D. P. SOULIOTIS

A GREEK PRELATE IN THE TATAR KHANATE OF THE CRIMEA
IN THE EARLY SEVENTEENTH CENTURY

The existing Greek sources-relating to the Tatar Khanate of the Crimea
before it was annexed by Russia (1792), and particularly between the end of
the sixteenth century and the midseventeenth century, are few and obscurel.
Information about Greeks in the khanate during this period is conspicuously
absent®. Consequently, the discovery of a Greek source relating to this region
is, I think, of particular interest, especially when it contains details and in-
formation which are not found in other contemporary Greek or non-Greek

testimonies.
One such source is an unpublished and hitherto unstudied Greek docu-
ment, which I have located in the National Library of Budapest, and which

1. A well-documented work (based on Russian, Polish, and, particularly, Turkish
sources) is Carl Max Kortepeter’s Ottoman Imperialism during the Reformation: Europe
gnd the Caucasus (New York and London, 1972), which, despite the title, chiefly concerns
the khanate of the Crimea at the end of the sixteenth and beginning of the scventeenth
century. For a general bibliography relating to the khanate, see the collection of documents
titled Le Khanat de Crimée dans les archives du musée du palais de Topkapi (Paris, 1978),
pp. 405-23.

2. See, e.g., K. A. Palaiologos’s old survey, «'O év tfj votien Pocia ‘EAAnvicpodg ano
1OV Gpyatotdtav xpovov péxplt t@v kad NHudc», Ilagvasads, 5 (1881), 409-20, 535-50,
585-616. Concerning the Greeks of the Mariupol’ region in particular, from the fifteenth
to the eighteenth century, see 1. 1. Sokolov, “Mariupol’skie Greki”, Trudy Instituta Slav-
Jjanovenija Akademii Nauk SSSR, 1 (1932), 297-317. However, references in these studies
to the period which concerns us here are sketchy in the extreme. Turkish sources relating
to the khanate, with sporadic references to the presence of Greeks in the Crimea (in the
eighteenth century), are to be found in Le Khanat de Crimée, 26, 28, 231, 232. On the other
hand, sources and literature relating to Greeks in the early period of Russian domination
over the region are quite satisfactory, at least from the point of view of quantity. See, e.g.,
the sources and publications cited by Stephen K. Batalden in Catherine II's Greek Prelate
Eugenios Voulgaris in Russia, 1771-1806 (New York, 1982), pp. 146f., 172f. Finally, with
respect to the Greeks’ presence in the Crimea generally, Kostas Fotiadis offers plentiful
historical information in O EAdpwiouds tns Kowpalas: Magiovnoldn, Sixaiwpa otn uvijun
(Athens, 1990): for the period which concerns us here, see pp. 29-30; for the bibliography,
pp. 106-9.
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forms the Appendix of this article3. It is an original letter written, as we shall
see directly, in March 1609 by a Greek prelate, Archbishop Nectarius of
Ochrid. Written in “T'kio{AGpL” (1. 8) —i.e. the town of Gézlev (which later
became the Russian Yevpatoriya) in the south-west Crimea — it is addressed
to a certain “Prince of Dacia, voivode Bogdan”, who was in Constantinople
at the time (1. 26: “adtod &gig tiv IToAV”)4

Nectarius’s letter is written in the vernacular, with a few orthographical
variations and the usual misplaced accents encountered in similar Greek texts
of the same period®. The letter is dated at the end (ev unvi Maptio {'); again
at the end, there is also the indiction VII (Mnvi Maptio vdixktidvog £’) in
green ink, as was the custom of the Archbishops of Ochrid when signing
official documents. If we correlate the indiction with the historical data con-
tained in the document, we arrive at the precise date of 7 March 16098,

Archbishop Nectarius of Ochrid is by no means unknown; however,
we have only limited and fragmentary information about him, chiefly relating
to his wanderings through central and eastern Europe and Russia’. It is diffi-
cult even to determine precisely when he was on the archiepiscopal throne.

3. I should like to thank those who have helped me in my work: Mr Istvdn Kapitanffi,
Prof. of Byzantine Literature at the University Eotvos Lorand of Budapest, for his ob-
servations concerning the reading of the document and also his essential aid to this intro-
duction; Ms Orsolya Karsay, Head of the Department of Greek Manuscripts in the National
Library of Budapest, for her unreserved support; and my friend I. K. Hassiotis, Professor
of Modern History at the Univecsity of Thessaloniki, for bibliographical and historical
information about almost all the persons and events mentioned in the document and his
drastic interventions in the final text of this study.

4. The document is briefly mentioned (as No 3) by the compilet of the catalogue of
Greek manuscripts in the Hungarian National Libraty, M. Kubinyi: Libri manuscripti
graeci in Bibliothecis Budapestinensibus asservati, descr. M. Kubinyi (Budapest, 1956), p. 16.
She also mentions it, again briefly, in “A Magyar Nemzeti Mizeum gérog kéziratai”, Antik
Tanulmdnyok, 1 (1954), 280.

5. The letter is written in the standard minuscule script of the codices novelli of the
first centuries of the Ottoman era (E. Mioni, Eicaywyr] otny eAdnwuer} malaioyoagpla, trans.,
N. Panagiotakis, Athens, 1985, pp. 80f.).

6. The seventh indiction corresponds to the years 1579, 1594, and 1609 (H. Lietzmann
and K. Aland, Zeitrechnung, Berlin 1956, pp. 62-3).

7. The information has been collected by the Bulgarian historian N. I. Milev, “Ohrid-
skijat patriarch Atanasij i skitanijata mu v €uzbina, 1597-1616", Isvestija na Istorifeskoto
Druzestvo v Sofija, 5 (1922), 116. Cf. S. L. Varnalidis, O agyienioxonos Axeidos Zwaoiuds
(1686-1746) xa. 1 exxAnoiaotixi) xat moAirixni) dpdowg avrov (Thessaloniki, 1974), pp. 72-3.
Nectarius is also mentioned in A.-P. Péchayre,“Les archevéques d'Ochrida et leurs relations
avec I'Occident a la fin du XVle siécle et au début du XVIIIe”, Echos d’Orient, 40 (1937),
p. 422 n.
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This is not a problem exclusive to Nectarius, however; it also relates to other
Archbishops of Ochrid, for they persisted in using their ecclesiastical title
—without the proper clarification “former” (npdnv)—even after they had
left the see, having been either downgraded or dismissed from it. Almost
without exception, all the former Archbishops of Ochrid, who for various
reasons left the Orthodox East, followed this “non-canonic” practice®.
Thus, we find Nectarius apparently Archbishop of Ochrid in a document
of 14 August 15989, when precisely the same ecclesiastical title was borne by
Athanasius Rizeas (his possible predecessor and successor), a well-known
Greek prelate, particularly for his revolutionary initiatives and his long
wanderings in the West!?. A few years later, at the beginning of the seventeenth
century, when he was far from his see once more in France and the Nether-
lands, Nectarius again had no qualms about calling himself Archbishop of
Ochrid!l. In the time of Boris Feodorovi¢ Godunov, Grand Duke of Muscovy
(1598-1605), we find our beleaguered prelate, this time in Moscow using the
title yet again!2. It should also be borne in mind that the fact that Nectarius
uses the title in the present document, even though he is no longer far away
in the West or in Moscow, but rather in an area which was then under the
ecclesiastical jurisdiction of the Oecumenical Patriarchate, does not neces-
sarily mean that he had recovered his archiepiscopal see in Ochrid. Equally
unreliable evidence of this is the fact that Nectarius mentions having met
the local Orthodox Metropolitan of Gothia at Balaklaval®. Consequently,

8. See the difficulties in drawing up lists of bishops experienced by H. Gelzer, Der
Patriarchat von Achrida: Geschichte und Urkunden (Leipzig, 1902). Cf. D. A. Zakythinos,
«ZupPolai eig thv ioTtopiav t@v EkkAnoidv "Axpidog kai Inekiovw, Maxedomxd, 1 (1940),
429-58 (partic. 440-7). For further examples of the abuse of the title by other former arch-
bishops of Ochrid, who were removed from the archiepiscopal throne after Nectarius’s
time, see Varnalidis, O apyenioxonos Ayoidog Zwowuds, 55-7. Literature relating to the
history and the archbishops of the Ochridan archiepiscopate is listed in I. E. Anastasiou,
Biphoyoagia tov emoxomindy xaraldywy tov IHargiapyeiov tre Kwvoravrwovndlews
wat ¢ Exxdnolec tne EAAddog (Thessakoniki, 1979), pp. 70-2.

9. E. Hurmuzaki, Documente privitoare la istoria Romdanilor, Supplementul II, vol. 1
(1510-1600) (Bucharest, 1893), pp. 478-9.

10. Milev, “Ohridskijat patriarh Atanasij”, 116.

11. Michael Le Quien, Oriens Christianus, vol. 2 (Paris, 1740), p. 299; Gelzer, Der
Patriarchar von Achrida, 26. Cf. N. Iorga. “Exilés grecs en France au XVe siecle”, Revue
historique du sud-est européen, 5 (1928), 34.

12. Milev, “Ohridskijat patriarh Atanasij”, 116.

13. Appendix, lines 33-4: “Thus I told the overlord that I had business ir Balaklava and
was to meet the Metropolitan of Gothia» CEt{i éyd elrna tov dpyov g Exw Sovheld
€ic 10 MnaloxkAaBd, va opite tov pntporoAitnv tiic I'otbiag). Unfortunately, we have
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just as little actual credence may be given to' Nectarius’s use of the title of
Archbishop of Ochrid during his second visit to Russia, which took place a
few years after his journey to the Crimea. And this regardless of the fact that,
during his second Russian sojourn, the busy prelate embarked upon a new
career in 1613 as Archbishop of the Russian ecclesiastical province of Vologod-
skayalt.

Nectarius seems to have had close connections with Moldavia. To begin
with, there was the tradition of the Ochridan Archbishop’s at least nominal
jurisdiction over the episcopates of “Hungro-Wallachia and Moldavia” or
—as these two Danube principalities were also sometimes called— of “(Inland
and Riverine) Dacia”!5. Nectarius’s own repeated visits to Moldavia were
probably connected with this tradition. In 1598, for instance, while on his
way to Moscow via Poland!¢, he remained on Moldavian territory for over
a year!”. Two years later, in June 1600, we find him there once again, actively
participating with other Greek prelates in the politically significant ecclesiasti-
cal council which had been convened in the old Moldavian capital, Suceava,
by the rival of Yeremiya Movila, Mihai Viteazul, voivode of Wallachia and
Moldavia (1593-1601)18,

been unable to locate this metropolitan’s name. For information about the development
of this Orthodox ecclesiastical province, see Fotiadis, O EAlpwiouds tne Kowpaias, 29-31.

14, N. T. Kapterev, Harakter otnosenij Rossii k provoslavnomu Vostoku v XVI i XVII
stoletijah (Sergiev Posad, 1914; republ. The Hague, 1968), pp. 147f.; Milev, “Ohridskijat
patriarh Atanasij”, 116, n. 7.

15. This jurisdiction was denied — unjustifiably, I think — by N. Banescu, L’ancien
état bulgare et les pays roumains, Bucarest 1947, p. 84. For literature relating to the adminis-
trative boundaries of the archiepiscopate of Ochrid, which were nominally expanded by a
pseudo-Justinian Novella (in the thirteenth century!) to include large areas of the Balkan
Peninsula as far as Moldavia and Hungro-Wallachia, see Varnalidis, O agytenioxomos A-
xoidoc Zwowuds, 100-2, nn. 11-12.

16. This information is from a letter from the voivode of Moldavia, Yeremiya Movila,
to his ally the great chancellor and hetman of Poland, Jan Zamoyski (1542-1605). The letter,
dated 14 August 1598, asked Zamoyski to facilitate the journey of the Archbishop of O chrid,
Nectarius, to Muscovy. Cf. n. 7 above.

17. Milev, “Ohridskijat patriarch Atanasij”, 116, n. 7.

18. Hurmuzaki, Documente, vol. XIV/1, Bucarest 1915, p. 109-111. Cf. N. Iorga, Ge-
schichte des osmanischen Reiches, vol. 3 (Gotha, 1910), p. 280; idem, Istoria lui Mihai Viteazul,
second edition (Bucharest, 1968), p. 348. Concerning the council’s significance, see A. Randa,
Pro Republica Christiana: Die Walachei im “langen” Tirkengrieg der katholischen Universal-
mdchte (1593-1606) (Munich, 1964), p. 255; Andrei Pippidi, Hommes et idées du sud-est
européen a I'aube de I’dge moderne (Bucharest, 1980), p. 62. For Nectarius’ douptfull pre-
sence in the archibishopric of Proilav see D. Russo, Srudii istorice greco-rumdne, vol. 1,
Bucarest 1939, p. 256. Cf. also Andrei Pippidi, Traditia politicd bizantind in tdrile romdne
in secolele XVI- XVIII, Bucarest 1983. pp. 180, 188 (n. 217), 193.
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Nectarius’s connection with Moldavia and its voivodes is clearly apparent
from the contents of the letter under discussion here. As we have said, the
letter is addressed to the “Prince of all Dacia, voivode Bogdan”, who seems
to be directly concerned by most of the information it contains. Naturally,
quite a number of sixteenth-and seventeenth-century Moldavian princes
were called ‘voivode Bogdan’; but the additional data contained in the ad-
dress on the verso enable us to determine the recipient’s identity with precision
and certainty: “To be delivered to the supreme and most eminent master,
voivode Bogdan, Prince of Dacia,-son.of voivode Ioannes Iancu, at the re-
sidence of the Ambassador of England» (T® dyniotdte koi éxAopnpotdto
avBévtn, 1® Mmnoyddav BonPovrta, t® fyepove Aaxiag, vid "Tedvvov Tav-
kovia PBonpovra, eig oikov EATLR tfig "EyAttépag, &b 800ein)!®. He is, then,
the son of Iancu Sasul, Prince of Moldavia (1579-82), and none other than
Stefan Bogdan, quite a well-known figure in Moldavian history2?. He had
indeed sought refuge, in an attempt to evade arrest by the Turks, in the re-
sidence of the British ambassador to Constantinople — who at that time
(1606-11) was Sir Thomas Glover?! — and in fact spent at least two years
there (from 1608 to 1611) stubbornly demanding that the Sublime Porte give
him the throne of Moldavia. I do not intend to recount this adventurer’s
chequered life story here: besides, many aspects of it were published ninety
years ago by the eminent Romanian historian Nicolae Iorga, who also in-
vestigated the activities of other pretenders, whether legitimate or not, to the
Moldavian throne22. In that turbulent period of Moldavia’s history, they were
encouraged by the obscure system of succession operating in this Danube
principality, as also by the confusion arising from the constant and blatant
interference in the region of a number af warring external factors (the ruling

19. Ie(avvnc) was, of course, part of the rather singular title of all those who were ap-
pointed voivodes of Moldavia: see G. Nandris, “L’origine de I® dans le titre des souve-
rains bulgares et roumains”, Revue des études slaves: Mélanges André Vaillant, 30 (1964),
159-66. Cf. Evlogios Kourilas, «Ta yxpvodpoviia tdv fiyenovev tiic Mordofrayias xai
10 oOpPorov Io 1 Ioavvn”, Eic uijuny Znveidwvos Adumgov (Athens, 1935), pp. 245-54.

20. N. Iorga, “Pretendenti domnesci in secolul al XVI-lea”, Analele Academiei Romdne,
ser. III, vol. 19 (Memoriile Sectiunii Istorice) (Bucharest, 1898): for Stefan Bogdan, see pp.
251-9 passim,; concerning the claims and the activity of Stefan’s father, Iancu, see pp. 22-7.

21. Concerning his activity in Constantinople, see the information given by contempo
rary British travellers in A. C. Wood, A History of the Levant Company (London, 1964),
pp. 82-4. He is also briefly mentioned in Samuel C. Chew, The Crescent and the Rose: Islam
and England during the Renaissance, second edition (Oxford, 1965), pp. 179-80.

22. Iorga, “Pretendenti domnesci”, loc. cit.

18
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Ottomans, the Crimean Tatars, the Hungarian princes of Transylvania, the
Habsburgs, the Poles, and the Russians)?.

Nectarius’s letter, then, confirms that Stefan Bogdan did not abandon
his efforts to take the Moldavian throne during his long stay in the British
embassy in Constantinople. Furthermore, the British ambassador not only
took him under his wing, protecting him with an armed guard of British and
Moldavian soldiers, but also spent a great deal of money in the furtherance
of his cause and came into frequent conflict with the Ottoman officials. As a
result of this friction and his ultimate failure to put Stefan Bogdan in the
place of the Poles’ protégé, voivode Constantin Movila of Moldavia (1607-
11), Glover was eventually recalled to London®. A Venetian source, dated
28 October 1608, informs us that “questo principe Steffano Bogdano, con il
favore dell’ambasciatore d’Inghilterra, si maneggia grandamente per ricupar
il suo stato?®, et farne scacciare il principe regnante; et in suo favore sono
venuti molti Bogdani, fastiditi dal governo de’ Polachi, et anco questo am-
basciator del Tartaro se gli mostra favorevole26. Ma la conditione de’ tempi
gli e molto contraria, come anco contrarissimo se gli dimonstra il Bassa luogo-
tenente”?. Other evidence too attests the British ambassador’s staunch sup-
port of Stefan Bogdan. A Spanish source, for instance, of December 1610
mentions the vast amounts of money the British diplomat spent to maintain
the exiled Moldavian at his house and also his systematic, albeit unsuccessful,
efforts to obtain “un arz, que es lo mismo que villete o consulta, del Primero
Visir, para que el Turco mandasse, que el principe de Moldavia fuesse resti-
tuydo en su estado”®. It should be noted, finally, that Stefan Bogdan did

23. Cf. the case of a Greek pretender to the Moldavian throne in the period which con-
cerne us here in I. K. Hassiotis, “George Heracleus Basilicos, a Greek Pretender to a Balkan
Principality”, Balcanica, 13-14 (Belgrade, 1982-3), 85-96.

24. Wood, A History of the Levant Company, 83-4.

25. It was not a question of “restoration”, of course, since Stefan Bogdan had never
held power in Moldavia in the first place.

26. Regarding the interference of Poles and Tatars in Moldavia’s domestic affairs in
the early 1600s, see Kortepeter, Otroman Imperialism, 174f.

27. Hurmuzaki, Documents, IV/2, p. 300. The “Bassa luogotenente” must be Murad,
known as Kuyiizi, who was of Croatian descent and Grand Vizier from 1606 to 1611; for
his activity and influence, see Kortepeter, Otfoman Imperialism, 224.

28. A. Cioranescu (ed.), Documente privitoare la istoria Romanilor culese din arhivele
din Simancas (Bucharest, 1940), p. 233, where there is also a reference to the British diplo-
mat’s displeasure “assi por la reputatién que perdié en no salir con su pretensién, como
por los gastos que ha hecho con el Moldavo el tiempo que le ha tenido en su casa”. Concer-
ning the significance of the term arz, cf. G. Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica, 11, third edition
(Berlin, 1983), p. 71.
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not cease his efforts to take the Moldavian throne even when he was impri-
soned in Abydos (in “the Dardanelles fortresses™), nor yet when he managed
to pass — again with the British ambassador’s help — to the West (between
February 1604 and July 1608) in order to secure the Christian rulers’ support
in achieving his demands?®®.

Our document also confirms the information in available Western sour-
ces to the effect that a good many Moldavians not only rejected Constantin
Movila as ruler of their country, but also sent representatives first to Con-
stantinople and then to the Crimea in order to persuade both the Ottoman
sultan and the Tatar -khan to intervene and ‘restore’ Stefan Bogdan to the
Moldavian throne®°. This effort to obtain the Tatars’ intervention on Bogdan’s
behalf may be explained by the fact that the principality of Moldavia was to
a certain extent practically subject to the khan of the Crimea®!. Nectarius’s
letter clearly mentions that the Moldavian representatives were in Gozlev
throughout the month of November?®2, obviously after the failure of Stefan

29. For his wanderings in the West and the appeals made by him and his representatives,
see lorga, “Pretendenti domnesci”, loc. cir. Cf. Pippidi, Traditia Politica, p. 196, 200, and
Cioranescu, Documente, 224-30, 233. The efforts of Geronimo Meoli, the special envoy of
“voivode Stefan of Moldavia”, to secure Spanish support on the Italian peninsula are men-
tioned in a number of documents in the Spanish archive of Simancas, Seccion de Estado,
file 1948, Nos 140-50, 165, 170-4, 183-8, 189-93. Concerning Stefan’s earlier activities and
his arrest, cf. Seccidn de Estado, file 1346, No 149 (information supplied by Prof. Hassiotis).

30. Even the Prince of Transylvania, Gabriel Bathori, apparently advised the Sublime
Porte in 1610 and 1611 to restore Stefan Bogdan to the Moldavian throne. This, at least,
is what may be understood from an anonymous Spanish source of early November of that
year, published by Ciordnescu, Documente, 233: in Bathori’s opinion, “no avra quietud en
la Moldavia [from the Poles’ constant interference], si no se buelve el govierno a Giancola
Bugdano [he obviously means his son], a quien favorece el embaxador de Inglaterra alli
residente”. On Bathori’s efforts in the interest of Bogdan also consult E. Veress, Documente
privitoare la istoria Ardealului, Moldovei si Tarii Romanesti, vol. VIII, Bucarest 1935, pp.
115, 128-132, 163-165, 183-184.

31. For examples between the late sixteenth and early seventeenth century, see Korte-
peter, Ottoman Imperialism, 8, 32-3, 136-7, 143-6, 148-9, 172-3, 181. Cf. Le Khanat de Crimée,
332-3, for the Tatars’ efforts to bring the principality under the khanate. Concerning the
Porte’s reactions to the Tatars’ incursions into Moldavian territory during the period in
question, cf. the command issued by Sultan Ahmet I on 14 January 1610 to Khan Selamet
Girdy (concerning whom, see below) in the collection of documents published by Tahsin
Gemil, Relatiile tarilor roméne cu Poarta Otomand in documente turcesti (1601-1712) (Bu-
charest, 1984), No 54.

32. Appendix, lines 6-8, where we read that Nectarius has informed the addressee of
his letter that “the ambassadors of Bogdania were constantly here throughout November...
and the khan came to Gozlev, while the ambassadors were still here, on the second of De-
cember” (navrote frov €86 oi EAtlfdeq tfig Mnoydaviag, Ewg 6Aov TOv Notuppiov ... kai
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Bogdan’s supporters and the British ambassador to elicit the coveted arz from
the Sublime Porte.

Consequently, the title of ‘Prince of Dacia’, which Archbishop Nectarius
accords Stefan Bogdan in 1609, does not reflect the latter’s true position. It
could, of course, be interpreted simply as a compliment. However, when
associated with other data in the document, this mode of address does seem
to indicate that the Greek prelate accepted Bogdan’s claims. Indeed, the
document almost exclusively concerns the various efforts made by the Arch-
bishop himself and some of the aspiring Prince of Moldavia’s friends to fur-
ther the latter’s cause either with the khan of the Crimea or with the Sublime
Porte.

These actions seem to have been designed to offer some protection to
the Orthodox population of Moldavia against pro-Catholic Polish infiltra-
tion. Furthermore, Stefan Bogdan was frequently known to champion Greek
interests. His connections with the Greek world lay in his father’s old links
with Rhodes (where he had lived in exile for a number of years) and in his
mother’s Greek origin (she belonged to a branch of the Palaeologus family)®.
The ambitious Stefan exploited his Greek descent in his various appeals to
West European rulers, to whom he offered to conduct anti-Turkish military
operations in the Greek East in exchange either for his own “re-establishment™
in Moldavia or for the “restoration” of his ancestral “noble” titles in Greece34.

These data help us, 1 think, to interpret Nectarius’s references both to
his own involvement in the efforts on Stefan Bogdan’s behalf and to the help
the latter received from certain other Greeks, who were living in the Crimea
at the time and apparently had special influence with the khanate’s high-
ranking officials. Thus, having received Bogdan’s written appeals to the Tatar
ruler, Selamet Giray (1608-10)35, Nectarius hastened to pass them on to the
“archon” Alexandris. The latter had already gone to Baggesaray (Rus. Bakh-
chisaray), the capital of the khanate, where he was endeavouring, with his
associate Kyritzis Filippis (a recipient of similar letters from Bogdan to the

6 xavne HA0e €8® €lg 10 IMyroohaft, tapdviov dxoun tdv EAtlHdwv, Seutépa Ackeufpiov).

33. N. Iorga briefly mentions his parents’ origin in Byzance aprés Byzance, Bucarest
1935, pp. 136, 138-139.

34. In November 1607, for instance, in a discussion with the Spanish Ambassador to
London, D. Pedro de Zuiiiga, he asked for Spanish military reinforcements to help him
take the two Dardanelles fortresses or even the town of Larisa, in exchange for King Philip
IIl’s granting him the title of “Prince of Greece” (infeudandole por principe de Grecia):
Ciordnescu, Documente, 226; cf. also p. 230 (11 Sept. 1611).

35. See briefly Kortepeter, Otroman Imperialism, 230, 234 nn. 14, 15.



A Greek Prelate in the Tatar Khanate 277

khan, written in Turkish), to persuade the Tatar khan to permit the British
embassy’s voluntary internee to come first to the Crimea and thence to try
to enter his native Moldavia.

Nectarius makes no secret of his pessimistic view of the distrustful Tatar’s
attitude, for the latter was insisting that, before he would agree to receive
Bogdan®’, he must first see the necessary sultanic documents (“dpfia”), which
the sultan’s special envoy, Halil Aga, was expected to bring any day. Kyritzis
Filippis was thus obliged to seek out other intermediaries capable of influen-
cing the khan. He hastened to “the land of Sivritash” (ei¢ Tnv ydpav adtfic,
£ig 10 ZuPpntag), where he had a meeting with the “great noblewoman” and
Christian, Albige. She turned out to be the sister of Stefan Bogdan’s brother-
in-law, who was in Poland (Agyia) at the time, and also a relation by marriage
of two of the khanate’s high-ranking officials: “Mehmet Shah Celepi, who
is a great aga of the khan and his word carries the greatest weight” (tov
Meeypét oay TCehenn, omol eivar péyag aydg tov xavn kat o Adyog Tov
devtepog dev yivetar), and who had been sent to Constantinople as Selamet
Girdy’s representative precisely in connection with the Stefan Bogdan af-
fair; and “Mustafa Celepi, the vizier of the sultan, Sain Kerem, and son-in-
law of the khan» (tov Movetaed T{erernt, BeCipn Tov covAtdvov, Tov Zaiv
Kepép, onod eivat yapuPpog tov xavn)®, who at the time was away either in

36. Appendix, lines 11, 12-14: “Thus, the whole of December having passed, the over-
lord went to the khan, taking with him Kyritzis Filippis, and I remained in Gozlev. And
here I received your honour’s letters and sent them to the overlord. And he also requested
the Turkish letter from Kyritzis Filippis, which was from your honour to the khan” (CE1{L,
arnepalopevos 6hog & Aexéupprog, Enfiye 6 Gpyog eig tOv xavn xai énfipes pali tov kai
tov Kupitln ®iannd, kal éyd dviueiva elg 10 Myroohapi. Kal 36 éhafa tég ypagic tiig
avevtiag oov kai EotelAd teg elg Tov Gpyovra. Kai é{ftnoe xai thv ypaenv énd tév Kv-
pitln ®rhran v Tovpkikny, Orov elxe and TNV avBeviiav cov elg Tov xavnv). The over-
lord’s name is given in 11, 31 and 35. There is not enough evidence in the document to enable
us to identify these two individuals with historical figures attested elsewhere. They may
well have been members of the group of Moldavian “ambassadors” who were seeking Stefan
Bogdan'’s “reinstatement” in Moldavia. However, it seems more likely that they were Greeks
who had been living in the khanate for many years; rather like, for instance, Alexandros
Palaiologos, who, in 1598, had endeavoured to play a political role as mediator in negotia-
tions between the Crimean Tatars and Western rulers (see a reference to him in Iorga, By-
zance, p. 120: cf. Kortepeter, Ottoman Imperialism, 185, for a reference to another of his
‘missions in 1601-2). The Dimitrios Kyritzis mentioned by Iorga (ibid.) does not seem to
have had any connection with the present Kyritzis, given that the former was related by
marriage to Stefan Bogdan’s rivals, the Movila dynasty.

37. Whom he had met before in Constantinople: 1. 19,

38. Appendix lines 11, 17, 26, 32, 37-8.
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Akkerman (g1 to Axtlepuévi), the modern Belgorod-Dnestrovsky in the
Ukraine, or at the fortress of Ozu Qalesi (émg v Ofov), which was latet
to become the Russian Oc¢akov, at the mouth of the Dniepr3®.

Despite all these efforts, Stefan Bogdan never was lawfully proclaimed
voivode of Moldavia. He tried again after he had left the British elci’s resi-
dence in 1611, but this final attempt changed nothing: On 20 November 1611,
after the defeat of voivode Constantin Movila, the Moldavian throne was
won by Stefan II, known as Tomsa (1611-16)°. Bogdan’s failures did not
quell his apparently incurable lust for power. It was probably this which
motivated his eventual conversion to Islam, by which he finally achieved,
shortly before his death, the governorship of a sanjak?!.

39. Appendix, lines 21-7. I have been unable to find further information about Mustafa
Celepi. The “sultan” is probably Sahin Giray, the Kalgay-sultan, the khan’s deputy, and
frequently serasker-sultan and governor of Bessarabia, Yedisan (between the Dniestr and
the Dniepr), and Kuban (between the Sea of Azov and the Kuban River): For him, see
Kortepeter, Ortoman Imperialism, 15. 22 n. 72). Concerning the close ties between Se-
lamet Girdy and his relations, the brothers Mehemmed (who became Khan of the Crimea
in 1610) and Sahin Giray, high-ranking officials (Hanzédes, Kalgdy, and Nareddin) of the
khanate, cf. Le Khanat de Crimée, 146, 152-3, 333, 334, 337, 338, 363, etc. For these digni-
ties and their holders, consult H. Inalcik, “Kirim”, Islam Ansiklopzdisi, vol. 6, pp. 741-56.
Cf. Kortepeter, Ottoman Imperialism, 176, 253 (genealogical table).

40. These events are well known and there is no need to go over them again here. See
briefly Constantin C. Giurescu, Chronological History of Romania, second edition (Bucharest,
1794), p. 123.

41. Iorga, “Pretendenti domnesci”, 251-9 passim.



APPENDIX

Letter from the Archbishop of Ochrid, Nectarius, to the Prince of Moldavia

Gozlev [Yevpatoriya] in the Crimea
7 March 1609

[Reproduced from Greek Ms No 3, ff. 1r-v, in the collection of Greek manuscripts in the
Hungarian National Library. Brief description by M. Kubinyi, Libri manuscripti graeci in
Bibliothecis Budapestinensibus asservati, descr. M. Kubinyi (Budapest, 1956), p. 16: “Epistula
Nectarii Archiepiscopi ad voivodam Bogdanum ... Sequuntur monocondylia viridi atra-
mento scripta: ev unvi pagriow v [sic] {’’. On the verso is the address: T'® dyndwrdre xai
éxiaunmgwrdry avléviy, Td Mnoyddav Bonfidvra, 1@ 1jyeudv Adaxiag, vud *Iwdvwov Iidw-
xovia Ponfdvra, eis olxov 8Arl7H tvijs *Eyiiréoas. ed dobein. The document is published
here with the original ortography. Minor interventions have been made only with respect
to capitals and punctuation.]

tNektdprog, érén O(e0)d dpyleniokonog tfig [Ipdtng ‘Tovotiviaviic,
*Aypd@dv xal ndong Bovhyapiag, ZepBiog, "AAPaviag, /2 OvykpoPruyiag,
MoAdaviag kol t@v Aoindv:-

TYyniot(at)te, Ekhapnpodt{at)e AdBévin kot flyguov maong Aakiag,
xOpie Mroydav Boifovta, yapis gin i ofi /4 Exhapnpo(tn)t kai eipivn
kal gleog mapa O(so)v IT(at)pog xar K(vpio)v nuev I(noco)v X(pisto)v,
bylawve pot 1 yoyn kal 10 ohOpatt, 0Tl KoL THELS KOA®S /3 EXOUEV TO OOUOTL
xapite X(pioto)v. ‘Opag ypapopev v onv "Exlaunpodtnta mepl Tng vmo-
6éoewg, Katd @ ypappata ta tpwia, Twg /8 mdvrote fTov 8w o1 EATENdaIg
¢ Mmnoydaviag, ewg Ohov t6v Noéufplov, kal o apyoc peretdvtag va
naévn [7 elg Tov yavy, kot Eprodnlouevog eic toOv tapanyava va kdyn donpa
kai dlia mpdypata, 6mov eixe €3nkd tov, /B kai o ydvig fA0e 8dw, eig TOV
I'yiolLapr, mapovrov, dkdpt, koi tov Ertindav, devtépa Aeke(u)ppiov, kai
éunve /° &dw piav nuépav. "Opwg o dpyoviag, kabbg pag Aéyel, 810t ODTE
&yd &anya, ovte o xvpATlng DiAinric, pdvov povog tov /°o dpyog, Kat
Aéyel mog ELaAnoe tOv yavol, kol mwg o yxdvig 8déxTiKEV petd yopag TOV
Aoyov, kai vre Tov, 611 dtav ELBer /M and thv ITOAy o XarAroyag, TOTE va
Ypayo kol té aplia, va eidw kai yd noiot eivar o ExBpoi pov kai woiot ot
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@ilot pov, /12 tote va Ypayo, Kai va mapng kai tov av(Bpen)ov avtov, va
ov @épng eig 10 Mmaytla Zapai. "Etn anepalopevog 6Aog o Aexé(p)-
Bpic, /1B énnye o dpyog eig TOV xavi, kai énxnpe paln tov kal tov kvpnHTLy
duinani, xai &yo dvépeiva eig 10 I'yiolhapfr. Kai €80 élafa /14 1aic ypo-
eaic ¢ dvlevtia(c) cov, kai éotelhd talg eig TOV dpyovra, Kai pe pEYA-
Anv xapdv E8€KTELKEV dutalg, kabbg pé Aéyer /1% o xkvpAtlng ®iAnnric. To-
1€ &CNTNnoe xal tnv ypaenv &no tov xvpntln Oiknnri, v T00PKNMKNYV,
omov elyxe &rd TNV adBevria cov /18 eig 10V ydviv, ué Tovt(o) va v ddon
TOV YAV, Kai ad1og 3&v 11v Edwoe, povov taidl vre, dTL ECTVTVYE debTEpOV
OV 1A, /17 xal malar tOv dutdv Adyov tov vre, 0TL 0 XaAniayag &uynke
ano v IloAiw, xai elg dAiyaig mpépaig Epyetal, kal o kvupntng drinz-
nig /'® TOv vme, TG VA SOoWUEV TAV YPaPTV TOV YAVl kol 0 &pyo¢ vre, dEv
xavel ypia, povov, dtav éABn o Xarhrayag, TO0TE Kal tnv ypaenv va 8-
cwopev. /1 Yne kol £1001(0), TG TOV LTE 0 YAvig, Twg iEEvPEL TV Gubevtia
oov o yavic gic v I1oiwy, opwg addévin, 1@ npdypata éwg adtov &xovv. /2
Kai o xvupntlng ®iinnnic fitov eig peyain Avnnv: Evpédn pe évav Tlop-
kéCn, xai pet’ avtov dmo Adyov eig Aoyov, xal Aéyoviag mepi tov /2 yap-
Bpob cov, dnov eivat gig tnv Agyiav, kai Gvtdg TOV LREE dTL EYEL €8 GBEM-
on yproTiavoi, Tov dvopa adtng "Aiunnyyé. Kai écav fikovse /2 o xvpn-
wnc diknnnig, Eoexoler anefog, xai ¢diafer eig v ydpav adng, eig 10
ZuPpntag, kai éanye ko1 ndpe piav peydinv apyovineca, /3 xal écav Tig
vre, 011 eivarl o yapPpog tng dubevriag) cov o aderpdg tng, MEYAANV YO-
pav &xdptv, kai g AA0e 81 adtnv v vrdbeotv, /2 kai twg o dpyog 1N
LTE Ao 1O GTOP® TOL YaAvi, Kal neydinv Aornyv éluvnidnkev, dti 8€v Ennye
npwoto gl autiv, /2 611 &xel 800 y{a)uPpolc, 1ov Meeypet Xay TLerenn,
dmov eivar péyag dyag Tov yavi, kar o Adyog Tov devtepog 8Ev yiverar, kai
avtov /%8 Eoteldev o Yavig dutov eig v IIoAv, npov tov XeAniaya, kai
axop 8év fA0e, xal o dhog, o Movotagpd TLelemig, elvar Belnipig /27 Tov
GovAtdvou, Tov Xanv Kepép, émov eivar yauBpog tov xavi, kai adtog Aei-
nel pé OV covAtdvo eic 1O *Axtlepuevt, xai vre 2 dpyovinoa, Tw(g)
va eivai vropoviv, éwg va EABovv ot yapuPpol tne, kai abtoi kdvovv tn dov-
Ma yAfyopa, Srati kai adtoi Asinovv /2 kai o yavig Aeinel, kai avtog €dia-
Bet, ewg Tv Ofov, kai éndBapev, &1 EyOpnoE, kai £pYovTal Kai o1 ApYovTaig
ol yapppoi tng, xai dtav /3° EABovv, Eymd maéve eig GuTovvoLg, 1) 0 KLPT-
t{n(¢) diknrric. *Opag 10 Ypdupa ypagetov kai o yavig éyopnoe, /*1 kai o
AXeEavdpng, fiyouv o dpyovrag, 10ehe vd nadvn gig 1oV xawt, kai einapev mog
va magvn kel o xu(pftin)c /2 Miknrric, xai Aéyel d&v pag (kaver) ypia,
povov otav &A0el o Xainiayag. Kai nueig 8iv tov &dertbapev nepi 1o0g &-
yadaig /3 &xevouvg, og va tolg &ounEopev, va idovpev TAV YVOUMYV TOUG.
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Ettn éyd eira 10V dpyov mwg €y dovid &ig 10 4 Mnalokiafd, va opi-
Eo 1oV p(nt)pomoritnyv tng I'otdiag. "Etln kai Abapev 8w, kai t16pa oTélw
tov xo(pfHtl)n MAnnniv el P35 v dpyovinoa, v aderonv tov yaufpod
ocov, pun iEevpovtag o dpyxog o (A)reavdpng, kai gig Tovg dyadaig tovg
yapPpols G, /28 va idovpev kai advtovev TAV yvounv, éav duvnbouvv va
oTPEYOLV TTV YvOuTV TOL Xavi vd dden 10 dpln /A npetftepe, Topd va
£A0n o Xarfrayas. Kai gig 10 devtepov kapdft, f (o) xu(pitt)ng ®rinn-
ni¢ 8pyeTal, N ndral ypappato octéllopev, /38 xai n adbevria cov adtd pfv
10 GpeArelg, povov 1M 1L dVvace kAue, 0c0 Tov va éABovy kai Tovta T dplia.
Ltélel kal o @pyog ypappa *° otiv adbeviia cov, wg kKabmg Eyewvav Td
npaypata, o 1opa. Tavre pév Sid v wpav, o & Og(6g) ng eipfi(vng) xai
10 greipov adtov /20 éheog, kai N €0YN, kai N €dAoyia TNC MUOV HETPLOTT-
106, €in pETd ™G ong "Exiaunpotntog év Pio navti. — Ev pnvi Maptio §.

Mnvi Moprtio w(@iktie)vog £s:
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