis tin guished schol ars had

ex pressed doubts about the Stone.52

The fact that Rybakov was fa mil iar with Mongait’s re search is dem on strated by his

state ment to D. S. Likhachev in a let ter dated July 2, 1963 that “Mongait did not con trib -

ute any thing new [nichego novogo… Mongait ne dal] and did not put for ward any new

ar gu men ta tion.”53 In Rybakov’s sum mary, Mongait’s ar gu ment ap peared sim plis tic:

Catherine II wanted to prove the an cient ad her ence [of Tmutarakan’] to Rus sian
lands and an ob se qui ous court ier, re ly ing on the en ter pris ing and op por tu nis tic
(pronyrlyvkh) ata mans of the Black sea Cos sack Host, con cocted a sten cil
(sostriapal trafaret) with a text about Gleb. The sten cil was sent from Pe ters burg
to Taman’, was glued to the first slab they came across and the in scrip tion was
carved us ing the sten cil. Then it was “found” by Anton Golovatyi.54

Rybakov con fided to D. S. Likhachev that he con sid ered the pa per to be “weak and

strange.”55 He does not ap pear to have ever sub se quently ad dressed Mongait’s ar gu ment

in print, not deign ing to dig nify his op po nent with a re sponse.

He also worked be hind the scenes to make sure that Mongait did not have ac cess to

print. Rybakov’s gen eral dis dain for and de sire to sup press dis sent is dem on strated by

the ac tive role he played in the schol arly tram mel ing of A. A. Zimin in 1963.56

Aleksandr Nekrich, a per sonal friend of Mongait, de clared that Rybakov “cre ated ob -

sta cles” in pub lish ing for Mongait, who was his op po nent in the In sti tute of Ar che ol o -

gy.57 It is tell ing that Mongait was only able to pub lish his study of the Tmutarakan’

stone in a pop u lar book de voted to the study of epig ra phy.

The ev i dence ad duced in Mongait’s study dem on strates that he had clearly read most 

of the pre vi ous stud ies of the stone, and he even in cluded ref er ences to Spitsyn’s com -

pre hen sive study and re cent skep ti cal ap prais als of the Igor Tale. He con ducted

a thorough in de pend ent ex am i na tion of ev ery fea ture of the stone from its paleographic 

ev i dence to the cir cum stances of its dis cov ery, and con cluded that it was a forg ery.58

He could not de clare this di rectly in a pop u lar pub li ca tion, so he left the reader with an

equiv o cal im pres sion.
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Mongait’s study was the first to dem on strate that the in scrip tion could have been
con cocted in the eigh teenth cen tury. He even com posed a state ment of ac cu sa tion
(obvinitel’nyi akt), which uti lized con sid er able new in for ma tion to ar gue for an eigh -
teenth-cen tury con text.59 The stone, which doc u ments Prince Gleb’s sur vey ing ac tiv i -
ties across the straits of Taman’ to Cri mea, sur faced pre cisely at a time when Rus sia
was com plet ing the an nex ation of Cri mea and when Em press Catherine II was dab -
bling in me di eval Rus sian his tory. The Black Sea Cos sacks, es sen tially a cre ation of
Potemkin, were pe ti tion ing the court for Taman’ in 1791–1792. He had prom ised them
Taman’ in 1788, but died in fall 1791 leav ing “all his prom ises hang ing in the air.” Ac -
cord ing to Mongait, the text could have been cre ated in Pe ters burg and sent to Taman’
with a Cos sack sur vey ing ex pe di tion in sum mer 1792. There it could have been in -
scribed on the mar ble slab and sub se quently “dis cov ered.” Cu ri ously, the dis cov ery of
the stone co in cides with the ar rival of the Cos sacks at Taman’ in late sum mer 1792.

The re sponse of So viet re view ers to Mongait’s book was highly neg a tive. One re -
viewer con cluded that since Mongait was un able to “re fute even a sin gle of the ob jec -
tions” ex pressed by col leagues dur ing a dis cus sion of his re search in 1963, he de cided
to pres ent his find ings in the form of de tec tive story and search for sup port among mil -
lions of non-spe cial ists.60 A team of re view ers con cluded that the only thing fake about 
the Stone of Tmutarakan’ was Mongait’s sus pi cions and took him to task for his un pa t -
ri otic skep ti cism: : “the con stant (postoiannie) ref er ences to such no tions as pa tri o tism, 
na tional con scious ness and oth ers along side, and in con nec tion with, terms such as
fakes and forg er ies looks rather strange.”61 This ac cu sa tion of lack of pa tri o tism (read
fail ure to pro mote Great Rus sian chau vin ism) seems to have been a fa mil iar charge
against Rybakov’s op po nents in the six ties.62 It is fas ci nat ing to see the dou b le-stan -
dard that was de vel oped to pro tect “gull ible” pop u lar read ers. Rybakov’s un sub stan ti -
ated, but “pa tri otic,” as ser tions were ap par ently ap pro pri ate for a pop u lar au di ence, but 
pro fes sional prob ing and crit i cal ques tion ing were not.

It is also re mark able that Rybakov’s un pub lished as sess ment of Mongait’s work on
the Stone in 1963 (“nichego novogo… Mongait ne dal”) is ech oed in sub se quent pub -
lished stud ies.63 It is re peated ver ba tim (“A. L. Mongait ne dal nichego novogo…”) on
page 282 of the Kuz’min re view of 1969. The state ment was para phrased on page 13 of
the 1979 Medyntseva mono graph (“A. L. Mongait ne privel nikakikh novykh
faktov…”), then re peated ver ba tim from Medyntseva in the in ar ti cle on the Stone in
vol ume 5 of the 1995 Rus sian en cy clo pe dia of the Slovo o Polku Igoreve.

In 1969 (and once again in 2002) V. A. Zakharov based his de fense of the stone’s au -
then tic ity on a clear mis read ing of Mongait’s text. He stated:
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59 Ìîí ãàéò À. Ë. Íàä ïèñü íà êàì íå. Ñ. 31–33.
60 Êóçü ìèí À. Ã. Ñó ùåñ òâó åò ëè ïðî áëå ìà Òìó òà ðà êàí ñêî ãî êàì íÿ? ÑÀ. 1969. ¹ 3. Ñ. 278, 283.
61 Êóä ðÿâ öåâ È., Òè ãà íî âà Ë., Òè õî ìè ðîâ Ì. Ïîä äåëü íûå ñî ìíå íèÿ. Ìî ëî äàÿ ãâàð äèÿ. 1970. ¹ 1. 

Ñ. 296.
62 V. B. Kobrin relates how he fell victim to similar charges for critical review of Rybakov in

the mid-sixties: Êîìó òû îïà ñåí, èñ òî ðèê. Ñ. 183–184.
63 All works mentioned in this paragraph are cited above.



“Mongait con sid ers it pos si ble that Golovatyi could have re ceived a draw ing of
the in scrip tion (on pa per) and brought (privezti) it to Taman’, where they se -
lected an ap pro pri ate piece of mar ble and carved the in scrip tion us ing the model
that had been pre pared on pa per.”64

This sce nario seems to Zakharov to be im pos si ble be cause the ear li est writ ten tes ti -
mo nies con cern ing the stone date to Au gust-Sep tem ber 1792, while Golovatyi only ar -
rived in Taman in Au gust 1793. Had he both ered to fol low Mongait’s ar gu ment, how -
ever, Zakharov would have no ticed that Mongait’s text reads “the draw ing (on pa per)
could have been sent via Golovatyi [cherez Golovatogo] to Taman’, where Mokei
Gulik worked to gether with sur vey ors and carv ers cre at ing bound ary mark ers.”65 This
is an en tirely dif fer ent sce nario al to gether, one that does not hinge on Golovatyi’s per -
sonal pres ence on the scene in Taman’ since the Gulik ex pe di tion took place in early
sum mer 1792. In spite of Zakharov’s dec la ra tions to the con trary, there are no con tra -
dic tions what so ever in Mongait’s chro nol ogy.

Sadly, schol arly dis agree ment about Tmutarakan’ be came the ba sis of a per sonal
con flict with life-chang ing im pli ca tions. The con flict be tween these So viet his tor i cal
heavy weights over an ob scure me di eval en tity ended in vic tory for Rybakov. Us ing his 
ad min is tra tive might, he was able to re move Mongait from the ed i to rial board of
Sovetskaia Arkheologiia and the gov ern ing coun cil of the In sti tute of Ar che ol ogy.66

When Mongait died, it was even dif fi cult to find a col league will ing to write his of fi cial
obit u ary.67

This quar ter-cen tury long ep och in the lives of two in di vid u als pro vides a poi gnant
por trait of a par tic u lar pe riod in the his tory of the So viet schol arly es tab lish ment.
Rybakov’s Great Rus sian, great power pa tri o tism and po lit i cal ex pe di ency pre vailed
over Mongait’s ac a demic anal y sis and posi tiv ist rigor. In spite of se ri ous meth od olog i -
cal flaws in his work, Rybakov was able to ma neu ver his way to the top of the So viet ar -
che o log i cal es tab lish ment. His se lec tive use of ev i dence and sup pres sion of dis sent in
the name of pro mot ing a great Rus sian past helped him to amass power, pres tige, and
ac quire mul ti ple min ions through pa tron age. “Only very few au thors would de cide to
polemicize with the views and sci en tific meth od ol ogy of Rybakov,” writes V. Kobrin,
“and even fewer ed i tors or pub lish ing houses dared to pub lish crit i cism of his
works.”68 As a com mit ted Marx ist and pro moter of pro fes sional ar che ol ogy, Mongait
was one of those self-se lected few. He con tin ued to voice his skep ti cism un til end of
the thaw era, in sur ing that Rybakov’s mono lithic sta tus in So viet ar che ol ogy did not
quite be come a mo nop oly.

Stone of Con ten tion: Me di eval Tmutarakan’ 45
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Rybakov’s frus trated search for a glo ri ous Rus sian past in Tmutarakan’ pro vides in -
sight into the state of the So viet ar che o log i cal es tab lish ment of the 1950s and 1960s.
The lim ited plu ral ism of views pre vented out right fal si fi ca tion, but with the com mand -
ing heights of schol ar ship in the hands of Rybakov and his al lies he could still set the
agenda. More over, he could mute dis si dents by de ny ing them pub li ca tion space and
pre vent their views from en ter ing a grand syn the sis of Rus sian his tory as So viet his -
tory. If Mongait had not chal lenged Rybakov’s early ar che o log i cal spec u la tions about
Tmutarakan’, how ever, they might have even gained gen eral ac cep tance.

Tmutarakan’ was just a small part of Rybakov’s mach i na tions in volv ing me di eval
his tory. If this study is any in di ca tion, there are nu mer ous other claims scat tered
through out Rybakov’s mas sive oeuvre do not mea sure up to schol arly scru tiny.69

Rybakov’s vi sion of Kievan Rus’ as not only a great me di eval pol ity, but also a Great
Rus sian state, has stood the test of time be cause of its ex pe di ency in en abling mod ern
Rus sians to stake a claim to an ex pan sive an cient past. It is re mark able that Rybakov’s
late Sta lin era syn the sis of Rus sian his tory was still be ing as signed to mid dle school
stu dents in the dawn of the Putin era.70

Ul ti mately, this in de pend ent re ex am i na tion of the ev i dence vin di cates the skep ti cal
ap proach ad vo cated by Mongait. As in di cated above, fur ther re search along lines first
sug gested by Mongait has se ri ously un der mined the foun da tion of Rybakov’s op ti mis -
tic agenda of 1950s. Ar che o log i cal ev i dence sug gests that here was no great Rus sian
me trop o lis of Tmutarakan’ and no thou sand years of con ti nu ity. No new mon u men tal,
me di eval in scrip tions in Rus sian or any other Slavic lan guage have been un earthed at
Taman’. The Nogmov texts have proven to be fakelore rather than folk lore.
The Tmutarakan’ sazhen’ is no more than a prod uct of mis taken cal cu la tions. The Sto -
ne stands alone, re tain ing some cred i bil ity in Rus sia. But as this study has dem on -
strated, even the Stone of Tmutarakan’ still re mains a stone of con ten tion (kamen’
pretknoveniia) in ways that «Tsar Boris» (Rybakov) would never have ad mit ted nor
fath omed.
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69 For a recent example, see Andrzej Poppe. Introduction to Volume 1. Mykhailo Hrushevsky, History
of Ukraine-Rus’ (Toronto, 1997), lii–liii. Poppe calls Rybakov an archeologist “whose work
invariably overflows with conjectures, rarely takes account of the results of research or the exigencies 
of scholarly method.” This scathing criticism of Rybakov’s 1982 publication on Herodotus’ visit to
Scythia would suggest that his late work was as flawed as his early work.

70 Ïðå îá ðà æåí ñêèé À. À., Ðû áà êîâ Á. À. Èñòî ðèÿ îò å ÷åñ òâà. Ó÷åá íèê äëà 6–7 êëàñ ñîâ îá ùå îá -
ðà çî âà òåëü íûõ ó÷ðåæ äå íèé. 7-å èçä. Ì., 2001.


