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The relationship of the Mongols with Rus one of those contversial topics that finds no
consensus among scholaf@n every major point and most of the minor ones, there is ardent and
passionate disagreemengetYone interprete frameavork, for metahistorical reasons, has tended
to dominate the historiograph In this paperl discuss first what | consider to be thedentiary
basis of Mongol-Rugelations. Othehistorians with diferent vievs would no doubt emphasize
different @idence and wuld dispute the importance of theidence | present,ub it would be
incorrect to say that suclridence does notxest. Thenl discuss eight main paradigms that | see
as haing been applied toxplaining Mongol-Rusrelations. Finallyl draw some conclusions
that are applicable to the present and future of studying those reldtidihe process, | hope to
provide the reader an understanding ofywduch dvergent opinions xist in the scholarly

literaturel

Historical Background
The Mongols first made their appearance in the western Eurasian steppe ifrdR2@ing
the death of the defeated Khvezmshah Muhammed on an island in the Caspian Sea, the
pursuing Mongol epeditionary force continued on around the west coast of the Caspian, through
the Caucasus Mountains, and into an area that is alsenkas the Qipchaq steppe (Desht-i-

Qipchaq). Afterwintering near the Crimean peninsula, thigeditionary force, which as

1 This paper s prepared as a chapter in BlackwelrthcomingA Companion to Russian Histgrgdited by
Abbott Gleason, and therefore maintains thadouer system of referencing thabarequested by the series editor



commanded by Jebe and Sibei (two of the Mongols’ leading generals), captured Sudak in the
Crimea. In1223, thg encountered and defeated a combined {Radovtsian army on the Kalka
River, north of the Black Sea. Lemg the Qipchaq steppe easid, thg fought a battle ajnst

the \blga Bulgars and crossed theMa Rver on their way back to their homeland in the eastern
steppe.

Fdlowing two other campaigns ainst the Bulgrs, one in 1229 (including Saksin and the
Polovtsians), the other in 1232, the Mongols returned to the western steppe fourteen years after
their first visit. An army commanded by Batu (the grandson of Chinggis Khan) ande&ibe
during the winter of 1237-38 took Riazakloscav, Vladimir, Suzdal, and a number of other
Rus towns, lut turned back before reaching Wymrod, possibly because the \gorodians
agreed to pay trite. InDecember 1240, the Mongols conqueredvikiefore heading further
west where, in April 1241, tiyedefeated a combined Polish aneufonic knight army at Lgnitz
and a Magyar army at &hi.

Returning to the area north of the Black Sea, Batu established the Jochfl vibics
lasted until 1502 when the last remnant of &swconquered by the Crimeaatdrs. It surwed
the longest of anof the four original ulus (khanates) disuited by Chinggis Khan to his sons.
Among the successors to the Jochid Ulus, the Kddaanate lasted until 1552; the Astrakhan
until 1556; the Siblr until 1587; the Kasimg until 1681; and the Crimean, until 1783.

The Mongols who accompanied Batu and Sttee in the campaigns of 1237-1242
constituted a minority of the forces under their command; the rest of the axsgnade up of

various other steppe peoples, including Qipchags, Circassians, Ossetians (Alans and Burtas), and

2 Often anachronistically and misleadingly called “the Golden Hbrbdave proposed using the term “Qipchagq
Khanate” instead, Ui after resistance by Halperin and prolongechanges with him, we kia agreed on the term
“Ulus of Jochi” as the historically more accurate. In 'Ramirces of the time it is referred to as “Orda” (from the
Mongol word ordo = camp). For a discussion of the terminological problem, see [1].



others. D the «tent that the khans of the Jochid Ulus were Chinggisids (descendants of
Chinggis Khan), and that wrof the ruling class could trace their ancestry back to the Mongols,
they were ethnically Mongol. As a result of intermarriage with local peoplesgfen, such
ethnic distinctions diminished early on aratifitated the generic term &tar” being applied in
the Russources. ¥t, the khan and ruling class continued to see thepssealy carrying on the
traditions of Chinggis Khan, and in that respecytivere culturally and politically Mongd.

From the time of the conquest until 1327, the khan in Sarai administered the Rus
principalities through a system of resident militarygoors pasqa®; also knwn astammai
[sing. tamm4g in Mongol sources).Fdlowing a revolt in Tver, the Rusprinces took wer the
role of the military gwernors in their an principalities. The grand prince of Vladimiras/
primus inter pares among them andswesponsible fordeping the others in line. He and the
other Rusprinces reported to the khan through the intermediary ofileani governor (darughg
who lived in Sarai. This reporting required, if gining, ezen more extended sojourns than before
on the part of the Rugrinces in the capital of the khanate. A 20th-century historian, A. N.
Nason®@, remarled that Grand Prince dwn | (1328-1341) spent half his reign in the process of
traveling to and from and staying at Sarai [4}luch the same can be said for his successors,
Semén (1341-1353) andalv 1l (1353-1359), with eoys (posoly from the khan bringing

instructions in the interimGrand princely visits to Sarai tended to diminiswaa the end of

3 Thus, in the rest of this article, | will use the foktengol/Tatar to indicate the people of this transitional period in
the western steppalhen necessary will try to maintain a distinction betwedviongols as designating a specific
group of people in the eastern steppe, Batdrs, as designating the amadgnation of Tirkic peoples that the Mon-
gols created when tii¢ook over control of the western stepp&he termTatar was initially used as a generic term

to apply to pastoral peoples of the eastern steppe as well as to a Mongolian-speaking group who were neighbors of
the Mongols. When Chinggis Khan took control of the eastern steppe, heydédtie atars as a political group
and discouraged the useTatar to apply to the pastoralists in general. The terrweuer, carried wer to the west-

ern steppe andas accepted by theuilkic-speaking peoples there [ZThe issue of the term’usage arose afn in

the early 20th centurys | will discuss belw. In Latin sources, the terifartar (with a medialr) was used taking
adwantage of the similarity betwediatar and Tartarus, but as early as 1247, John of Plano Carpini had made the
point to Salimbene that the correct spellingasar [3].



the 14th century (as the Khanate disedlinto cvil war). Sonsof the grand princes and other
Rus princes were &pt as hostages at the court to ensuyalty from their &thers, bt it also
allowed them to learn the administketipractices of the Jochid Ulus first hand@/hen the sons
took over as rulers of their respeste pincipalities, thg were better able to implement the
administratve practices of the Khanate.

From 1327 until 1406, the khan supplied troops on an ad hoc basis to help the grand prince
suppress molts, maintain ordercollect taves, and defend the ared@he last time troops were
sent from the Jochid Ulus to support the 'Rpand prince \w&s Emir Ediges supplying of Tatar
forces to \silii | against Mtovt, Grand Dule o Lithuania [5]. The grand princes, in turn, were
expected to supply troops to the khan when needBae most &mous occurrence of the
fulfillment of this poligy was when Grand Prince Dmitrii Dorskmobilized Rusforces to aid
Khan Tokhtamysh in his battle agmst the Emir Mamai in 1380At the same time, the prince of
Riazan sent troops to aid Mamai.

The khan also determined wh@wd be grand prince of the Rymincipalities and gvethe
patent farlyk) directly to that person as well as separate patents to the princes of the other
principalities, each of whom had to neake trip to Sarai to reces it. Duringthe 14th century
on four occasions the grand princely patent went to someone other than the prince e Mosco
(specifically to the prince of Ter three times and the prince of Suzdaailce). Thdast time the
khan made a determination of whasvto be grand princeas in 1431 when Khan Ulug
Mehmed decided inalar of Vasilii Il over his uncle lurii Dmitrievich [6]. By 1449, havever,

Vasilii Il was declaring that heas the only one issuing patents to the other Ruisces, thus
effectively eliminating the role of the Jochid Ulus khaRrom 1462 on, the prince of Mosgo
ascended to the position of grand prince of' Ruthout the patent of the khan, although he still
collected thedan' (tax for the khan) and supplied tiagkhod(tribute) to the khan in Sarai (until

1502) and then to the khan of Astrakhé&mtil 1556), as well as to the khan of Kazamitil



1552), the khan of Kasimo (until 1553), and the khan of the Crimea (until 1700) in
acknavledgment of their Chinggisid descent and thereby nominal higher status in steppe

diplomatic terms.

The Eight Rradigms
The period of conquest and rule by the Mongatlafs has been a problematic one to
describe in the Russian historiogrgpiihose problems can be seen to\effom the earliest
attempts toplain what vas happening to the Rysinces and their landn all, one can discern
eight paradigms (or conceptual franoeks) for trying to eplain the Mongol conquest and

subsequentdtar rule, arranged here in approximately chronological order

1. Punishment for sins and the wrath of God
This paradigm w&s a continuation of the interpregiframevork applied by RusChurchmen

to pre-Mongol western steppe peoples, such as the PeclaggePolotsi. Thefirst mention of
the Mongols appears in the Laurentian, Suzdatl Novgorod | chronicles under the year 1223.
The Tatars are described as defeating the pursces “because of our sins™

That same yeafNovg. | and SuzdalChronicles add: for our sins, unkme] peoples

(iazyts) came, [SuzdalChronicle adds: Godless Moabites calletafs] whom no one

knows well, who thg are, nor from where tlyecame, nor what their language is, nor of

what tribe plameng they are, nor what theirdith is. But thg call them H&tars, and

others say dumen, and others Pechgeeand others say that yhere those of whom

Methodius, Bishop of &ara, testifies, that theame out from the Etrian Desert, which is
between East and North [7-8].

When the Mongols returned home, the chroniclers reported: “we do netfkom where the
came and to where theavent agin only God knws [Novg. | adds: whence he fetched them
against us for our sins]” [7-8].Initially the chroniclers used pejoradi language about the

Mongols couched in Biblical terms [10]n descriptions of the conquests of 1237-1240, the



Mongols are described as “Godlésdawless; and “accursed,but phrases lig “there vas no
opposing the wrath of God” also appear [Herhaps the fullestxpression of this vigpoint
appears in the Ngorod | Chronicles account of the Mongol conquest of Rus
Let brothers, dthers, and children, whee see Gods infliction on the entire Rusand
not weep. God loosed the e on us because of our sins. God, in his wrath, brought
foreigners aginst the land, and thus crushed by theny tfthe Rus people] will
remember God.. God punishes lands thatyeasnned either with death oafmine or an

infliction of pagans or drought or heg rain or other punishment, to see if we will repent
and lve & God bids us [8].

but this interpretvte paradigm ended in northeastern Rwusthin 15 years of the Mongol

conquest.

2. Realpolitik of Rusprinces and Church leaders

After 1252, in areas where the R@hurch vas under the &riarch of Constantinople, we
find an absence in the sources of the pej@agrminology that characterized the initial
reception. Theéenglish historian John Fennellaw the first to point out that from the chronicles
of this period “one gets the impression that thetails were a bewelent rather than an
oppressie force” [11]. He goes on to write that theay the Rtar suppression of thevait in
Tver in 1327 is described “meals an astonishingly neutral attitudevends the atars” [11].
The elimination of pejorate trminology and the neutralizing of the descriptions of gar¥ in
northeastern Rusources s probably the result of the alliance between Byzantium and the
Jochid Ulus. It would not hae been appropriate for Rushroniclers to write critically about an
ally of the Byzantine EmpireThis alliance, gcept for brief &ceptions, remained in place until
the fall of Constantinople to the OttomanrkKs in 1453.In addition, the Church benefitted from
the patronage of the khan through freedom airship, being allwed to avn land, and

goobboobboodadd

4 The Galician-@lynian Chronicle also refers to them as “Godless Moabites” for the entry under this year [9].



examption from taxation.Rus Churchmen, in return, prayed for the well-being of the khan and
his family. In addition, the RusChurch in 1261 established an archiepiscopal see in Sarai, the
prelate of which attended to the Rpances and their entourages whenytjeurng/ed there to

fulfill their duties to the khan. The archbishop of Sarai also acted as diplomatic liaison with
Constantinople. Befor&han Ozbg’s corversion to Islam in the early 14th centutijere may

also hae keen some hope that the archbishauhl hare a land in comerting the khans and
their court to Orthodox Christianity

The chroniclers and other writers describe the relationship of thepRuses and prelates
to the rulers of the Jochid Ulus in a matéifact way, neve going into detail about whthe
Tatars were ruling Rus In the 14th centuryfor example, the chronicles describe marips of
the Rusprinces and grand princes to the capital of the Jochid Witisabely preide a reason
for those trips. The closest statement okmanation comes from the author of the Galician-
Volynian Chronicle where, sub anno 1287, he writes: “for at that time the princes'odétas
Tatar subjects, hang been conquered by Gadirath” [9, 12]. The Tale about Tsagvich Peter,
the composition of which can be dated to the mid-14th cerdisty describes matter oadtly
the adjudication by the Jochid Ulus khan of a land dispute in Rik3e14].

In the grand-princely testaments of the later 14th and early 15th centuries, there are
references to what will happen if the Rpsinces manage toxeicate themseks from htar
suzerainty In Dmitrii Donskoi’s cond testament (1389) appears the statement “if God brings
about a change gerding the Orda [so that] my children do nowéao pay tribute vykhod to
the Orda, then the taxddn] that each of my sons collects in his appanagkel] will be his”

[15]. Thisformula is repeated in the three testamentsasilV | and the testament ofasilii 1l
[15]. It shaws that the Musoote grand princes’ actions were determined by circumstances of
realpolitik and that their concernaw for leeping the neenue thg collected from the subject

population, not for “liberating Russia” or “freeing the Russian people fratar Toppressioh.



The grand princes anted to emulate their w&eigns by becoming independentva®igns
themseles and, thus, be able to retain all tkprepriated wealth.

This manifestation of a neutral attitudevesd the htars ended in Church sources in 1448,
but continued to be represented in state documeri® state vie, as in part represented in the
Pasol'skii prikaz(Foreign Ofice) documents, contain neither anti-Islamic nor aatafl rhetoric.
State documents are written in straight-fardv language as though the state
representates/agents were dealing with co-equalkhe principle of realpolitik characterized

Muscovite state dealings with theafars.

3. Anti-Tatar viev of the Russian Orthodox Church

The bginning of the establishment of the an&tdr interpretie framevork is 1448. At that
time, the Ru'sbishops and the Museibe grand prince, &silii Il, declared the Rughurch to be
administratvely autonomous in relation to the patriarchate of Constantinopte council of
bishops nominated one of theiwio, lona, the archbishop of Riazaim be metropolitan, and the
grand prince appointed him to that positioAs a result, the RusChurch was no longer
constrained by the foreign pojianterests of Byzantium. An anti-Islamic, anttar ideology
developed and s featured in suchatks asSkazanie o Mama&em poboishte (Legend of the
Battle against Mama), Slovo o paibeli Russki zemli (Discouise about the Ruin of the Rus'
Land), andPowest' o mzoenii Riazanii Batyen(Tale about the Destruction of Riazan' by Batu
all of which date to the second half of the 15th centuiyti-Tatar remarks were also
interpolated into earlier Rughronicle accounts.This paradigm, as with paradigm 1asv
characterized by calling theatbrs “Godless”, “sons of Hag, “Moabites”, etc., bt it went
much further While it was admitted that Batu conquered the'Rargd, that is to say “it as God
who punished the Rur its sins, nonetheless, in theavds of the author atadonshhina (The

Event bgond the Doj “it will no longer be, as in the early times” [16Church writers



developed a manichaean-Bk(Rus-Tatar) dichotomy Pelenski discerned gen pairs of binary
oppositions in the writings of Metropolitan Makarii (1542-1563) igaré to the diferences
between Musodtes and @tars: beligers vs. nonbeligers; religious vs. Godless; Christian vs.
pagan; pious vs. impious; pure vs. unclean; peaceful adike; and good vs. bad [17].

After 1448, there were wvdiscourses” or at least tnattitudes. TheChurchs dtitude was
that the sons of Hag were pagn and Godless. Itas basically an anti-Islamic ideolog$o the
Tatars themseks were not inherently bad, in the Churchwaeé things; thg were bad ins@ir as
they were Muslim. Once Hhtars cowmerted to Christianity their Islamic background as
forgotten. Those bornafar who cowerted to Orthodox Christianity were then accepted as
Russians.

A prominent feature of the paradignasvto turn thevents in the &ll of 1480, in which lan
[l and Khan Ahmed and their armieackd of aganst each otherwer the Ugra Ryer for a
couple of weeks, into a major historicalest. Khan Ahmed had meed his army to the
suthwestern border of Musgp with the hope of meeting up with a Polish-Lithuanian army
under Kazimierz IV Jagielfczyk, the king of Poland and grand e@ukf Lithuania, and of
proceeding together with it amst the Muscate army But Kazimierz did not she up,
possibly because & had arranged for hisva ally, Khan Mengli Girei, to attack with his
Crimean &tar forces the southern reaches of Kazimierz’ realnentally on November 11,
according to the chronicle account, Khan Ahmed and his army withdree chronicles of the
time depict the Rusnd Tatar armies as disinclined to fight each ather

Vassian Rylo, the archbishop of Rostimd member of the ar council, wrote a harsh letter
to Ivan Il upbraiding him for his indecigness. Although the standak the Ugra Rrer was not
unlike a number of other steppe military encounters, where neither side obtained military
superiority Vassian vieved the gents diferently Not much of political, militaryor diplomatic

significance occurred at the Ugra inwdmber 1480, other than that itaw the last encounter
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between the Musatte grand prince and the khan of the Jochid Ulgdeurchmen, nonetheless,
developed their subsequent descriptions of this non-battle intovemt ef major importance,
depicting it as thewarthrow of Tatar domination.In the 1550s, an account of the “stand on the
Ugra; written by a churchman, presented it as one of the most significant occurrences in the
history of the wrld [18]> Another @ent that was made prominent by this paradigrasathe

battle on the Don Rer in 1380. Insteadf the Musceite grand princes providing Rus forces

in support of Khan dkhtamysh in a khanatewvdi war, the battle vas depicted as Dmitrii
Donsloi’s defeating the atars.

Within the period of this paradige’preeminence we also see the period afaf rule
beginning to be referred to as a “yaik The phrase “yol o slavery” (rabotno igg had already
appeared in the 16th-centurife of Merkurii of Smolensis applied to the period of Chinggisid
hegemolty in Rus. By 1575, the Imperial ambassador Daniel Prinz reported the concept of a
“Tatar Yoke” (jugo Tatarico) to gopply to the period of Chinggisid gemoty [19]. If we consider
it likely that Prinz did not makup this term lnt that he vas simply gpressing in Latin a term he
had heard in Moseg then we can conclude the Russiamnsion of this term @as being used by
the second half of the 16th centurirect evzidence of its usage in Russian sources does not
appear until the 1660s with an interpolation in one of the copies @khzanie 0 Mamaem
poboishbe Subsequently this term appears in ®gnopsisof Innokentii Gizel in 1674 [20].

From there it entered the mainstream of Russian nationalist historiggnaghe late 18th
century through the multielume history of Russia by M. M. ShcherbatoThe term “Ttar

yoke” sums up the Churchjposition about the period of Chinggisidgenoly.

5 This work, in the form of a letter addressed tariV, is generally attrilited either to Metropolitan Makarii or to
the priest SyVester
6 For a description of this process, see [21].
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4. Russian Nationalist

The Russian nationalist paradigm represents a seasiom, and further delopment, of
the Russian Orthodox Church wien that it bases itself on a secular conceptualization of what a
“Russian” is. The proponents of this paradigmwever, divide themselgs into those who dgn
ary significant Mongol/htar influence and those who see only gaiee impact of the
Mongol/Tatars.

The Russian nationalist wieholds that Russian institutions are all indigenously generated
and were established to meet particularly Russian needs. The nationalist school doew not allo
that “outside” influences, especially the Mongols, hagliampact. SM. Solov/'ev, professor of
Russian history at MoswoUniversity (1844—-1879), represented the “no impact” point ofvvie
when he wrote: “we ha ro reason to assumeyagreat influence [of the Mongols] on [Russig’
internal administration as we do not seg @aces of it” [22]. He believed that Russian political
culture was all indigenously generated and folém its avn logic of deelopment free of foreign
influences.

S. FE Fatonov, professor of Russian history at the Wasity of St. Peterslrg (1889-1916),
carried this agument further:

And how could the &tar influence on Russian life be considerable whendtarsTived
far off, did not mix with the Russians, and appeared in Russia onlgthegtrilute or as
an army brought in for the most part by Russian princes for the princesi o

purposes?. Therefore, we can proceed to consider the internal life of Russian society in
the thirteenth century without paying attention to # bf the &tar yole [23].

In these cases, both Selev and Platong were referring specifically to the 13th centumyt the
principle theg espoused holds for later centuries in thearkvas well. B. D. Grelov and A. lu.
lakuborskii also catgorically denied aydirect influence of the Mongols on Musgg but they
did see an indirect result: “The Russian state with Mesatdts head \as created not with the
assistance of theafars It in the process of a hard struggle of the Russian peopiesaghe

yoke o the Golden Horde” [24].We an compare this we with N. M. Karamzins gatement
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about the Mongol wesion that “the calamity as a blessing in disguise, for the destruction
contained the boon of unity. Another hundred years of princely feuds. Whatld hare been
the result... Moscav, in fact, aves its greatness to the khans” [29]he proponents of this
interpretation, seeing only a gekive, destructve impact of the Mongols, credited the posgti
result of this struggle to the Russians thenmeslvV |. Koretskii iterated this mggtive
assessment of the Mongol impact on Russialdpment: “The Mongol ¥ke and its efects
were among the main reasonsywRussia became a baclwd country in comparison with
several of the countries of western Europe” [26ih a variant of this interpretation, the impact of
the Mongols is seen not only as destuectd Russian society and political culturaitbalso
detrimental to the delopment of the Russian themsedv Themilitary historian Christopher
Duffy summed up such wies this vay:

The princes of Musay became the most enthusiastic and shameless of the Mongol

surrogates and much thatas distinctre and unattractie @out the Russian character and

Russian institutions has been atitdd to this gperience. Mongolnfluence has been

held variously responsible for the destruction of the urban classes, the brutalisation of the

peasantrya cenial of human dignityand a distorted sense olues which reseed a
special admiration for ferocitgyrannical vays and slyness [27].

V. O. Kliuchevskii, who was professor of Russian History at MoscdJniversity
(1879-1911), and who mganconsider to hee keen the greatest Russian historiargswa
prominent proponent of this Russian nationalist paradi§cholars hee roted two dgnificant
absences in his 5slume Course of Russian Historgnd other major scholarly writings: his
neglect of the Russian Church and higleet of the Mongols andafars [28-32]. The reasons
for these tw absences may be relatedliuchevskii biographer Robert.Byrnes refers to him
as “a pious Christian” [31]—Kliuchwskii's father had been a priest, and he himself had studied
in a seminagr“attended religious serviceaithfully, read scripturesvery day and honored all
religious obligtions; believed in miracles, and &pt “icons in gery room” [31]. In some of his

minor writings, Kliucheskii discussed aspects of Russian religious life, which he apparently
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considered important. Byrnes concludes that Kliuskie accepted the “scientific oblgons” of

his time, which among his contemporary scholars meant assigning a minor role to the Church in
the historical and cultural formation of Russia. Byrnes points out that in thedivshe of the
Course Kliuchevskii announces that it is “an introduction to sociology” and that he is out to
uncover “the lavs, regularity, and mechanics of historical lifewhich meant for him as for
Solov'ev amphasis on “geograghdimate, harsh conditions, ancternal forces” [31]. Such

forces were considered more scientific, ang the not include the Church.

As with the Church, Kliucheskii displayed a &en interest and kmdedge of the Mongols
and T&tars in a number of his minor writings, yetytlaee almost completely absent or mentioned
only in passing in his major avks. Kliucherskii grev up in Penza, which had a lge Tatar
population, so he presumablyuld hare knovn something about thenCharles J. Halperin, in
exploring Kliucherskii's negect of the Mongol/@tars, cited wdence of Kliucheskii’'s writing
and speaking kvaledgeably about&tars in his minor wrks and occasional lectureBut in his
major works, in addition to the reasons for himiding writing about the Church, there seems to
have been another dynamic atowk. Halperin indicates that Kliuctskii, like mary of his
contemporaries, as concerned about Russiamage vis-a-vis EuropeRussian intellectuals
were sensitie 0 how the idea that Russia mayJeakeen influenced by the Mongolsould
appear to Europeanssliuchevskii’'s views on the @tars were indistinguishable from those of
Solov'ey, as Halperin points out. Li& Solov'ey, Kliuchevskii eliminated the “@tar period” from
his periodization of Russian history [32]he decline of Kie and the rise of the northeast
begins for Kliucherskii in the 12th century with an imaginary migration of Russians from the
area around Kieto the northeastJust as Russians tended to tresiadis as “idisible” in their
society 0 Kliuchevskii, Solo/'ev, and others tended to treat the Mongols aathis as wisible

in Russian historydthough at some \el they evidently knev better
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Nicholas V Riasanesky, professor of Russian history at the Umbity of California,
Berkeley (1957-1994), does accept an era of Mongol rule in his periodization of “Russian”
history, but he has been just as adamant inyadenary substantial Mongol infuenceln his
widely used tetbook, Riasanesky elaborated a rgative variant of Karamzirs interpretation:

It is tempting, thus, to return to the olderwiand to consider the Mongols as of little
significance in Russian historyOn the other hand, their destruai impact deseles
attention. And thg no doubt, contribited something to the general harshness of the age

and to the brdensome andxacting nature of the centralizing Must@e state which
emeped out of this painful background [33].

In a recently published summation of hisw$eon Russian historfRiasan@sky confirms that he
seesRussiaas an entity stretching back at least to the 10th century: “Russians also fought for
their country Rus, Russia, or the Russian land, which, in the course of centuries, became
coterminous with Musag. All these elementsamily and home, Orthodoxynotherland, for
which one vas to lve and die, went back at least to 988 oydwed that date” [34].He considers

the irnvasion by the Mongols to ka been “utterly deastating” and that the subsequent “Mongol
yoke” was “a uniquely catastrophixgerience in Russian history (p. 60). Throughout the
struggle with the Mongols, according to Riasasly, “Russians also garded them as defenders

of Orthodoxy” and “there as no doubt in the Russian mind who were the defenders and who
were the aggressorsyem when Russian armies counteratiaideep into the steppe éor that
matter seized Kazan and Astrakhan” (p. 61).is clear from Riasansky’s presentation that he

has a lav opinion of the Mongols.For example, in characterizing them, he quotes Pushkin in
seeing them asAtabs without Aristotle and algebra” (p. 69%e declares that tlge‘remained

nomads in the clan stage ofvdlpment” and that “[t]heir institutions andwa could in no wise

7 Much of what Riasanky includes inRussian Identities a \erbatim recapitulation of what he wrote in histte
book, lut he does include additional material.
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be adopted by a much more conxpsgricultural society” (p. 69§.He asserts that the “Mongol
states” were not “particularly well ganized, eficient, or lasting. | nstead, thgwere “relatvely
unstable and shortvied” (p. 69) and “rent by dissension andary and to séér from
arbitrariness, corruption, and misrule in general’” (pp. 69—M)rthermore, according to
Riasanosky, they did not “contritute a superior statecraft” and “had to barr@irtually
eveaything, from alphabets to advisers, from the conquered peoples to enable their stas#s to e
(p. 70). He acknavledges that “crueltylawessness, and at times angscim that period, also
characterized the life of mgrpeoples other than the Mongols, the Russians included” (p. 70).
Yet “most of these peoples manageantually to surmount their ditulties and aganize
effective and lasting states” (p. 70), in contrast to “the Mongols, who, after their sudden and
stunning performance on theorld scene, receded to the steppe, clan life, and the internecine
warfare of Mongolia” (p. 70).

Riasanosky sees the ternsar' as dewing solely from Byzantium and denies that the term
has ag connection with the Mongols: “Their titleagkhari (p. 67). He agues that although the
term tsar' was used in reference to the Mongol rulers,ytiveere also called “khans or great
khans, as the occasion demanded” and it does not “change the basic situation” (ge 67).
declares that “[tjhe search for Mongol roots of Muit® tsars, tsardom, and identity has been
essentially illusory” (p. 70).For Riasanesky, the battle at Klikovo Held in 1380 vas a
“successful campaign amst the Mongols [and] bore certan marks of a crusade” (p. 61).
Furthermore, it resulted in the destruction of the Mongol army (p. Rigsanesky, likewise,
accepts that bBn Il “threw off the Mongol yolke in Russia” in 1480 (p. 37) and that he “ended

ary kind of Russian submission to the Golden Horde” (p. 6Hp sees no change or

8 Here Riasansky does not mention the wies of those who attrilte to the Mongols the getive impact of reduc-
ing the Rusprincipalities to agricultural status.



16

development in Russian-language sources about the Monghtsid the Mongols, a single
attitude tovard them perades all Russian literature: thevere a scowe of God sent upon the
Russians as dreadful punishment for their sins” (p. 70).

Riasanosky, does discuss some possible Mongol influences on Rublanentions that
the Mongol suzerains “granted it [the Church] certainaatages and prileges, notably an
exemption from the tribbte levied on the conquered Russians” (p. 6He points out that certain
Mongol terms “in the fields of administration and financeehantered the Russian language”
and that there were “restricted Mongol influences” on “military forces and tacticgjucting a
census, constructing roads, and setting up “a kind of postal service” (p. 67yeBthese must
be “qualified” in his opinion since, forxample, conducting a census “mustvéaxceeded the
resources of the Mongols” so th&probably” allaved “the Russians themsebsdo the counting
and the rgistering, with the Mongols acting as supervisors and perhaps doing some checking”
(p. 69). To the dgree that Riasansky engages with thevedence, he must bewgn credit. Yet
too often this erggement is accompanied kgll&cious aguments and by misrepresenting some
and passingwer other source testimgrthat is unsuitable to be used asdence for the purpose
of demonstrating Russian superiority

In the Russian nationalist vie the Musceite grand princes had dedicated themselto
freeing Russia from the oppression of tlaaf yole. If there were gnalliances between a grand
prince and a dtar khan, thewere only ones ofxg@edieny in the cause of the Iger goal. Thus,
the encounter of the Ugra\rr in the fall of 1480 between the forces ofatv Ill and those of
Khan Ahmed is seen as avgtial moment in Russian histgrieading soon to the conquest of

Kazan and Astrakhamand the bginning of the Russian Empife.

9 Besides the arks of the Russian nationalist historians thatvendready mentioned, one may also find thisavie
point represented in the follang works: [35-39].
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The Russian nationalist wiehas had a stranglehold on the historiogseis main criterion
for historical study of Mongoldtar relations with Russia is Russian superiority in ethics,
morals, intelligence, battle pr@ss, iwentiveness, and righteousnesso Tmaintain the
appearance of this superiorifgussian nationalists kia © ignore certain incorenient pieces of
evidence. The will argue, for @ample, that the Mongols defeated the 'Rusices because of
their being disunited, yet the chronicles say the' Rusces vould have been defeated gway.
They will argue, for @ample as the military historian A. N. Kirpichimk dd, that the Rus
armies could not h& lorrowed arything from the Mongols, because thaimid not hae keen in
keeping with the “heroic struggle of the Russian peoplaireg foreign enemies” [40], while
ignoring that certain weapons, armtarctics, and formations that are the same as those used by
the Mongols were not used by the Rosfore the Mongol wesion. The will claim that mary
of the genealogies of Russian aristocraéimifies tracing their ancestry back to the Mongols
were manudctured, werlooking that the dmily names were @far in origin. In short, the
conclusions thereach must acince the glory of a greater Russian natibnthat respect, tlye
bear a striking similarity to the Marxists in subordinating theginiy of historical study to

prefigured outcomes.

5. Marxist

Two aspects of the theories of Karl Marxfeafted Swiet Marxist historiograpyr class
struggle and materialism. The first aspect resulted in characterizing stages of historical
development as progres@ a regessve cepending upon whether yamarticular society \&s
entering a n@ stage or leging an old one. The second aspect resulted in focusing on the
importance of economic relation®N. A. Rozhlov was among the first historians to attempt a
Marxist interpretation of Russian historyyet Rozhlov hardly mentions the &atars in his

12-wlumeHistory of Russiaand sees them as only continuing the processes that ad ime
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Rus before the Mongol conquest—of turning southern'Rui® a wasteland [41].Yet, one
should not judge Rozlok too harshly as he made a goaidth efort to place Russia within the
contet of world history B. la. Vladimirtsew (d. 1931) formulated the concept of “nomadic
feudalism” in applying Marxist historical stages to the steppe [BR].his basis for applying the
concept of “feudalism” to the Mongols necessitated imputing institutions, feegsalage, serfs,
as well as related traits such as oaths of fealty and mutuahtibhig to gidence that did not
support those interpretations.

M. N. Pokrarskii explained Mongol influence in terms of his theory of merchant capital and
the role it played in Russian historyde dscussed the benefit of Mongol rule to the Russian
Church in economic terms—specificallfreedom from taxation. He also pointed to
collaboration between the Rywsrinces and their lyars with the @tar khans. In Pokwskii's
view, it was the people who opposedtdr rule. He sav the Moscav grand princes’ benefitting
from the support of theafar khans agnst his wals in the northeast, especially the princes of
Tver [43]. Although Pokrovskii was knavledgeable about the sources for Russian histary
displayed little svareness of the non-Russian sources for MongtddThistory

With Pokrasskii, what | am calling the “Marxist” interpret framevork toward the
Mongol/Tatar impact on Russia ends. Asvigb historians bgen to adopt a nationalist frame of
reference, the frameork of Solo/'ev and Kliucheyskii re-emeged, although ne adorned with
Marxist terminology A seminal essay that madk the bginning of the transition from a Marxist
to a nationalist interpretation in @et historiograpi regading the Mongols and the Rus
principalities vas published by A. N. Nasonon 1940 [44]. Yet, as Halperin pointed out, rather
than criticize Pokreskii’'s Marxist understanding of Russian histoifasone seemed “to
adumbrate hiswen original conclusions and criticize Pokskii for not haing anticipated them”
[45]. Oneof the ironies of this transition is that no onasamore a pure Marxist historian than

Pokrovskii. Yet, because heas not nationalist enough and did navals toe the party line, he
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was accused of being anti-Marxist when the transition to a nationalist interpretation occurred in
Soviet historiograpi. This transition meant a further diminution of the chances for Russian

historians to mad an accurate assessment of Russidongol/Tatar heritage.

6. Eurasian and Modified Eurasian

The Eurasian and Modified Eurasian paradigm posits a dominant role for Russia in the
history of Inner Eurasia. The Eurasianistgdoeas a mlitical-cultural position in opposition to
the dominant Eurocentric wies of the early 20th centuryEurasianisis influence on serious
scholarship \as narrav but deep. Nicholas Tubetsloi claimed “the Russian state” to be “the
inheritor, the successpthe continuator of the historicalonk of Chinggis Khan” [46].Geoge
Vernadslk devaed a wlume of his 5-vlume History of Russiato an e&ploration of the
Mongol/Tatar role [47]. Although \ernadslk was influenced by the Eurasian vement, he
maintained, for the most part, hisvio scholarly independence [48-49%e accepted that the
Mongols had man positive influences on Russia anglea accepted uncritically some of the
claims of the Eurasianists in thageed. Yet he still attribited some rggtive impact to Mongol
rule: “the rgimentation of the social classes which started during the Mongol periodand w
originally based on the Mongol principles of administratioaswarried further and completed
by the Muscuite government. Autocrag and serfdom were the price the Russian people had to
pay for national surval” [47]. Elsavhere in the glume he writes: “inner Russian political life
was reve stifled but only curbed and deformed by Mongol rule” (p. 34While acknevledging
the destructieness of the Mongol conquest andyaese aspects of &tar hgemory, Vernadsk
discussed a number of pog&iMongol influences on administration and the army (pp. 344—-366).
Previously \ernadsk, echoing Tubetsloi, had written that Russia “in a sense, might be
considered an tdpring of the Mongol Empire” [50].Now in The Mongols and Russia

Vernadsk considered a number of significant changes in the guxipalities (which he called
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“Russia”) of “the Mongol period” to be a result either directly or indirectly of Mongol influence.
Vernadslk saw that the “grevth of manorial industries & a characteristic feature of the Russian
economy of the 14th to 16th centuries” (pp. 340-34d)his viewn, the Mongols had &ctively
destryed the free maik for the services of crafts by conscripting the majority of craftsmen
while mary others fled.Rus princes used their connections with the khans to increase the size of
their estates and recruit returning craftsmen and artisans, both in getting those who 'fled Rus
initially and those who were able to flee the Mongols after being conscripedadsky
asserted that the “destruction of most of the major cities of East Russia during the Mongol
invasion was a crushing bl to the urban democratic institutions which had flourished in the
Kievan period all over Russia (and continued to flourish in Wmrod and Psk during the
Mongol period)” (p. 345).According to \érnadsk, the Mongols crushed the opposition of
townspeople and eliminated theieches (tavn assemblies). &fnadsk pointed to the “increase

in relatve importance of the lge landed estates in Russigbolitical setup” (p. 346).He
claimed that “[w]ith the decline in cities, agriculture and other branchegtdition of natural
resources of the land and the forests came to the fore” (p. Bé63av that “[tjhe istence of

the supreme Mongol peer was .. a kading” fctor that “preented” the bgars from “clearly
defining their political rights” (p. 347)In addition to the personal ambition of the grand princes
in attempting to unify the Rugprincipalities, \érnadsk figured that “[tlhe grim political
situation required unity of the natiendfort [for] without it the task of freeing Russia from
Mongol rule could not be achied” (p. 350). Vernadslk accepted Vladimirskii-Budanos
conclusion that both corporal and capital punishment (applicable to more thanyest céane

into Muscay as a result of the Mongols (p. 353)e attriuted the introduction of torture to the
Mongols although ackmdedging that it “was widely used in the ®¢t in this period” (pp.
356-357), as as corporeal and capital punishme#iccording to \érnadsl, the Musceite

“system of taxation and armyganization” as “deeloped in the late 14th to 16th centuriesisw
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based on “Mongol patterns” (p. 358He pointed out that the grand princely treasury as an
institution “was created after the Mongol pattemvident from the terms for treasurkagng

and treasurerk@znabel) (p. 359). He suggested that the departments of administratiowrkno
as puti may well hae been based on “a certain influence of Oriental patterns” (p. 361).
Vernadslk also discussed the influence of the Mongols on the army includiganination,
weapons, and uwersal conscription (pp. 363-365)One is, thus, justified in designating

Vernadsk/’'s views “modified Eurasiah.

7. Anti-Russian, anti-Eurasian

Those who hold an anti-Eurasian, anti-Russian nationalist position do not accept the
beneficial role of Russia ingerd to the history of Inner Eurasid.hey can be drided into three
groups: Despotists dfarists, and Bulyists©

The Despotists gue for a ngaive impact of Mongol influence in contubing to, een
creating, the despotism of Russian autocrathe most prominent non-Marxist use of the
concept ofOriental Despotisnmhas been by Karl Wfogel. He asserted that &far rule alone
among the three major Oriental influencete@ing Russia &s decisie ... in laying the
foundations for the despotic state of Mugt® and post-Muscote Russia” [52]. Wittfogel
asserted that the “oriental despotism” the Mongols introduced into Museone from China
via the Mongols [52]. Ukrainian nationalist historians v& dso made use of the concept of
“oriental despotism” to account for what yh&ee as Musoate and Russian despotism. Bolegla
Szczesniak, forxample, calls Mongol rule “one of the greatedtsenot only for Russia, ui for

mary nations” and refers to “[i]ts deous traditions, embodied in the Musgostate, .. [being]

10 | am indebted to the ark of Marlies Bliz for her analysis of the latteradwgroups. See her Ph.D. dissertation
[51].
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visible even today’ He denies that the term “@étern Russia” should be applied to Belarus,
Lithuania, and Ukraine, asserting that “[thanfastic claim cannot be supported since thie e
forces created by theafar yole dd not reach these countries” [53]n contrast, Dmytro
Doroshenk, moderate in relation to Szczesniak, points to geogrdgahsh climate, and thadt
that “life was ecessvely primitive” as “peculiar conditions” that influenced the formation of the
Russian “national type”; that is, “a stronglyd®ped solidaritya endeng to support common
interests, a readiness to sacrifice theviddial to the weklire of the communityand give
preponderance to common interestsrdhe indvidual” He does blame close contact

with the Tatars and centuries of submission to their control that the Russientheir

autocratic form of theirwn government. Fronthis experience all the Asiatic or Eastern

features of their character and philosgpfeatures that were entirely foreign to the
Eastern Shas, distinguish the Russians from the Ukrainians and from othes [54].

The Despotists rarely question whether Mongolataif gowernments were despotic; thamply
assumed thewere.

Tatarists reject the notion of the Eurasianists and Neo-Eurasianists that Russia had a special
role in Inner Eurasia [55-56]According to the @tarists, the dtars were the real leaders of the
Jochid Ulus, which represented the transformation of tlest®h steppe peoples into atar
ethnic identity For the TBtarists, the Jochid Ulusas a major empire, in itvn right, that had a
significant impact on both Asia and Eurogde. the early 20th centuryhe Tatarists questioned
whether thg should accept the nani@tar precisely because itag associated with the notion of
the “Tatar yolke” One of the vays this group has challenged the Russian nationalist igie
through a letter sent in April 2001 from the president aaiistan, Mintimer Shaimigto the
president of Russia, Vladimir Putin, asking him to cancel the annual celebration of the battle of
Kulikovo [57].

The Bulgarists, in contrast, accept the idea of ataf yole” under which the Muslim dlga

Bulgars sufiered as well as the Christian Russians [S5Bje notion that Orientalism (in Ednd
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Saids snse of Europeans’ feeling of superiorityvéod non-Europeans) represents Russian
nationalist vievs is characteristic ofafar and Bulgr treatments.Neither the atarist nor the
Bulgarist postion has yet attained the stature of a full-fledged paradignmdy represent a

separate paradigm in the making.

8. Analytical source-based studies of the Mongol Empire and its relationship to the Rus
principalities

This group includes to a certairtent those scholars who cannot be subsumed ungerf an
the preceding paradigms. It is, thus, a catchall paradigtmgrie that can be characterized by the
absence of preconeed notions of the superiority or inferiority of particular ethnic groups, the
absence of anparticular religious, ideological, or nationalist bent, and the weladisence of
present-day political considerationgVithin this paradigm, one can distinguishoteategories.
The first is made up of those who focus on areas of the Mongol Empire other than 'the Rus
principalities (Mongolists) lt whose wrk touches on those principalitieddost prominent
among preious scholars one may include V. Bartold and Bertold Spulerwhile the most
prominent present scholars include Thomas Allsen, Christopheso#éiwPeter Jackson, {dd
Morgan, and Tmothy May. Of those, only Allsen has used Russian-language sources in his
work. The rest are dependent on translations of Russian-language sourcesestern\W
languages. This dependgnkmits some&hat, and at times significantlyheir access to those
sources. Asn Russia [59], studies of Mongolistsvearot had much influence on those of the
Russianists in the @gt.

A second catgory is made up of those who focus more or less primarily on the Rus
principalities (Russianists) and as a consequence deal with their relationship with the
Mongol/Tatars. Thisgroup is characterized by a focus on the Russian-language sources and a

general inability to use Persian-, Mongol-, and Chinese-language sources in the original. This
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dravback hinders them from analyzing these sources and doing originalatineowork on
them. Thatproblem is mitigqited considerably by theeellent translations that the first group
has produced and is producingf there are gps.

Among earlier Russianists who tried to yide an impartial ealuation of Mongol influence
are Alfred Rambaud, Francis bwik, and Michael Chermiaky [60-62]. AmongRussianists
presently werking on this topic are A. A. Gorskii [39], Bulat R. Rakhimzyan&3], V.
Treparlov [64], and |. Zaitse [65]. JaneMartin, professor of Russian history of the nsity
of Miami, presents anven-handed discussion of the Russian nationalist stand on national
liberation in her tetbook on early Russian histoys a @ntrast to that position, she prdes the
reader with an “alternate interpretation” that sees Mutediplomay during this period within
the contet of steppe diplomac[66]. This “alternate interpetatiohshe acknwledges, wes
much to the vies expressed by Edard L. Keenan [67-68].But she also cites theonk of other
historians, including Halperin, Atandre Bennigsen, and Chantal LemerQeelquejay as
being along the same line$n her research, Martin has focused on specific aspectataf T
refugee assimilation into the Musgt political system.

Halperin has studied this issue across a broad range of toHessees Musadte
borrowving of

a variety of Mongol political and administraé institutions, including théamga the seal

for the customs tax as well as the tax itself; khena the treasury; théam, the postal
system;tarkhan grants of fiscal or judicial immunity; andken'gafor mong. Muscwite
bureaucratic practices, including the usestdlbtsy scrolls to preser documents, and
perhaps some features of Musite bureaucratic jagon, may also deré from the Jochid

Ulus, as well as selewt legad practices such agravezh beating on the shins. Certainly
Muscovite diplomatic norms for dealing with steppe states and peoples were modeled on
Tatar ways. Finally the Muscwites had no choiceub to study &atar military tactics and

stratgies, ... but the Muscweites also copied Mongol weapons, armaments, horse
equippage, and formations [69-70].

Halperin has questioned, \Wever, the releance to the Rusof most of what \as being done

elsavhere in the lands the Mongols rulede has asserted that the Rmsncipalities were “not
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an intgral element in the Golden Horde” and that “Russian declamations of fealty to the ulus to
which the belonged, theésarev dus, must be inented fantasies, »@rcises in bending the truth to

suit tendentious political purpose” [71JAs a result, according to Halperinyigence from
sources about other parts of the Mongol Empiresfienited value for understanding the Mongol
influence on Musogy.

My own research has led me to be in agreement with Halperin concerning the fundamental
influences that he sees. Where wéedifs over the extent of those influences and whetherythe
extended to other Muswede political institutions. | have amgued for comparing the
administratve pactices of the Mongol empire with those of early Muwscd72-74].
Mongol/Tatar influence on Musey, as | se it, can be dided into two periods. Thdirst period
of influence dates to the 14th centukyleaponry such as the recued composite be and flail,
along with the saddle with short stirrups (for standing in the saddle while shooting) came from
the steppe pastoralists of the Jochid Ulus as the result of direct contact with the Mongols [78].
Military strategy, tactics, and formations came from direct contact with Mongol-led armigs
result of their trips to Sarai, as well as being hostages while #tkar§ were grand prince, the
grand princes were able to obserthe operations of khanate administration first hand, and
introduced a number of inmaions into the Musodte principality A dual system of
administration as practiced in China came bgywof the Mongols and &g introduced into
Muscovite administration by the grand prince#. included werlapping responsibilities for
military and cvilian governors. Grandorinces, also probably as a result of their trips to Sarai,
introduced a council of state (kmo, according to Giles Fletchein Muscoy as Boarstva
dumna[Boyar Duma]) [75], which had the same functions and responsibilities asvemeali
garachi bgs in the steppe khanates. The grand prince continued the tax systemashat w
practiced in the Mongol Empire and that had been introduced by the Jochid khans intd the Rus

principalities. Thusposhlinawas the Russian name for traditional, non-Mongoletaxhat were
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equiaent to Qipchaq uirkic galan and Mongolalban The dan' was the name for Mongol-
imposed tags and tribtes that were equalent to Qipchaq tirkic yasagand Mongolqukbcirin
[74]. The administratve gructure of the geernment as established in the Jochid Ulussw
introduced by the Musette grand princesTheiam (or system of post stations) as it functioned
in China vas introduced by the Jochid Ulus khans andved by Ivan Ill. Shin beating, a
punishment that as practiced in China,ag imposed by the agents of the Jochid Ulus khans on
Rus and was continued by the Musate grand princes.The chelom bit'e(petition) knavn in
China as thé&'ou t'ou[76] was introduced into Ruby the Mongols and as continued by the
Rus princes. Clarranking within the polity vas denved from the steppe pastoralists andsw
most likely introduced by the Museide grand princesCommercial and financial terms, such as
bazar, balagan, bakaleig barysh kumad, stakan and so forth, devie from the Trkic languages
of the Jochid Ulus and were introduced by '‘Ruerchants who trkeled to Kafa, Tana, and
Sarai.

The second period ofafar influence dates to the late 15th and 16th centuries and resulted
from the influx of &tar refugees into Musep. The Chinggisid principle (the notion that only
descendents of Chinggis Khan can be rulers) as practiced among the Mongols enterggt Musco
probably via the KazarkKhanate as the result ofuikicized Jochids who entered Musie
service. Pomest'e(or military land grants), as issued in Muggdrom 1482 on, and calledta
in theDar al-Islam was most liely made knevn to the grand prince by refugeatdrs from the
disintegrating Jochid UlusCertain record-&eping methods (such as scrolls) as used initially by
the Uighurs were introduced by refugesalrs from the Jochid Ulushe principle olbesdestie
(dishonor) as practiced by the “courage cultures” of the ste@se probably introduced by
Turkicized Jochids and refugeatars from the Kazamkhanate. Thenstitution of thezemskii
sobor(Assembly of the Land) kmen among the Mongols asgarriltai was practiced among the

steppe pastoralists and moselikdescribed as described to the Musgte court by Trkicized
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Jochids from the KazarKhanate [77]. The taking oer the Khanate of Kazarand then of
Astrakhan would have lacked lagitimagy without it, since only aquriltai could select a
khan/tsalr

Already in the reign of lan 11l (1462-1505) the administredi practices that characterized
the Musceite principality bgan to be modified and replaced asadw and his successors
transformed Musog into a dynastic stateSome practices l&k pomest'ewere transformed.
Others lile <roll records continued to be used through the 17th cenfthezemskii sobgrthe
last of the Mongol/Tatar institutions to be introduced (1549), ended in the 1680s. The army
stopped using the recwd bav as its primary weapon by the early 17th century and
Mongol/Tatar military oganization was replaced with European-style methods of military
organization under Tsar Aleksei (1645-1682Flan politics as practiced in early Musgo

continued to be practiced in much the samag through the 18th and into the early 19th century

Conclusion

A major difficulty in discussing and analyzing Mongdfar influence on Russia is pre-
existing prejudice taard one or another groug?erhaps the main point of the present chapter is
that meta-scholarly reasons conttid to the lack of gnkind of consensus on Mongol-Rus
relations. Thestoried British notion that “the @gs bgin at Calais” finds an analogue in Russian
views such that mutatis mutandis “thege bgin at the steppe.But cross-paradigmal attitudes
toward the Mongols as “cruel” and ‘venge-seeking” has also played a roknother major
difficulty is the number of languages one is required to master to do specialized research on the
sources.

In addition, each of these paradigms is, to ongrade or anotherconnected with the
political and cultural circumstances of the time contemporary to it. The paradigm “Punishment

for sins and the wrath of God” enged from attitudes articulated by Church writera/aal
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steppe pastoralists from the 11th through the early 13th centdries.“Realpolitik of Rus
princes and Church leaders” paradigm reflected the contemporary relations between the
Byzantine Empire and the Ulus of Jochi from the middle of the 13th through the middle of the
15th centuries.The “Anti-Tatar viev of the Russian Orthodox Church” paradigrasicreated by

Rus clerics after the Ottomanufks took Constantinople in 1453, thus freeing the' Rasirch

from the obligtion to reflect Byzantine Church pglicThe “Russian Nationalist” paradigmaa

a cular \ersion of the Anti-Tatar viev of the Russia Orthodox Church” as Russian national
sentiments desloped in the 19th and 20th centuries and carried through into the 21st century
Exposition of the “Marxist” paradigm correlated with the fortunes of Marxism in Russia b
were dropped after 1933 when the “Russian nationalist” paradigm reesingr supercede it.

The “Eurasian and Modified Eurasian” paradigm originated in the Eurasian political and
intellectual me@ement of the early 20th centuryutbfound its strongest academic boost from
Geoge \ernadsk who was influenced by that naement. The"A nti-Russian, anti-Eurasian”
paradigm includes anti-Marxists of the Coldaperiod lile Wittfogel but expanded among the
Turko-Tatar academics after thallfof the Seiet Union and in direct discourse with the question

of the relationship of those nationalities to Rus$taally, the ‘Analytical source-based studies

of the Mongol Empire and its relationship to the ‘Rargncipalities” paradigm desloped from,

on the one hand, anthropological interest in pastoral nomads, and, on thea othresested
interest approach to restudying thedence concerning the historical relationship between the
Eastern Skac and Turko-Tatar peoples that deloped mainly in Véstern academia in the second
half of the 20th century This is not to suggest that those who find thenesehvithin this
paradigm do not he dsagreements with each othefeothe best \ay to interpret thewedence,

but for the most part tlyeare free of tendencies to omive the eidence to a religious,

ideological, or nationalist prefiguration.
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Differing opinions on the alue of specific sources tend to widen thefed&nces in
interpretation. And dfering interpretatie paradigms tend to influence scholars’wief the
vaue of specific sourcesOne hopes that, in the future, disputes concerning the impact of the
Mongols on Ruscan be carried on without resort to prejudices, ideologies, or national or
religious predilections. Ironicallythe Tatarists, Bulgrists, and Mongolian historians may assist
this development as the provide a direct counter position to the Russian nationalist paradigm

that has dominated the historiogrggbr so long.
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