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Abstract

The article examines the history of approaches to the study of
Mongolian imperial ideology of the thirteenth—fourteenth centu-
ries in Russian scholarship. This timeline-specific subject had not
yet emerged as an independent field of research either in Rus-
sia or abroad. Nevertheless, historians, philologists, and schol-
ars from other disciplines have addressed various aspects of this
problem. In particular, considerable attention has been devoted to
the correct translation and interpretation of the opening phrase
of khanate yarlyks (charters) and ultimatums (“By the Power of
Eternal Heaven!”), which postulates the source of legitimacy of
the supreme authority of the Mongol khans not only over their
own people, but over the entire world. The first scholar to arrive
at a clear understanding of the fundamental principles of Mongo-
lian imperial doctrine was V.V. Grigoriev by the early 1840s; how-
ever, for a number of reasons, further research development was
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long delayed. During the years of Soviet rule, under conditions
of the absolute dominance of the Marxist-Leninist conception of
the world historical process and as a result of the assertion of the
unconditional priority of socio-economic factors over ideological
ones, the study of the nomadic world encountered serious difficul-
ties. The Mongol Empire found itself on the periphery of scholarly
interests in Russia. The role of Chinggis Khan in its creation was
downplayed, and the formation of the empire was explained pri-
marily by the feudalization of Mongolian society. The internal and
foreign policies of the Mongols were often interpreted in a sim-
plified manner, seen as being motivated solely by the thirst for
profit of the khan—noyan elite. Attempts were made to prove that
ordinary Mongolian herdsmen had no need for plundering and
aggressive wars and were forced into robbery and murder. Ching-
gis Khan himself was ascribed an aspiration to enslave the entire
world, although no contemporary source reports such intentions.
These notions, which originated as early as the 1930s, continued to
dominate Russian historical scholarship right up to the collapse of
the Soviet Union.
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o date, scholarship possesses a substantial body of

historiographical work on the Mongol Empire and

its founder, Chinggis Khan (11627-1227). Domestic

historiography, from the inception of Mongol stud-
ies to the early 1950s, is surveyed in a highly substantive article by
A.Yu. Yakubovsky (1886-1953)!. Despite the depth of this pub-
lication — arguably one of the best in the country — it is neces-
sary to consider the context of its time, as the assessments of this
Marxist historian sometimes diverge sharply from contemporary
views, particularly regarding questions concerning the manifes-
tations of “idealism” in the works of various authors. Among the
relatively recent overviews, one may note the doctoral disserta-
tion of A.A. Nevsky, which, however, is markedly unsatisfactory?,
as well as O.V. Lushnikov’s book, which attempts to encompass
the entirety of global historiography on the empire?. Subsequent-
ly, a voluminous monograph by V.D. Dugarov (1959-2023)* ap-
peared, though it is notably deficient in conceptual coherence,
as has been observed previously®. The historiography of Chinggis
Khan is also addressed in a study by E.R. Nesterova®. Beyond these
works, there exists a wide range of publications devoted to indi-
vidual figures, different schools, and specific periods of domestic
Mongol studies.
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Nevertheless, the history of research on Mongol imperial ideol-
ogy, i.e,, the 13th—14th centuries, has yet to be written — a fact that is
hardly surprising, given that the subject itself rarely attracts schol-
arly attention. In our view, however, it is a matter of importance, as
it enables a more nuanced understanding of the decision-making
of Chinggis Khan and his successors.

In simple terms, Mongol imperial ideology consisted of a jus-
tification by the medieval Mongols themselves of their legitimate
right to rule the entire world. It is well known that subjugating oth-
ers solely by brute force is not entirely effective; far better is the in-
stillation of obedience through reference to a higher authority. In
theistic societies (virtually all of those existing in medieval West-
ern Eurasia) such authority was God (or Allah), whereas for the
nomads of Central Asia and the peoples of the Far East, it was the
deified Sky. Accordingly, the Mongols needed to “demonstrate” to
all peoples that they must submit, for this was the will of God (or
the Sky). Consequently, refusal to obey the Mongol Khan amount-
ed to disobedience to God (or the Sky), and the khan, as exec-
utor of divine command, was obliged to punish the impertinent
severely. It follows that only the Mongol Empire was pleasing to
the Higher Powers, and it was the only one having the legitimate
right to rule on earth; no independent countries or peoples could
exist in principle. Unfortunately, the empire lacked a constitution
in the modern sense, in which these ideas might have been clearly
codified. As a result, scholars are compelled to reconstruct Mongol
ideology almost piecemeal, drawing upon a range of sources, most
of them non-Mongolian and thus often heavily distorted. This task
is further complicated by stereotypes about Central Asian nomads
that took shape since the time of the “father of history”, Herodo-
tus of Halicarnassus (c. 484 — c. 425 BCE), and the first Chinese
historiographer Sima Qian (145 or c. 135 — ¢. 86 BCE). For more
than two millennia, historians in different countries have accused
steppe peoples of insatiable greed, and their leaders of boundless
lust for power. The same accusations have frequently been leveled
against the Mongols and Chinggis Khan. In general, the sources
provide solid grounds for such reproaches, and it would be entire-
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ly unscientific to portray the nomads as “noble savages” selflessly
carrying out the will of Heaven. Nevertheless, ignoring the men-
tal and ideological dimension of their actions inevitably leads to
a one-sided and erroneous picture. All scholars who have worked
with sources on the Mongol Empire have encountered references
to Eternal Heaven and to the fact that it was in the name of Heaven
that Chinggis Khan and representatives of his “Golden Lineage”
demanded submission from others; yet the true significance of
these words has rarely been adequately appreciated.

Russian Mongolian studies declared themselves brilliantly al-
ready in the first half of the nineteenth century. A distinctive
feature of their emergence and development was the substantial
contribution made by first-class historians, numismatists, and ar-
chaeologists who were not specialists in Mongolian studies: N.Ya.
Bichurin (Father lakinf) (1777-1853), Ch.D. Frihn (1782-1851),
PS. Saveliev (1814-1859), PI. Kafarov (Palladius) (1817-1878),
LN. Berezin (1818-1896), V.P. Vasiliev (1818-1900), V.G. Tiesen-
hausen (1825-1902), K.P. Patkanov (1833-1889), and a number of
others. Owing to their efforts, professional Mongolists gained ac-
cess to a wide range of sources translated from Chinese, Arabic,
Persian, Armenian, and other languages that shed light on the his-
tory of Mongolian-speaking peoples, as well as to substantial meth-
odological developments. In Russia there appeared editions of the
Genealogy of the Turks by the Khivan khan Abul-Gazi (1603-1664,
reigned 1645-1663); the first chapters of the Yuan Shi in the trans-
lation of N.Ya. Bichurin; the Precious Summary by the Ordos prince
Sagan-Setsen (1604—after 1662) in the Mongolian original and in
the German translation by J. Schmidt (1779-1847); the anonymous
Golden Chronicle in Mongolian and in a Russian translation by
the learned Buryat lama Galsan Gomboev (1822-1863); portions
of Rashid al-Din’s Compendium of Chronicles (1247-1318) trans-
lated by LN. Berezin; and many other Eastern, as well as Western,
sources and Russian chronicles. An important aid was provided by
the Golden Horde yarlyks, issued to Russian metropolitans, which
attracted the close attention of Russian scholars. Close contacts
with Mongolian-speaking peoples living both within the Russian
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Vasily Vasilievich Grigoriev.
From open sources

Empire and in Mongolia itself also played a role. All this rapidly
brought Russian Mongolian studies to the forefront of internation-
al scholarship.

As far as can be judged, the first scholar to present a fairly accu-
rate exposition of Mongolian imperial doctrine — not only in Russia
but in the world — was Professor V.V. Grigoriev (1816-1881) of St.
Petersburg University, who based his conclusions to a considerable
extent on his study of khans’ letters and yarlyks: “Like the Chinese
emperors, the great Mongol khans styled themselves ‘sons of Heav-
en’ and recognized no one on earth as their equal. They considered
the entire globe to be their lawful possession, all sovereigns and all
peoples to be their slaves, and any resistance to their authority to be
rebellion deserving cruel punishment”.” Further on, in a footnote
providing examples from the sources, he elaborated his idea: “The
successors of Chinggis were firmly convinced that Heaven had or-

7 IpuzopveB B.B. O AOCTOBEPHOCTHM SIPABIKOB, AQHHBIX XaHAMM 30A0TOM OPABI
pyccromy AyxoBeHCTBY. M.: VHMBepcureTckas Tunorpadms, 1842. C. 19-20.
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dained them to be rulers of the whole world. They said and wrote
this to everyone and everywhere. For this reason, at the beginning of
their conquests, when the Mongols went to war against any people,
they demanded submission as something due to them, and regarded
resistance to their arms as impudent opposition to the will of Heav-
en, which called forth from them, as instruments of that will, the
extermination of the guilty. When a ruler whom the Mongols sum-
moned to onerous submission decided to yield and become their
vassal, he was obliged without fail to travel to the emperor in order
to attest his allegiance™. Although V.V. Grigoriev did not uncover
the deeper causes of such notions among the medieval Mongols, he
essentially stated everything that could characterize the Mongolian
imperial idea at the level of knowledge of his time. A brilliant ex-
planation of the Mongolian doctrine of universal monarchy would
appear only a century later in an article by E. Voegelin (1901-1985),
who likewise relied on the study of khans’ decrees’.

From the mid-1840s onward, scholars began to gain access to
a new category of sources — Mongolian metal credentials known
as paiza (paizi, tokens/tablets), the inscriptions on which were ex-
ecuted in Uyghur or Phags-pa script and, like the khans’ decrees,
opened with the words “By the Power of Eternal Heaven!” The first
to read such an inscription in Phags-pa script was Archimandrite
Avvakum (Chestnoy) (1801-1866) in 1846; however, he made an
error by taking the word monke (“eternal”) to be the personal name
of the Khagan Méngke (1251-1259). The reason for this mistake
was the isolated placement of the word, similar to the way the im-
perial title was customarily set apart on paper in China. The pub-
lisher and commentator of the translation, V.V. Grigoriev, accept-
ed Avvakum’s opinion but, knowing that the Phags-pa script had
been created only by 1269 on the order of Khubilai (1260-1294) by
the lama Phags-pa (1235-1280), when Mongke was already dead,
assumed that the writing on the paiza was Tangut script, invent-

8 Ibid. P. 21-22.
? Voegelin E. The Mongol Orders of Submission to the European Powers, 1245-
1255 // Byzantion. Vol. XV. Boston, 1941. P. 378-413.
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Minusinskaya paiza.
From open sources

ed by the first Tangut emperor Yuan-hao (1038-1048) and later
borrowed by the Mongols'®. The German Mongolist and Tibetol-
ogist J. Schmidt, who lived in Russia, reasonably objected that the

inscription was executed in Phags-pa script and that the word in
question should be related not to the khagan but to Heaven. Nat-
urally, V.V. Grigoriev rose to Avvakum’s defense, and he was joined

by N.Ya. Bichurin, who regarded Schmidt’s criticism as an attack on

Russian scholarship; Schmidt responded sharply™ N.Ya. Bichurin

10

1
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Ipuzopveb B.B. O6bsicHeHME APEBHEN MOHIOABCKOM HAAICH, HAMACHHO B
Cubupn // JKypuaa Munancrepcrsa suyTpenHmx Aea. 1846. T. XVI. C. 126-
149.

ITmudm . Monroapckasi KBappaTHasI HAAIIUCh M3 BPEMEH MOHTOABCKOTO
BrapbrdecTsa // Bubamorexka AAsT 9TEHMs, JKYPHAA CAOBECHOCTH, HAaVK,
XYAOKECTB, IIPOMBIIIACHHOCTH, HOBOCTe M MoOA. 1846. T. LXXIX. Ora.
III. C. 1-5. Also published in: CaaxrrieTepbyprexne Bepaomoctn. 1846. Ne 249.
C. 1095-1096.

See: bausapor A. Ilarize, mam meTassmyecKkme AOIJEUKM C IIOBEACHMUSIMU
MOHTOABCKMX XaHOB // 3ammckn CaHKTIIETepOyPrCcKOro apxeoAOrMIecKo-
Hymmnamatnaeckoro obmgecrsa. 1850. T. I Bomr. 1. C. 72-97; [Hactura H.IT.
3nagenne TpysoB H.A. Buaypuna aas pycckoro monroaoseaenms // Oueprn
I10 MUCTOPUM PyccKoro BocTokoBepeHmst. Coopuuk 2. M.; A.: M3a-8o AH CCCP,
1956. C. 195-197.
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considered the disputed Mongolian formula to be analogous to the
standard phrase of Chinese imperial manifestos feng tian yun (“by
the will of Heaven”)", in which, as we can see, the word “eternal”
is absent. A.A. Bobrovnikov (1822-1865), who also worked with
monuments in Phags-pa script, not only accepted Bichurin’s inter-
pretation but went even further, asserting that the Mongols, from
the time of Chinggis Khan, had adopted this formula in imitation
of the Chinese, so that the Mongolian phrase “By the Power of Eter-
nal Heaven” was nothing more than a translation from Chinese.
“The matter is clear,” the orientalist concluded®. However, the next
stereotypical phrase from the preamble of Chinggisid decrees —
now usually translated as “by the fortune of the khagan” (referring
to his inherent charisma) — caused difficulties for Bobrovnikov,
which he nevertheless successfully resolved®. In essence, howev-
er, the German scholar was correct. Grigoriev’s judgments are all
the more surprising because he was well acquainted with this very
standard Mongolian formula that had generated the polemic and
that prefaced the khans’ yarlyks he had studied”. Although this
point of view was far from universally accepted, in the end this
promising line of scholarly inquiry reached an impasse for more
than a century. An illustration of this may be found, among other

B Buuypur H.A. 3amedanns o HOBOAY CIIOPA O MOHTOABCKOV HAATIUCH BPEMEH
Monxka-xana // Ouracknii sectamk. 1847. T. 17. Ne 5. Ota. IV. C. 4. The full
phrase reads as follows: “ZKKiz féng tian chéng yun,” i.e., “By the Will of
Heaven and the Mandate of Destiny.” [ thank my colleague O.A. Koroleva for
consultation on this matter.

4 By contrast, A.M. Pozdneev discerned in the opening formula of the khans’
decrees and in the inscriptions on paizas a Mongolian original rendered into
Chinese and translated it as “By the Power of Eternal Heaven,” though he
drew no historical conclusions from this (Aexkyun no neTopun MOHroAbCKO
AUTEPATYPbI, IUTaHHbIe OpAMHApHBIM mpodeccopom C.-IleTepbyprexoro
Vuusepcurera A.M. Tlospaneessim B 1896/97 axaa. roay. [T. 1] / 3ammcaa
n nspaa cryaeHT X1 Kpnern. CIT6.: Tuno-anrorpadus M. Tpodmmosa, 1897.
C. 101-102, 114, 135, 154).

5 TTaMATHMKM MOHTOABCKOTO KBAAPATHOTO TMCbMa, OObscHenHble A.A.
BobpoBHMKOBEIM, ¢ AomoaHeHmsamu B.B. Ipuropsesa. CII6.: Tumorp.
Vmneparopcrornt Akapemun Hayk, 1870. C. 44.

16 Tbid. P. 45-48.

7 IpuzopveB B.B. O poctoseprOocTH sIpABIKOB. C. 58-59.
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things, in Grigoriev’s own “theory of shocks”. According to this the-
ory, the sudden attack of one nomadic people upon another forces
the latter to flee in search of a new homeland, where it in turn falls
upon an unsuspecting third people and likewise compels it to take
flight. Thus the defeated become victors, and nomads move from
place to place, also pressing upon sedentary populations. Grigor-
iev explained the “furious passion for destruction” among nomads
accustomed to the open steppe by their hatred of everything that
obstructed free movement and restricted the horizon®. There was,
therefore, no need, in his view, to seek any ideological justification
for these purely mechanical movements.

FI Erdmann (1793-1862), a German who taught at Kazan Uni-
versity, published in Russian a series of essays on Chinggis Khan
that are notable for their systematic distortion of Mongolian names
and terms, with the author insisting on the correctness of his al-
tered forms. At the same time, his attention was drawn to a submis-
sion-demanding yarlyk of Chinggis Khan, preserved in the retelling
of Muslim authors and declaring that the entire earth from sunrise
to sunset had been granted to the Mongols. Erdmann cites the text
of this decree according to Rashid al-Din and Mirkhond (1433-
1498) but does not specify who exactly bestowed the whole world
upon the Mongols?. His reflections on Providence, which, through
the hands of the Mongols, awakened Russia from a deep sleep, are
also of interest®. His work was later published in full in German?,
but it did not receive high appraisal in scholarship.

8 IpuzopveG B.B. O6 OTHOIIEHMM MEKAY KOYCBBIMM HAPOAAMU T OCEAABIMMU

rocypaapersamn // JKypraa Munncrepersa HapoaHOTO mipocBergenns. 1875.
Y. CLXXVIIL C. 1-27.

Opomar O.M. Kucropun Ynurnc-xana // JKypuaa Munmncrepcrsa HapoAHOTO
npocsergenns. 1844. 4. XLIV. C. 75-77. The authenticity of this yarlyk has been
questioned by a number of modern scholars; however, V.V. Barthold consid-
ered Juwayni’s (1226-1283) account plausible (Bapmoavd B.B. Typxecran
B 3n0xy mouroabckoro Hamrectsusl. Y. II. MccaepoBanme. CI16.: Tumorp.
B. Kupmubayma, 1900. C. 457), and we share his opinion.

2 Bpomarn O.U. Op. cit. C. 83-84.
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Erdmann F. von. Temudschin der Unerschiitterliche: nebst einer geogra-
phish-ethnographischen Einleitung und den erforderliche besondern An-
merkungen und Beilagen. Leipzig: FA. Brockhaus, 1862. IX+656 s.
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The History of the Mongols by O.M. Kovalevsky (1800/1801-
1878), written between 1843 and 1851 but published only recently,
contains no original ideas relevant to our topic. The author believed,
for example, that Chinggis Khan’s plans of conquest expanded in
proportion to the growth of his resources for waging war?? and it
was only his descendants that “considered themselves rulers of
the universe and demanded unconditional submission from all”#.
Yet when it came to the question of what impelled an orphaned
Mongolian youth to become master of half the world, Kovalevsky
adopted an idealistic position and offered no real explanation: “a
wondrous fortune accompanied Temiijin in all contingencies, and,
like other Asian conquerors, he was guided by a kind of fatalism,
as if without any moral idea™. Even less substantial in this respect
are N.LI. Veselovsky’s Lectures on the History of the Mongols, which
amount to a simple narrative account of events?.

Close in outlook to Kovalevsky was, somewhat later, Tsy-
ben Zhamtsarano (1881-1942). Having visited in 1909-1910 the
territory of the present-day Inner Mongolia, where the sanctu-
ary of Chinggis Khan at Ejin Horo was located (today the site of
a museum complex), the Buryat scholar wrote in his report: “The
Mongols, who shattered entire kingdoms, cut paths through the
highest mountains and crossed immense rivers; the Mongols, who
displayed an incredible power to overcome obstacles, were un-
doubtedly inspired not only by ambition and not merely by thirst
for gain: their worldview and their religion must have played a role
of one kind or another”. Thanks to their religious beliefs, “the
Mongols constantly felt above and beneath them the cooperation
and will of the gods — the tengri. And Chinggis, in the eyes of
the masses, appeared only as a messenger of Tengri; he was a hero,

2 KoBanreBexuit O.M. Victopust MOHIOAOB / TIOATL. K M3A., IPEAUCA.,, KOMMEHT.,

npnaosk. M.B. Kyasrauex, B.YO. JKykos; ots. pea. M.®. TTonosa. CI'16.: Hectop-
Wcropns, 2024. C. 273.

# Tbid. P. 365.

# Tbid. P. 237.

5 Becerobexuit HU. Aexymm mo wmcropum monrosos. CII6. Msp. kpyskka

OPUEHTAAMUCTOB IIPU PpaKyABTETE BOCTOUHBIX s13bIKOB, 1909. 142 c.
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Chinggis Khan Museum-Memorial. Complex at Ejin Horo
(Inner Mongolia, PRC).
Photo by the author. June 2025

he was divine™. Such an openly idealistic interpretation, based
moreover on contemporary ethnographic material, found no sup-
port in Russian academic circles.

The General Staff officer M.I. Ivanin (1801-1874) addressed
Mongolian themes twice. In the first edition of his work?” he large-
ly followed AK.M. d'Ohsson (1779-1851) and relied on sever-
al other authoritative studies of the Mongols, thereby inheriting
the errors and Eurocentrism of his predecessors. Calling Temii-
jin a genius, Ivanin attached decisive importance to the influence
of Chinese culture upon him, apparently having in mind the Jin
Empire: “Probably, educated China was for him in his youth what
Europe later became for our Peter the Great™. Chinggis Khan, he
argued, conceived the conquest of the whole world?. Unlike the

26

[Toesaka B HOskuyro Monroanro B 1909-1910 rr. Oruer LI. >Kamyapano //
MaBectns Pycckoro Kommurera aas maygenns Cpeanert nu Bocrounont Asmn
B UCTOPUIECKOM, aPXEOAOIMIECKOM, AMHTBUCTUICCKOM U STHOIPAPUICCKOM
orromrernsx. Cepns I1. 1913. Ne 2. CI'16.: Tunorp. Mimneparopckor akasemnn
Hayk, 1913. C. 51.

M6arnun M. O BoeHHOM ncKyccTBe 1 3aBoeBaHMAX MOHTOAOB. CI16.: Boennas
turorpadus, 1846. 64 c.

% Ibid. P. 5.

» Tbid. Cf.: ibid. P. 38.
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Arabs and the Crusaders, the Mongols were driven not by religious
fanaticism but by “thirst for plunder, power, and blood™°. Ivanin
depicted the Mongols as absolute savages who hated sedentary life
and education, so that “they appeared to the modern world not so
much as conquerors as exterminators of the human race™!. Almost
thirty years later a second, substantially expanded and revised
edition of Ivanin’s book appeared®. It likewise lacked originality,
though it was fairly thorough and, for its time, not without merit.
Nevertheless, the author continued to assert that Chinggis Khan
planned the conquest of the world® and once casually remarked,
without evidence, on his desire that his descendants continue the
work he had begun®.

The great Russian orientalist V.V. Barthold (1869-1930), in
a number of his works — above all in the classic study Turkestan
Down to the Mongol Invasion — revealed the mechanisms of the
formation of the Mongol Empire and traced the causal connec-
tions that enabled a previously obscure nomadic tribe to achieve
domination over vast expanses of Eurasia. Yet Barthold paid rela-
tively little attention to the problems of Mongolian imperial ide-
ology. He was among the first to express doubt that Temiijin had
been a descendant of the Khagan Qutula (d. c. 1162); in his view,
by adopting for his people the name “Mongols”, Temiijin laid claim
to kinship with this figure of early Mongolian history®. Evident-
ly, descent from the not particularly noble lineage of his father
Yestigei (d. 1167) was insufficient grounds for claims to power
over all Mongolian-speaking tribes. It was necessary to discover
among one’s ancestors those who had once stood at the head of
the semi-legendary confederation known as the “Khamag Mongol

0 Tbid. P. 6.
31 Tbid. P. 22.

2 UBanur M.M. O BOEHHOM WCKYCCTBE W 3aBOEBAHMSIX MOHIOAO-TATAP W

CpeAHeasmaTcKux Hapoaos npu Umarnc-xane m Tamepaane. CIT6.: Tumorp.
T-Ba «ObmecTBennas moassa», 1875. XI1+252 c.

% Ibid. P. 18, 36, 40, 41.

4 Ibid. P. 40.

35

bapmoavd B.B. Typkecran. C. 410.
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Vasily Vladimirovich Bartold.
From open sources

Ulus”. Chinggis Khan built his state on aristocratic foundations
for himself, his descendants, and his closest followers; the people
were merely an instrument in the hands of his chosen elite®®. Of
great importance to us are Barthold’s remarks concerning Ching-
gis Khan’s first message to the Khwarazmshah with assurances of
friendship. On the one hand, he states: “There is no reason to
doubt the sincerity of these words; it is unlikely that Chinggis
Khan at that time dreamed of world dominion””. On the other
hand, he convincingly demonstrates that the Mongol invasion of
the Khwarazmshah'’s lands would in any case have occurred later?.
There is no contradiction here: the intentions of the Mongol ruler
in 1218 could (and had to) differ from his later plans as a con-
sequence of the rapid and unpredictable development of events.
Setting out on the western campaign, Chinggis Khan could not be

3¢ Tbid. P. 414, 499.
7 Tbid. P. 424.
38 Tbid. P. 431.
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absolutely certain of its favorable outcome; all the more so, any
dreams of conquering Europe at that time would have been simply
absurd. As for the “heavenly” justification of power, the oriental-
ist only once mentions (with reference to K.P. Patkanov) Ching-
gis Khan’s conception of the empire as the domination of nomads
over the “civilized peoples”, whom God Himself had delivered into
Mongol hands for exploitation®.

V.V. Barthold did not agree with V.P. Vasiliev’s view that Temii-
jin was entirely under the influence of the Chinese and the sini-
cized Khitans*’, and he shared the opinion of L.N. Berezin, who,
while acknowledging the considerable impact of Chinese culture
upon the nomads, nevertheless believed that Chinggis Khan pos-
sessed “the sound sense of a savage full of energy” and that through
the enactments of his Yasa he erected a barrier to the spread of
that culture within the state he created?*!. Barthold assigned the
principal role in nomadic movements to economic causes*. He
considered Chinggis Khan at first to have been merely “the leader
of a band of adventurers™. In a special article devoted to him
in the Encyclopaedia of Islam, Barthold wrote: “It is impossible
to prove that Chingiz Khan cherished grand plans of conquest
during his early career in Mongolia. His first campaigns against
the neighboring sedentary countries were aimed only at plunder;
only much later did Mongol power become firmly established in
those lands. The expeditions to the west were undertaken ini-
tially in pursuit of enemies who had taken refuge there; only in

¥ Tbid. P. 498.
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the course of events did these expeditions gradually develop into
deliberate conquests™*.

The year 1917 divided Russian scholarship, including Mongo-
lian studies, into two streams: some scholars continued their re-
search at home, while others emigrated. In the present article we
shall focus on the former, yet it is necessary to touch upon one
figure from among the émigrés who left a particularly deep mark
on Russian “Chinggis studies” — the Kalmyk Erenjen Khara-Da-
van (1883-1942). He was a physician and public figure rather
than a professional historian, which did not prevent him from
writing and publishing in Belgrade in 1929 a book on Ching-
gis Khan that became extraordinarily popular in Russia, includ-
ing within academic circles, after its reissue in Elista during the
years of perestroika®. This circumstance compels us to say a few
words about it. The book represents a consistent idealization of
the Mongol ruler and of the empire he created, which, in the au-
thor’s view, rested on moral principles and legality. “He (Ching-
gis Khan. — Yu. D.) had no personal needs to which, like other
monarchs spoiled by fortune, he would have sacrificed the high-
er aims of his policy. His entire life was devoted to the realization
of his loftiest ideal — the creation of a single world kingdom...
The ideal of Chinggis Khan was the establishment of a united
kingdom of mankind, for only then, as he rightly believed, would
mutual wars cease and conditions be created for the peaceful
flourishing of humanity in both spiritual and material culture™®.
In recounting the life and exploits of his hero, the author embel-
lishes information drawn from literature with invented details
in the reality of which he evidently firmly believed. One of his
sources was the biography of Chinggis Khan by the American
historian and writer Harold Lamb (1892-1962), who was strong-
ly inclined toward imaginative reconstruction. All this, together

4 Tbid. P. 858-859.
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with at times very inaccurate quotations from The Secret History
of the Mongols, Rashid al-Din’s Compendium of Chronicles, and
other Eastern works, makes the book under consideration rather
remote from historical reality. At the same time, the author was
not devoid of occasional insights and hypotheses that deserve
the attention of modern historians.

The Russian-Polish linguist V.L. Kotwicz (1872-1944) published
his most important works relevant to our topic abroad?¥, yet we
cannot pass over this remarkable scholar in silence, if only because
before his departure he managed to publish a note on an allegedly
authentic conversation between Chinggis Khan and his sons con-
cerning which pleasure was greatest of all. Kotwicz regarded this
short example of epic creativity as sufficiently ancient. The most
interesting element in it, in our opinion, is the words of Ogedei,

47 Kotwicz W. Les Mongols, promoteurs de I'idee de paix universelle au début

du XIVe siécle // La Pologne au VIle Congrées International des Sciences
Historiques. Vol. 1. Varsovie: Polskie Towarzystwo Historyczne, 1933. S. 199-
204; Kotwicz W. Formules initiales des documents Mongols aux XIII-e et
XIV-e ss. // Rocznik Orientalistyczny. T. 10. Lwow, 1934. P. 131-157.
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which contain a clear program of state administration entirely de-
void of militarism and expansionism. Chinggis Khan endorsed it*.
This is one of the very few texts that give preference to Ogedei,
whose descendants, as is well known, lost supreme power in 1251,
a circumstance that cast a shadow over the founder of this branch
of Chinggis Khan’s “Golden Lineage”.

The famous traveler G.E. Grumm-Grzhimailo (1860-1936) —
a naturalist who also proved himself a talented anthropologist and
historian — compiled a comprehensive history of Central Asia from
antiquity to the beginning of the twentieth century, devoting due
attention to the Mongol Empire as well. The volume of interest to
us appeared in 1926, but it had been completed by December 1917;
for this reason, it can with equal justification be classified as part of
the pre-revolutionary Russian scholarship. At any rate, no traces of
Marxism are to be found in the chapters devoted to the empire. Ac-
cordingly, the author attached considerable, though not exaggerat-
ed, importance to the personality of Chinggis, while not forgetting
the ideological aspect of events: “Chinggis was a world conqueror
just as Alexander the Great had been before him and Napoleon
after him, and his deep conviction that Heaven had chosen him
to establish a world empire on earth did not differ from the pre-
tensions of the Austrian monarchs to rule the universe — Austriae
est imperare orbi universo™®. At the same time, Grumm-Grzhimailo
believed that Chinggis Khan had conducted his military campaigns
without any preformulated plan, and that if a plan was devised at
all, it embraced only the setting of an immediate objective®®. From
this it would seem logical to conclude that he had no global idea of
conquering the entire world. Nevertheless, the author correctly dis-
cerned a feature of the nomadic mentality that several decades later
would prove highly important for Mongolian studies in explaining

* KomBuu B. 3 noyaenmnn Ymurnc-xana // Bocrok. JKypHaa amreparypsi,

Hayku n uckyccersa. Ku. 3. M,; Tlerep6ypr: [3 «Bcemupnas aureparypa»,
1923. C. 94-9¢.
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the success of steppe leaders in building nomadic empires — name-
ly, the belief that a fortunate leader is assisted by Eternal Heaven it-
self, and therefore that nothing is more reasonable than to join such
a person. Here Grumm-Grzhimailo entered into sharp contradic-
tion with the emerging Soviet historical paradigm, which, as will be
shown below, asserted that Chinggis Khan and his closest associates
mercilessly plundered and exploited their own people. He wrote:
“The success of all his (Chinggis Khan’s. — Y. D.) campaigns and the
untold riches that fell to the lot of his troops, that is, to the people,
invested all his demands with the significance of divine commands
and were accepted not only without murmur but with reverence
and unquestioning obedience. Under such conditions, and with
the moral uplift experienced by the Mongol people in his time, the
moral transformation of the masses which Chinggis claimed as his
achievement is entirely conceivable™!. This idea particularly struck
A.Yu. Yakubovsky, who remarked: “Subsequently, the idealization’
of Chinggis Khan and his military campaigns in Grumm-Grzhi-
mailo’s work assumes truly monstrous proportions™2 Undoubtedly
there is some exaggeration here, yet, considering the memory that
Chinggis left among the ordinary Mongol people, one may assume
that Grumm-Grzhimailo was, on the whole, not far from the truth.
Oppressed and plundered people would hardly have remembered
their tyrant kindly, much less deified him; but the issue is not even
this; it is rather the very possibility of exercising violence on the
steppe. Contrary to the convictions of Soviet historians, it is far
more difficult to exploit nomads than sedentary peasants®. Every

U Tbid. P. 437.
2 xybo6eruii A.JO. M3 uctopun. C. 80.

% Since in a class society exploitation cannot but exist, it had to be found in
Mongolian society of the imperial period as well. This task was carried out
by an exceptionally rare specialist, fluent in Mongolian and Chinese—N.Ts.
Munkuev (1922-1985)—though one cannot agree with him in everything.
The author repeatedly emphasizes the severity of state taxes and duties and
the unlimited exploitation of arats by noyans, but the excerpts from sourc-
es cited by him do not give such certainty (for example, regarding taxation
of Semuren and Tammachi troops in the Yuan Empire—these were, after all,
not Mongols) (Mynxye6 H.LJ. O dopmax IKCIAyaTanmm MOHTOABCKUX aPATOB
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herdsman on the steppe is at the same time a freedom-loving war-
rior, and he has various means of resisting a displeasing khan, from
migrating to a more loyal leader to physically eliminating the op-
pressive ruler. The sources contain ample examples of this kind.
Only under the Qing dynasty (1644-1911) did conditions more fa-
vorable to lawlessness develop in Mongolia; it was precisely these
conditions that lay before the eyes of the first Russian researchers.

Aszun. Bei. 2. Vaau-Yaa: Bypsrckoe kumskHOE 13A-80, 1965. C. 75-79)). At the
same time, N.Ts. Munkuev reports on livestock collections initiated by Mon-
gol khans to assist impoverished arats (Ibid. P. 71-72, 74). Although there is
no reason to idealize relations between different strata of Mongolian society,
nothing is known of any noticeable anti-noyan movement among ordinary
nomads either in the Middle Ages or in the Modern period, a point cautiously
noted in Soviet literature as well (3aaxurd E.M. Ouepxk renesuca peopasnsma
B KoueBOM obmjectBe. Bapuaya: M3p-Bo Aararickoro yu-ta, 2012, C. 208-
209; Mapxos I'E. KoueBankn Asun. CTpyKTypa X03s71CTBa M OOIjeCTBeHHOM
opranmsaymn. M.: M3p-Bo Mockoscxkoro yu-Ta, 1976. C. 87, 102).
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In 1934 the book by B.Ya. Vladimirtsov (1884-1931), The Social
Structure of the Mongols: Mongolian Nomadic Feudalism*, was pub-
lished, a work destined to become the cornerstone of the emerging
edifice of Soviet Mongolian studies. The author did not live to com-
plete it, but the chapter on the Mongol Empire had been finished,
although he did not explain the causes of the empire’s emergence.
In his review of the book, A.Yu. Yakubovsky noted that Vladimirtsov
had failed to recognize class struggle as the principal driving force
of political genesis in Mongolia at the turn of the twelfth and thir-
teenth centuries and had instead concentrated on the struggle for
power among feudal lords; consequently, he had taken a step back-
ward in comparison with Barthold’s conclusions on this issue®. Al-
though Vladimirtsov is not regarded as a Marxist, his work is written
in a strictly materialist vein. Questions of ideology are not addressed
in it. They are likewise bypassed by N.N. Kozmin (1872-1938), whose
book on nomadic feudalism appeared in the same year’ but, for
a variety of reasons, did not achieve wide recognition.

Almost all subsequent Soviet scholarly literature on the Mon-
gols and nomads in general was grounded in the Marxist-Leninist
framework based on dialectical materialism, which regarded a so-
ciety’s spiritual culture as a derivative of its mode of production.
This approach hindered research into the ideology of nomadic em-
pires, including the Mongol Empire, which at that time had not yet
emerged as an independent field of scholarly inquiry. As a result, it
produced a one-sided and often rather simplistic understanding of
the causes behind the emergence of the Mongol state.

Soviet historiography asserted that only a dialectical-material-
ist approach to the phenomenon of the Mongol Empire could re-
veal the internal mechanisms that brought it into existence. Hence
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the intense focus on the social structure of Mongol society and the
economy of nomadic pastoralism, which, in principle, might have
clarified much if it were not for the ideological constraints within
which scholarly work was permitted. Searching for evidence of class
struggle in a society where no classes existed, within the context of
the five-stage schema of socio-economic formations (sometimes
modified to account for nomadic structures or the “Asiatic mode
of production”), was unlikely to yield tangible results. At the same
time, historians seemed to forget that prior to the Mongols, the same
steppes had already seen the emergence of powerful, complexly or-
ganized political entities — such as the Xiongnu, Rouran, ancient
Turks, and Uyghurs — commonly referred to as nomadic empires.
Why, then, should the Mongols have needed to reinvent the long
path from a primitive-communal society to feudalism™’¢
Considerable effort was expended on determining what con-
stituted a means of production in the nomadic world — land or

7 Ucropus Mounroasckori Hapoanornt Pecriybanxn / Ta. pea. B.A. Ipexos. M.:

M3a-Bo AH CCCP, 1954. C. 86.
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livestock, whether nomadic feudal lords owned land resources, and
what form of dependency was implied by the Mongol term una-
gan-bogol.

Since history was assumed to be made primarily by the masses
rather than by individuals, Chinggis Khan’s significance was down-
played as much as possible, though no one dared entirely deny his
contribution to world history. Typically, Chinggis was evaluated
positively while unifying the nomads, but this assessment reversed
as soon as attention turned to his expansionist wars beyond the
steppes. Earlier scholars — V.V. Barthold and B.Ya. Vladimirtsov,
who had held Chinggis Khan in high regard as the creator of a world
empire, and, especially, Russian émigré historians, who considered
the positive impact of Mongol conquests and acknowledged the
ideological motives driving the Mongol ruler to establish heavenly
order on earth — faced harsh criticism™®.

It is therefore unsurprising that only two biographies of Ching-
gis Khan were published in the Soviet period. In 1922, B.Ya. Vlad-
imirtsov published a short book intended for a general audience,
Chinggis Kbhan, in which he occasionally mentioned the signifi-
cance of Chinggis’s religious beliefs in shaping his extraordinary
destiny. For example, he wrote: “Temiijin now began to reflect on
the fact that it was indeed decreed and determined by Heaven
that he should become the successor of the Mongol khagans and
restore the greatness of the Mongol lineage™. To achieve this, he
needed the support of the steppe aristocracy, to which, according
to Vladimirtsov, he himself rightly belonged by birth. The author’s
well-known hypothesis that Temiijin represented the interests of
the aristocracy in opposition to his anda (blood brother) Jamukha
(?—c. 1205) — the so-called “steppe democrat” — is of little impor-
tance here. After all, the class status of an individual is determined
by Eternal Heaven, and Vladimirtsov notes that Temiijin’s sup-
porters already regarded him as predestined by Heaven upon his

% Mepnepm HAL., Ilawymo B.T. Teopz Bepradckuii. Mouroast m Poccus //
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first proclamation as khan, a view likely shared by Temiijin him-
self®. His belief in celestial patronage was further reinforced after
his second enthronement in 1206, when the “nine white banners”
was consecrated with the spirit-protector of the Chinggis lineage
(sulde), and his authority was sanctioned by Eternal Blue Heaven,
by whose power he henceforth reigned as khan®'. Overall, Vlad-
imirtsov's book was well received. V.V. Barthold, in his review,
recognized it as “the best currently available”, though he gently
reproached the author for perhaps giving “too much weight to

religious contemplation in explaining Chinggis Khan’s actions”®.

© Ibid. P. 45.
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A.Yu. Yakubovsky approaching the work from the perspective of
Marxism, dismissed it as a “refined idealist work”¢>.

The second biography appeared only half a century later. Its au-
thor was the prominent Soviet scholar E.I. Kychanov (1932-2013),
one of the world’s leading specialists in the Tangut language and
the history of the Tangut state, as well as an excellent connoisseur
of the history and culture of Central Asia and China. The author’s
stance is already indicated in the title of his book, The Life of Temii-
jin, Who Sought to Conquer the World, thereby aligning with the of-
ficial assessment of the famous Mongol’s activity. At the same time,
Kychanov’s work stands out not only for its vivid, engaging style
alongside rigorously scientific argumentation but also for avoiding
sharp criticism of predecessors or of bourgeois scholarship, which,
under the prevailing Soviet doctrine, was deemed inherently in-
capable of reaching the truth due to its flawed methodology and
rejection of dialectical materialism. Kychanov also mentions Eter-
nal Heaven, whose protection and assistance evidently supported
the founder of the Mongol Empire from his youth®. True to his
conceptual approach, the historian argued that his subject, after
fully avenging the Jurchens for past grievances, turned his atten-
tion westward toward the rising Khwarazmian Empire, and had
planned the campaign there even before the “Otrar catastrophe™.
In a letter to Ala ad-Din Muhammad (1200-1220), Chinggis Khan
delineated spheres of influence, calling himself “lord of the East”
and the Khwarazmshah “lord of the West”, from which Kychanov
concluded: “This is the first and highly important evidence that,
after his victories over the Jin, Chinggis no longer intended to con-
fine his state to the bounds of Mongolia, but conceived in terms of
the countries of the world™®. Moreover, he regarded the West as
a potential acquisition, and therefore the biographer fully concurs
with LP. Petrushevsky (1898-1977) that the instigator of the ensu-

6 Axybo6cxuii A.JO. Kunra B Baaanmumpuosa. C. 304.
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ing war was Chinggis himself, not the Khwarazmshah, even though
irreconcilably anti-Mongol Muslim authors such as Ibn al-Athir
(1160-1233/1234) and Juzjani (c. 1193-after 1260) attribute the
blame to the latter. Nevertheless, in this case, little else could have
been expected, given that all Soviet scholars were effectively bound
to follow the dogma of Chinggis Khan’s supposed lust for world
domination.

At the same time, it is crucial, when regarding the statements of
Soviet (and other) historians skeptically, not to fall into the oppo-
site extreme of denying any possibility that ultramonarchical ideas
could have arisen in his mind. Being a strong and gifted individual,
Chinggis Khan undoubtedly evolved in his worldview and concep-
tion of his role, and there is reason to believe that it was during the
Khwarazm campaign that he may indeed have developed a sense of
a divinely ordained function as ruler of the universe. No one could
have prevented him from believing that he had devoted his life to
combating evil, restoring violated justice, and thus serving as the
earthly instrument of Eternal Blue Heaven. Revenge against the Ta-
tars, Merkit, Taichiud, Tangut, Jurchens, the traitor Wang Khan (7-
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1203), Jamukha, and now the Khwarazmshah, who had trampled
his peaceful initiatives — this is the path of a heavenly warrior! The
death of enemies and the appropriation of their wealth constituted
only the external aspect and inevitable consequence of establishing
a Heaven-sanctioned world order.

Returning to Kychanov’s book, it should be noted that in this
light his statement, “intoxicated by victories, Chinggis Khan’s war-
riors, and of course he himself above all, were already seriously
contemplating the conquest of the entire world known to them”,
does not appear exaggerated or formulaic. According to sever-
al contemporary historians, such as M. Biran and R. Dunnell, the
unexpectedly swift defeat of the Khwarazmian Empire convinced
Chinggis of his heavenly mission, marking a turning point in his ca-
reer. His subsequent target was the rebellious Tangut state, to which
he turned after the victory over Khwarazm, and where he spent
his final years. Yet the idea of Mongol dominion over the entire
universe was only beginning to take shape in the 1220s, and one
cannot disagree with the author’s observation that “after Ching-
gis Khan's death, the conquest of the entire world known to the
Mongols came to be regarded as his direct legacy”®. No statement
attributed to Chinggis in contemporaneous sources mandates war-
fare until he rules over all lands and peoples; this notion first ap-
pears only in the report of Plano Carpini (1182-1252), who heard
it somewhere (and evidently more than once) during his journey
to Mongolia in 1245-1247, though it can be safely assumed that by
that time Mongol society as a whole had already been convinced of
the reality of such a legacy.

The second, substantially expanded edition of E.I. Kychanov’s
monograph appeared in 1995¢. It can rightly be regarded as the
best book on Chinggis Khan in the Russian language.

Other figures associated with the creation and administration
of the Mongol Empire did not receive, in the USSR, even journal

¢ Ibid. P. 121.
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articles, let alone monographs. In general, relatively few schol-
arly works on the Mongol Empire were published in the Soviet
Union, and there was no comprehensive monograph — except
for a Russian-language publication by the Mongolian scholar Ch.
Dalai (1930-2009), which filled many gaps in domestic schol-
arship’™. Soviet historians, like their Mongolian counterparts,
tended to focus on events in the recent history of the Mongo-
lian people, emphasizing their “leap” from feudalism to social-
ism. While Chinggis Khan himself remained, in the Mongolian
People’s Republic, effectively taboo, attention to this topic in the
USSR was also discouraged, leaving the subject on the periphery
of domestic Oriental studies for many years. Nonetheless, this
did not prevent the publication of a number of first-class source
editions and research works (by S.A. Kozin, Ts.Zh. Jamtsarano,
N.N. Poppe, L.S. Puchkovsky, S.D. Dylykov, and others), some of
which will be discussed below. For now, we return to the pre-war
period.

[t is necessary to note the quality of publications of that era.
Often, they were merely simplified retellings of what was al-
ready known about Chinggis Khan’s struggle for sole power in
the steppes and his Mongol campaigns in Northern China and
Khwarazm, clearly adapted for a broader reading public. Early
Mongolian history was presented from a Marxist-Leninist per-
spective, with particular emphasis on economic issues. Special at-
tention was given to the oppression by khans and noyans of both
conquered peoples and their own arats, alongside documentation
of popular unrest and liberation struggles, which were meant to
constitute the essential novelty of these narratives. Causes of in-
ternal and external conflicts were often omitted or interpreted
arbitrarily, leaving the origins of many events obscure and easily
misleading to the unprepared reader. Occasionally, there were
even egregious errors. One example is a pre—Great Patriotic War
article formally authored by A.Yu. Yakubovsky, but so sanitized

O Yyayynor Aaraii. Morroans B XIII-XIV Bexax. M.: Hayka, 1983. 232 c.
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that it is difficult to recognize it as the work of this leading Soviet
Orientalist™.

The spiritual world of the nomads, and consequently the ideol-
ogy of the Mongol elite, was particularly neglected. This aspect was
extremely underdeveloped, if not entirely ignored, despite earlier
breakthroughs in this area during the first half of the nineteenth
century. At best, historians repeated the thesis concerning Ching-
gis Khan and his followers’ belief in Heaven’s (or God’s)” protec-
tion, yet priority was always given to strictly earthly, socio-eco-
nomic processes that mobilized the vast nomadic populations. It

T dxyb6o6ckuii A. Monroasckast umnepust // Vieropuaeckmii sxypaaa. 1940. Ne
3. C. 87-98. An entirely different impression is produced by the chapters he
wrote in the book The Golden Horde, which went through three editions be-
tween 1937 and 1950.

2 See: Yumumaoopskuel L1LB. Pocenst u Monroans. M.: Hayka, 1987. C. 12.
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would, however, be unfair to accuse Soviet scholars of intention-
ally silencing Mongol imperial ideology. First, they pursued oth-
er areas of Mongolian history with considerable success; second,
the mental world of the nomads remained largely unstudied by
global scholarship as well™. Even the classics of domestic Oriental
studies could not fully penetrate the decision-making processes of
Chinggis Khan and his “golden lineage”, given the sources avail-
able at the time. For instance, comparing the outlooks of Tamer-
lane (1336-1405) and Chinggis, V.V. Barthold assessed the latter’s
cognitive abilities rather skeptically: “Chinggis Khan’s worldview
remained fundamentally that of a bandit chieftain™. Later, B.Ya.
Vladimirtsov offered a broader generalization, equating the au-
thority of all Mongol khans of the eleventh and twelfth centuries
to the prerogatives of a “bandit gang chieftain””. The authority of
these scholars was sufficient to ensure that Soviet Mongol studies
did not dwell on this issue.

Another authoritative figure emerged shortly thereafter. In
1937, the first volume of the classical work of A.K.M. d’Osson was
translated and published in Irkutsk. The work had already re-
ceived high praise from both V.V. Barthold and B.Ya. Vladimirtsov.
Ahead of its time, this work remained largely relevant for more
than a century after its original French publication, though some
of its judgments were erroneous, obscured by the author’s high
reputation. D’Osson depicted the Mongols as worse than wild
beasts, and his portrayal of Chinggis Khan’s moral character —

76 _

who supposedly “was forcibly proclaimed emperor” - was ex-

pressed in terms far from scientific”. Yet the main error relevant

7 Apobviuel FO.M. DBOAIOLMS IPEACTABACHIUIL O POAM MEHTAABHOTO paKTopa B

BO3HUKHOBEHMM MOHTOABCKOV MMITEPUI B 3aIIAAHOV UCTOPUIECKON HayKe //

3oa0TOOpABIHCKOE 0603perne (in print).

" Bapmoavd B.B. Yayrbex m ero spems // 3ammckm Poccuiickoit Akapemun

Hayk. 1918. T. XIII. Ne 5. C. 33.

7 Baadumupyo6 B.A. Obyecteennsii crpoii morroaos. C. 80.

% A'Occon K. Vicropust monroaos ot Unurus-xana Ao Tamepaana. T. I. Ynnrus-

xaH / Tlep. n mpeanca. H. Kozemuua. Mpxyrek: OI'M3 Bocrounocnbupckoe
obaacTtHOE M3A-BO, 1937. C. 1.
77 Ibid. P. 218.


http://ru.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D0%92%D0%BB%D0%B0%D0%B4%D0%B8%D0%BC%D0%B8%D1%80%D1%86%D0%BE%D0%B2_%D0%91._%D0%AF.
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to our topic lies elsewhere. In the introduction, d'Osson persuades
readers of the reality of Chinggis Khan’s supposed testament to
conquer the entire world: “After defeating Persia, Chinggis Khan
returned to Tangut, annihilated the population of that state... and,
stricken by illness, died in the devastated country, leaving to his
sons the completion of the world’s conquest”; and slightly later:
“Thus, fulfilling the last will of Chinggis Khan, his descendants,
half a century after his death, ruled over almost all of Asia””8. The
book is also noteworthy for the translator’s preface, which pro-
vided a competent overview of the existing literature on Chinggis
Khan and the empire he created.

In the same year, the first edition of The Golden Horde by
B.D. Grekov (1882-1953) and A.Yu. Yakubovsky appeared, which
over the next thirteen years evolved from a solid popular-science
book into a substantial academic monograph”. However, the ideo-
logical motivations behind Mongol expansion were not addressed.

In the fateful year of 1941, Soviet scholarship was enriched by
three important source publications on the medieval Mongols:
V.G. Tizengauzen’s long-prepared collection of Persian materials
on the Golden Horde®, N.N. Poppe’s® Square Writing, and The Se-
cret History of the Mongols translated by S.A. Kozin®. Of these, the
last two are of particular interest here.

N.N. Poppe’s work is valuable not only for introducing Mon-
golian square-script monuments into wide scholarly circulation.
The scholar provided annotations to the texts, including a detailed
analysis of the phrase “By the power of Eternal Tengri and the maj-

78 Ibid. P. 2. See also: Ibid. P. 217-218.

Ipexo6 B.A., AxyboBckuit A.FO. 3osorass Oppa. A Toc. coymaspHO-
KOHOMMYECKOE n3A-Bo, 1937. 204 ¢.; Ipexob B.A., Axybobecxuit A.FO. 3osoTas
Opaa. A.: OTU3 Tocrioantusaar, 1941. 208 c.; Ipexo6 B.A., Sxybo6cxuii A.FO.
3onoras Opaa n ee maperne. M,; A.: Msp-so AH CCCP, 1950. 478 c.
Tuseneaysen B.I. COOpHUK maTepmuasoB, OTHOCAIUXCSA K UCTOPUU 30AOTOM
Opasr T. II. M; A.: M3a-Bo AH CCCP, 1941. 307 c.

81 TTonne H.H. Ksapparnas mmucemenHocts. M.; A Msa-so AH CCCP, 1941.
165 c.

Kosun C.A. Coxposennoe ckasanne. Monroasckas xponumka 1240 r. M,; A
Msa-8o AH CCCP, 1941. 619 c.
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A page from the book Monuments of Russian Law. (1955) with the text
of Mengu-Timur’s yarlyk, beginning with the Mongol “imperial” preamble.
From open sources

esty of the emperor”, which opens the decrees of khans and mem-
bers of the khaganate court®. Numerous specialists had contem-
plated this phrase, proposing various translations before and after
Poppe’s study®*. His interpretation is very close to contemporary
understanding.

Let us turn now to S.A. Kozin’s preface to The Secret History,
without delving into the text itself (which remains a true treasure

8 ITonne H.H. Op.cit. C. 92-101.

8 Here one should mention L.A. Klyukin (1889-1938), who proposed a differ-
ent translation of the opening words of the letter of Arghun Khan (1284-
1291) to the French king, fundamentally altering its meaning: “In the name
(for the sake) of the power of the eternal Tengri, in the name of the majesty
of the king (Qubilai), I, Arghun, speak” (Karoxun M.A. O yem mucas Man-Xau
Apryn Quanmmy Kpacusomy B 1289 1. (K pasbopy sApeBHEMIIMX TaMATHUKOB
MOHTOABCKOV IMCbMEHHOCTN). BaapusocTok: CTyAeHUECKOE M3AATEABCTBO,

1925. C. 3).
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trove of information on Chinggis Khan’s life and the worldview® of
him and his contemporaries). The author proposes the intriguing
idea that Temiijin, whose mother and brothers did not favor him,
was burdened by a family legend concerning his birth with a blood
clot in his hand, “seen as a portent of terrible, fateful doom”. Koz-
in suggests that this notion haunted the young, inquisitive Temii-
jin and eventually led him to recognize his divinely predestined
mission on earth, the specifics and path to which were revealed by
events in his childhood and youth®. However, this mission was not
to subjugate the entire world. Rather, his task was “to crush and de-
stroy the anarchy of the disintegrated feudal-tribal order by elim-
inating its strongest representatives, along with personal enemies,
and to subject all others to unified authority”, in other words, to
create a centralized Mongol state in the steppes®. Accordingly, to
suppress feudal lords, Temiijin relied on “the upper strata of the
peasantry”®, Life’s vicissitudes strengthened his belief in the assis-
tance of Eternal Heaven and Mother Earth®.

Kozin’s words appear to have left little trace in Soviet Mongol
studies, yet the book itself remains a staple reference for many con-
temporary Russian scholars.

In 1954, the collective monograph History of the Mongolian Peo-
ple’s Republic was published, prepared through the joint efforts of
historians from the USSR and the MNR *°.The Mongol Empire was
allocated only 38 pages out of 384, resulting in inevitable schema-
tization and simplification. According to the editors’ position, the

85 See: Apobviuel FO. M. Ynuruc-xan o Baactu (1o matepuasam «COKpOBEHHOTO

cKazaHms MOHroAaos») // Bectumk Mucruryra Boctokoseaenms PAH. 2020.
Ne 2. C. 198-2009.

8 Kosuu C.A. Op. cit. C. 65.

87 Tbid. P. 66.

8 Ibid. P. 66.

8 Ibid. P. 67.

%0 Onthedifficultiesof producingthiswork, see: FOcyno6a T..Kucropunnepsoro

COBMECTHOTO COBETCKO-MOHI'OABCKOTO HAYYHOTO ITPOEKTA IIO ITOATOTOBKE
oaHoromumka «Mcropuss MHP» // «f pap, 910 cTan MOHTOAOBEAOM.
K 85-aetuio C.K. Pomgunra / Ots. pes. C. Yyayyn. Vaaaunbaarap: AAMOH,
2015. C. 271-293.
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emergence of the empire was due to the class stratification of the
Mongol tribes, which led to the formation of the noyan elite. ** This
elite could not be satisfied by the previous tribal and clan struc-
tures and required an apparatus of coercion in the form of the state.
Once such an apparatus was established, “alongside the exploita-
tion of Mongol arats, the plundering of foreign peoples became
the primary objective of Chinggis Khan, the noyan aristocracy, and
their retainers — the nukers™2. Since the aspirations of the Mongol
elite fully explain the logic of their foreign policy actions, there was
no need to elaborate on the reasons for specific military campaigns:
in 1211, Chinggis simply leads his army against the Jin Empire; in
1218, the Mongols occupy Eastern Turkestan and Semirechye (Jeti-
su); the war with Khwarazm is said to arise from an “escalation of
relations” between Chinggis Khan and the Khwarazmshah; and his
final military enterprise — the destruction of the Tangut state — is
left unexplained. In a similar vein, the continuation of expansion-

ist wars after Chinggis Khan's death is presented very briefly.

1 Ucropust Monroasckoit Hapoanoii Pecriybanxm / Ia. pea. B.A. Ipexos. M.:
N3a-Bo AH CCCP, 1954. C. 85.

Ibid. P. 91. It was precisely this “main goal” that was attributed to Chinggis
Khan and his associates in the two subsequent editions of this book (Mcropms
Mouroasckoii Hapoanoii Peciybankn / Ia. pea. E.M. 2Kykos, B. IInpesasi6 n
Ap- M.: Hayxa, 1967. C. 113; Mcropus Monroasckort Hapoaroii Pecrybankmn /
[a. pea. AT Oxaapnukos, 1. Bupa n Ap. M.: Hayka, 1983. C. 134). A similar
opinion, see in: Ouepxrn ncropmun CCCP. ITepnop peopaamsma. IX-XV 8. Y.
[ / Ots. pea. B.A. Ipexor. M.: M3a-so AH CCCP, 1953. C. 795, 798, 799, 801.
It is worth noting, however, that this multi-volume work is the only Sovi-
et-era publication known to us in which a “seditious” idea—clearly ahead of
its time—was expressed: “Apparently, at first Chinggis Khan did not intend to
extend his conquests toward Persia and wished that between his possessions
in Transoxiana and Persia there should be no cultivated lands such as the rus-
tags (districts) of the Merv oasis” (Ibid. P. 808). The quotation is taken from
a section written jointly by LP. Petrushevsky and A.Ya. Yakubovsky—both ex-
cellent specialists in the history of the region described, though we cannot
yet determine the precise authorship; we are inclined toward the latter, since
the former consistently advanced in his works the idea of Chinggis’s unwav-
ering striving for world domination. In the West, similar ideas about the de-
liberate creation by Chinggis Khan of “a sort of no man’s land” in eastern Iran
were expressed by R. Grousset (Grousset R. The Empire of the Steppes. New
Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1970. P. 243-244). Today this opinion is
generally accepted.
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No mention is made of the role of Heaven in political events,
although the authors acknowledge that “the ideological basis of early
feudalism” in Mongolia was shamanism in a “somewhat modified and
complex form™?. This reflects the spiritual culture of Central Asian
nomads that is now commonly referred to as Tengriism, named after
the sky deity, Tengri. It should generally be noted that Tengriism is
primarily a cult of Heaven, which, under conditions of centralized
power in the steppes, becomes radically politicized and brought to
the forefront, acquiring certain features of monotheism, while “clas-
sical” shamanic practices remain on the periphery of social life.

The tone established in the first edition of this work was pre-
served in its two subsequent editions. Materials on the imperial pe-
riod of Mongol history continued to be presented very briefly (with
the same errors — for example, Ogedei’s reign is incorrectly dated
from 1228), and the ideological aspect was completely absent. The
1983 edition provided a very good bibliographical review, but the
sources and manuals listed were evidently insufficiently utilized by
the authors, although the section on medieval Mongol culture was
noticeably expanded.

The study of khan decrees (yarlyks), begun long before the Rev-
olution, continued. Interest in this topic flared episodically. By the
mid-1950s, a new annotated edition of these texts was prepared,
providing Soviet readers with some insight into the ideological
foundations of the Golden Horde (references to the “power of the
Almighty God”, the greatness of the khans’ “forefathers”, and the
Yasa)®*. Later, A.P. Grigoriev (1931-2010) addressed the topic using
much broader material, focusing on medieval Mongolian diploma-
cy. In particular, he provided detailed analyses of the preambles of
Chinggisid letters and yarlyks, which articulate fundamental tenets

% Wcropusa Monroasckoii Hapoanoi Pecrrybanxy, 1954. C. 81. A similar view

was held by the major Soviet theorist of nomadism E.M. Zalkind (1912-1980),
who believed that stating this fact was sufficient for elucidating the ideolog-
ical life of Mongolian society in the imperial period (3aaxurnd E.M. Op. cit.
C. 185).

SIPABIKM TAaTaPCKMX XaHOB MOCKOBCKUM mutponoantam // Tlamsramkn
pyccxoro mpasa. Beir. 3 / I'loa pea. A.B. Yepenmamua. M.: Toc. m3a-Bo ropuany.
ant-psr, 1955. C. 463-491.
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The Tatar-Mongols in Asia and Europe (1970).
From open sources

of Mongol ideology. Grigoriev published the results of his research
in a series of articles and several monographs, among which a small
but highly significant 1978 work deserves special mention”.
Another relevant study on Mongol diplomatic relations was
S.Z. Zakirov’s (1908—-7) monograph, based on his 1947 dissertation,
which examined in detail the contacts of the Golden Horde khans
with Egyptian sultans against the backdrop of the international
context of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. Zakirov not-
ed that the “foundation of the administrative system” for both the
Jochids and their rivals, the Hulaguids, was Chinggis Khan’s Yasa®,
but he did not attach importance to the imperial formulations at

% Ipuzopve6 A.Il. Monroavckass ammaomaruxa XII-XIV Bp. (unHrM3MACKHE
>KaAOBaHHbIE TpamoThl). A.: M3a-Bo ALY, 1978. 136 c.

% BaxupolB C. Aunaomarmaeckue orHorreHmns: 30a0toit Opapt ¢ Erumrrom (XIII-
XIV BB.). M.: Hayxka, 1966. C. 105.
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the beginning of Mongol khan letters prior to their conversion to
[slam and did not cite them at all””. Although Zakirov did not deny
the role of religion in politics, his book contains no traces of the
Mongols’ previous beliefs, yet we must remember that it was on
those beliefs that their foreign policy was initially based.

In 1962, attention returned to Chinggis Khan: two articles de-
voted to him were published in leading Soviet journals, by a RAS
member .M. Maisky (1884-1975) and a collaborative work by N.Ya.
Merpert (1922-2012), V.T. Pashuto (1918-1983), and L.V. Cherep-
nin (1905-1977)%. This was not coincidental, but a response to the
celebration in the same year of the 800th anniversary of Chinggis
Khan’s birth in Maoist China”, where the formidable conqueror
was revered as a representative of one of the minority nationali-
ties within the “family of peoples” of the Middle Kingdom, cred-
ited with initiating its reunification after centuries of fragmen-
tation. His grandson, Kublai Khan, founder of the Yuan dynasty
(1271/1272-1368), also received honors. Soviet historians were
obliged to emphasize that the Mongols’ successes were due not to
the genius of their leaders, but to the weakness of their enemies,
who were unable to overcome feudal divisions and unite against

7 However, S.Z. Zakirov cited a passage from the work of the Mamluk encyclo-

pedist al-Qalqashandi (1355-1418) stating that the correspondence of the
descendants of Chinggis Khan before their conversion to Islam consisted of
“rudeness and open challenges to enmity” (Ibid. P. 126-127; Tuzenzaysen B.I.
Cbopunk marepmanros, orHocsmuxcs K nctopun 3oaoroit Opasr T. I CI6.:
Mspano na wransenne rpada C.I. Crporanosa, 1884. C. 415). Such was the
general impression of various peoples who received Mongol ultimatums. It
was shared by many Russian and Western historians of the 18th-20th cen-
turies.

% Martickuit .M. Ynnaruc-xan // Bompocer mcropun. 1962. Ne 5. C. 74-83;
Mepnepm H.A., Iauwymo B.T. Yepenrnun A.B. Unnruc-xan n ero Hacaeaune //
Meropus CCCP. 1962. Ne 5. C. 92-119.

% The Secret History of the Mongols does not provide an exact date for the birth
of Chinggis Khan; Chinese medieval sources report that he was born in 1162,
while Rashid al-Din gives 1155. In the context of ideological confrontation
with the PRC, it was preferable for Soviet scholars to side with the Persian
historian. Moreover, this date was followed by Karl Marx himself (Mapxc
K. Xponoaornaeckne soimcku // Apxmus Mapkea n Dureanca / IToa pea. B.
Apoparcxkoro. T. V. M.: Toc. nsp-Bo moantndaeckon anteparypsi, 1938. C. 219).
However, this principle was not strictly observed.
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a common threat, whether in the East or the West. Nevertheless,
almost nothing new emerged in terms of content. While all the au-
thors engaged with Mongol studies to varying degrees, none was
a professional Mongolist. It can be assumed that the application of
Marxist-Leninist methodology in analyzing the emergence of the
Mongol Empire, and Chinggis Khan’s role in this process, yielded
results that allowed for such generalizations, but the method was
probably not the most suitable instrument for this purpose.

The growing interest in Chinggis Khan in the West, and partic-
ularly his glorification in the PRC, should have stimulated the study
of Mongol imperial history in the USSR. Scholars such as I.P. Petru-
shevsky, B.I. Pankratov (1892-1979), N.P. Shastina (1898-1980),
A.A. Ali-Zade (1906-1979), A.G. Galstyan (1908-1979), L.L. Vik-
torova (1921-2006), N.Ts. Munkuev, Z.M. Bunyatov (1923-1997),
L.A. Borovkova (1930-2011), and others made invaluable contri-
butions to Soviet Mongol studies through both the publication and
translation of essential sources and the exploration of specific top-
ics. Despite their critical stance toward the legacy of V.V. Barthold,
who never became a true Marxist, these historians often relied on
his work. B.Ya. Vladimirtsov’s Social Structure of the Mongols be-
came, for many, a kind of “sacred text”, albeit one not entirely ex-
empt from criticism: some considered that the author had exagger-
ated the development of feudal relations in Mongol society!®.

In 1970, the collection Tataro-Mongols in Asia and Europe!™
was published, featuring articles by both established specialists and
relatively unknown scholars, resulting in considerable variation in
the quality of the material. By this time, disputes between the USSR
and the PRC had reached an armed climax. The idealization of

100 Pymanye6 T'H. Tpyast Bl Baaammupyoa mo wmctopmum MOHroAoB //
DrA0AOTMS 1 UCTOPUST MOHTOABCKMX HAPOAOB. Ilamsarn akasemuxa Bopuca
SIxosaeBnya Baapnmupyosa. M.: Msa-Bo BocTounoit anteparypsi, 1958. C. 81.
Naturally, even here there were their own “heretics,” such as S.E. Tolybekov
(1907-1995), V.E. Shakhmatov (1908-1964), and G.E. Markov (1923-2018),
who did not share Vladimirtsov’s views and engaged in heated debates with
his “orthodox” followers.

01 Tarapo-mounroast B Asun n Espone / Ots. pep. C.A. Tuxsmuckuin. M.: Hayxa,
1970. 476 c.
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Chinggis Khan and his creation — a vast Eurasian empire — played
an important role in Maoist propaganda, as all territories once un-
der Mongol control, now considered one of the indigenous peoples
of the Middle Kingdom, were declared de jure a part of China. In
practical terms, this implied a denial of the independence of the
MPR and non-recognition of Soviet ownership of territories in the
Far East, giving events of centuries past immediate relevance. Sovi-
et scholars, in cooperation with their Mongolian colleagues, were
tasked with demonstrating the groundlessness of these claims!®,
which fortuitously aligned political necessity with the promotion
of Soviet scholarship, which — as noted — had shown only limited
interest in studying the Mongol Empire!®.

Naturally, the volume was not free of ideological clichés. Its arti-
cles were meant, using extensive factual material, to refute Chinese
historians and propagandists and to demonstrate the incalculable
hardships inflicted by Mongol conquests on various countries and
peoples, including the Chinese themselves, as well as ordinary Mon-
gol herders. The authors mainly analyzed the socio-economic and
military-political problems of the empire’s formation, giving little
attention to the mental or ideological factor. Following a firmly es-
tablished position in Soviet and Mongolian scholarship, they eval-
uated Chinggis Khan positively for uniting nomadic peoples, but
understood his campaigns beyond the steppes strictly negatively,
attributing to him a priori the desire for world domination, while
viewing the true cause of Mongol expansion as the consolidation
of feudalism in the steppes. The instigator of wars was always pre-

102 Thus, in 1980 a well-argued and moderately polemical brochure by leading
Mongolian historians was published in Mongolia in Russian: Bira Sh., Ishjamts
N., Sandag Sh. The Maoist Falsification of the History of the MPR and His-
torical Truth. Ulaanbaatar: State Publishing House, 1980. 56 pp. The afore-
mentioned monograph by Ch. Dalai was likewise clearly aimed at debunking
Chinese political myths.

103 Probably the same circumstance accounts for the appearance of translations
by VS. Taskin (1917-1995) and A.G. Malyavkin (1917-1994) of excerpts from
Chinese sources on the pre-Mongol nomads of Central Asia and, more gen-
erally, for the serious attention paid by Soviet scholars to the history of this
region in antiquity and the Middle Ages during the 1960s—1980s.
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sented as either Chinggis Khan himself or his descendants — a con-
sensus among Soviet historians. Even in the case of the war with
Khwarazm, L.P. Petrushevsky attributes the initiation of the conflict
to Chinggis Khan; moreover, the scholar is convinced that the con-
quest of Central Asia “was only meant to be the initial stage in the
conquest of all of Western Asia and Eastern Europe”*. Similarly,
the 1222-1223 raid of Jebe and Subedei (Subutai) to the Russian
borders is interpreted as “the beginning of the implementation of
Mongol plans of conquest in Eastern Europe”®. “The sole aim” of
the Mongols was “to subjugate all,” asserts A.G. Galstyan'®. The ar-
ticles by N P. Shastina and L.N. Gumilev (1912-1992) offer a differ-
ent approach: Shastina impartially examines the image of the great
Mongol as reflected in medieval Mongolian literature, while Gu-
milev makes an intriguing attempt to unravel the intrigues of the
khan'’s court that influenced the ideological content of the Secret
History of the Mongols!'””. Overall, the publication of this collection
marked a major step forward, and it is no coincidence that seven
years later it was reissued with some additions and corrections!®.

109

Soviet historians specializing in Russian'” studies actively pro-

moted the idea that the Mongols were driven by a desire for world

0% [TempyweBexuit M.I1. TToxop MOHroAbckuX BoVicK B Cpeantoro Asumio B 1219-
1224 rr. n ero mocaeactsus // Tarapo-monroast 8 Asun u Ezpornre / OTB. pea.
C.A. Tuxsuuckuit. M.: Hayka, 1970. C. 110.

95 Yepennur A.B. Mouroao-rtarapst va Pyen (XIII 8.) // Ibid. P. 183.

106 Taacman A.IL 3aBoeBanne Apmennn moHroabckumn sovickamn // Ibid. P. 171.

W7 Hacmuna H.I1. O6pas UnHrncxaHa B CpeAHEBEKOBON AUTEPATYPE MOHTOAOB
// Tbid. P. 435-454; I'ymure6 A.H. «TaiiHas» n «IBHAs» UCTOPUS MOHTOAOB
XII-XII B8. // Tbid. P. 455-474.

108 Tarapo-monroast B Asun n Espornie / Ots. pea. C.A. Tuxsuuckmit. 3. 2-e. M.:
Hayxa, 1977. 504 c.

19 We do not consider here the works of pre-revolutionary historians, as we
have done so in special articles: Apo6vuue6 FO.M. Mouroasckas umnepus un
€€ MACOAOTMSI B OCBEIJEHUNU AOPEBOAIOJMOHHBIX POCCUMICKUX UCTOPUKOB: OT
Ap1zaoBa A0 Kapamsmnua // Monroams — Poccust: BeK HE3aBUCUMMOCTH — BEK
corpyaandectBa / Coct. n otB. pep. W.B. Kyasranex, T.M. FOcynosa. CI16.:
000 UA «Ilerponoancy, 2021. C. 156-169; Apobvuued FO.M. Monroasckas
UMIIEPUS U €€ MACOAOTMS B OCBEIJEHUM AOPEBOAIOLMOHHBIX POCCUMCKUX

ncropuxos: oT [Toaesoro ao ITpecusakosa // 30A0TOOpABIHCKOE 0bO3peHwue.
2022.T. 10. Ne 3. C. 537-564.
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domination. This position not only obviated the need to investi-
gate the reasons for their appearance on the Russian frontier —
since, if the Mongols’ goal was to conquer the entire world, they
inevitably had to reach Rus’ — but also served to bolster national
pride by asserting that only the heroic resistance of the Eastern
Slavs had saved an ungrateful Europe from inevitable subjugation
by the bloody Mongol hordes®. “The successors of Chinggis Khan,
faithful to his precepts, were preparing to cast a noose over hu-
manity”, wrote V.T. Pashuto. Soviet authors often polemicized
with Western scholars, who maintained that the Mongols’ objec-
tive was limited to Hungary — whose king, Béla IV (1235-1270),
had harbored fleeing Cumans and thus exposed his country to at-
tack — and, of course, could not accept the claim that the Mon-
ools’ withdrawal in 1242 was prompted by the death of Ogedei'™
Soviet historians were more inclined to assert than to substantiate
with evidence the reality of Mongol plans to conquer Rus’ and all
of Europe'®. For fairness, it should be noted that, to this day, no
incontrovertible evidence exists either confirming the Mongols’
intention to subjugate all Western countries or definitively prov-
ing their unwillingness to advance beyond Hungary. Indeed, the

10 The designation of the Mongols as “Mongol-Tatars” or “Tatar(o)-Mongols,”
common in scholarly and journalistic literature of those years, is of no signif-
icance for us today.

I IMTawymo B.T. Buemmsia moantmka Apesueit Pycn. M.: Hayxka, 1968. C. 283.

12 TTawymo B.T. Tepondeckass Goppba pycckoro Hapoaa 3a HE3aBUCHUMOCTD

(XIII Bek). M.: Toc. usa-Bo moamtna. aut-pser, 1956. C. 6-8. In this respect,

the fundamental works of major Soviet scholars A.N. Nasonov (1898-1965)

and G.A. Fedorov-Davydov (1931-2000) stand apart; they linked the Mon-

gols’ withdrawal from Europe to the death of Ogedei while at the same time
believing that Chinggis had conceived the conquest of the entire world

(Hacono6 A.H. Mourroast n Pycs (mctopmst Tarapckoit moantuxm Ha Pycn).

M.; A.: M3a-Bo AH CCCP, 1940. C. 9, 117; ®edopob-Aaboidob I'A. Kouesumnxm

Bocrounovt EBporrsl moa BAaCThIO 30A0TOOPABIHCKMX XaHOB. M.: M3a-B0 MI'Y,

1966. C. 233).

IMawymo B.T. Tepondeckas 6opsba. C. 147, 150, 151, 159; Ouepru ncropum

CCCP.C. 830, 836; Kapzaro6 B.B. Mouroao-Tarapckoe Harrectsme Ha Pycs. X111

Bek. M.: TIpocsemyenne, 1966. C. 9, 15-20; Kapzaro6 B.B. Buemnenoantmnyeckne

daxTopsl passutus deopaspHoit Pycn. Peopassnast Pych n xogeBHMKM. M.:

Bricimas mxoaa, 1967. C. 63-64, 66-67 u ca.
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imperial ideology, which appears to have crystallized around the
mid-reign of Ogedei, would have theoretically driven the Mon-
gols to conquer all lands known to them, but one must distinguish
between theoretical ambition and practical capacity, and avoid
attributing omnipotence to medieval Mongols. Even in devastat-
ed Hungary, they failed to capture all castles and cities, and the
principalities of Galicia—Volhynia did not submit immediately. At
the same time, their appearance in Poland and their advance to
the Adriatic have entirely understandable causes, unrelated to the
overarching goal of conquering Europe.

One of the last significant works produced during the Soviet
era was an article by L.Ya. Zlatkin (1898-1990), prepared specifi-
cally for the planned republication of B.Ya. Vladimirtsov’s works
on the centenary of his birth. However, this project was delayed
by several decades, and the book was not published until 2002,
rendering Zlatkin’s assessments somewhat anachronistic for an era
that had largely abandoned the Marxist interpretation of history™.
The article is a critical examination of Vladimirtsov’s historical
works. While generally appreciative, Zlatkin noted that Chinggis
Khan and The Social Structure of the Mongols seemed to have been
written by two different authors: in the first, Vladimirtsov explains
Chinggis Khan’s role in Mongol and world history from an idealist
perspective, whereas in the second, he adopts a dialectical-materi-
alist framework™. This distinction is indeed largely accurate. The
criticism of early Vladimirtsov is indicative of Soviet scholarship’s
rejection of any attempt to explain underlying “base” phenomena
in terms of their “superstructure”

“In our view, the principal shortcomings of Chinggis Khan lie in
its idealist interpretation of the era, its relocation of the causal nex-
us from the material world to the realm of ideas and emotions, its
neglect of the objectively historical tendencies in the development
of Mongol society, where the transition from pre-class to class-

" Zaamxun B Bopuc Skosaesnda Baagnmmpros — mncropuk // Baadumupyo6 BA.
PaboTsI 110 McTOpMn 1 STHOrpadmMm MOHIOABCKMX HAPOAOB / Pea.: B.M. AamaTos
u Ap. M.: Bocrounas aureparypa, 2002. C. 13-48.

5 Tbid. P. 27.
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based feudal relations and a class-feudal state was concluding, and
its failure to understand that this objectively historical context
shaped the life and activities of Chinggis”®.

From this perspective, it follows logically that under the so-
cio-political and economic conditions prevailing in Mongolia by
the late twelfth century, the consolidation of the nomads around
a particularly capable leader was practically inevitable. Such
a leader would first unify the peoples “living within felt walls”,
then launch a series of predatory raids against the neighboring
agrarian societies — as had always been the practice - and ul-
timately attempt to subject them permanently to his authority.
However, since such a chieftain, however remarkable, was in prac-
tice merely a representative of the class of high nomadic feudal
lords, these lords, driven by an inherent desire for enrichment,
would inevitably direct him toward new sources of profit. System-
atic plundering of conquered lands required the creation of an
administrative apparatus and the development of logistics, so the
emergence of an empire was almost inevitable, whether or not its
founder intended it. In this context, attempts to probe the inner
thoughts of Chinggis Khan are futile, because the course of history
is governed by objective laws rather than the wishes of a particular
individual. As a result, the ideological dimensions of the political
processes that produced the Mongol Empire were either ignored
or reduced to a crude schematic by Soviet historians, losing their
heuristic potential entirely.

It is regrettable that, on certain questions concerning Ching-
gis Khan and the state he created, domestic scholarship regressed
far backward, effectively returning to the eighteenth- and nine-
teenth-century European conceptions of the Mongols, and, until
the collapse of the USSR, largely reproduced ideas expressed by
Voltaire (1694-1778) 8 and Joseph de Guignes (1721-1800). For

16 Tbid. P. 30.

W TTremne6a C.A. KoueBrmkmn CpeaneBekoBbs. [lomckm mcTopmaecKkmx
3akoHomepHocTeit. M.: Hayka, 1982. C. 115.

18 S3arxund E.M. Boasrep 06 mmnepun Ynnarncxana // Mssectns Cubupckoro

otaeaeanst AH CCCP. Cepwust obmjectsennsix Hayk. 1977. Boin. 1. C. 87-94.
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example, in the next programmatic treatment of Chinggis Khan
after the 1962 articles, M.S. Kapitsa (1921-1995), then Director of
the Institute of Oriental Studies of the USSR Academy of Scienc-
es (and likewise not a Mongolist), identified the main aim of the
great Mongol and his successors as, “alongside the exploitation of
the arats, the plundering of foreign lands, the conquest of new
territories, and enrichment at the expense of the subjugated peo-
ples”™. It is easy to see that this almost literally repeats the idea ex-
pressed in the 1954 History of the MPR. Given an already available
explanation, as in 1954, there was no need to question the causes of
Chinggis Khan’s wars against Jin, Xi Xia, or Khwarazm: the Mongol
aristocracy’s thirst for wealth, constrained by Mongolia’s narrow
economic base, on one hand, and the “internal contradictions” of
their opponents, on the other, explained any successful military
enterprise, although the author, adhering to Soviet tradition, ac-
knowledged that Chinggis was motivated by the idea of creating
a universal empire!%.

The prevailing ideology also produced another, somewhat cu-
rious but predictable distortion in Mongol studies. The friendship
between the USSR and the MPR, and the communist doctrine more
broadly, compelled scholars to insist that the wars, raids, and plun-
dering were solely the prerogative of the khans and noyans, where-
as ordinary arats allegedly desired only peaceful life in their native
steppes. This depiction appears in the History of the Mongolian Peo-
ple’s Republic. Viewed against the abundant medieval sources on
Mongol campaigns, it appears fantastical:

“In the 13th century, when the most important campaigns
for conquest and plunder were undertaken, the Mongol mili-
tary-noyan aristocracy sought to corrupt ordinary warriors,
compelling them to pillage the peaceful populations of agrarian

The contemporary historian O.V. Lushnikov has described this phenomenon
as a return of Soviet scholarship to the “Eurocentric myths of the 18th—19th
centuries” (Aywnuxo6 O.B. Op. cit. C. 82, 96, 98).

¥ Kanuya M.C. E1gé pas o poan Unnrmc-xana 8 ucropun // Borpocst mctopun.
1988. Ne 7. C. 54.

120 Tbid. P. 55.
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lands. When the period of conquest ended, the Mongol nomads,
for the most part, returned to livestock husbandry and trans-
formed from warriors into peaceful laborers™?!. A slightly soft-
ened version is presented later in the book: “The ideals of the
common nomad were opposed to the interests of the steppe ar-
istocracy. If the goals of the feudal lords were directed toward
conducting raiding expeditions, as reflected in feudal literature,
the common people’s thoughts were devoted to peaceful labor,
animal husbandry, etc”

Both statements are reproduced almost verbatim in the second
and third editions of the History of the MPR'®. Unfortunately, this
appealing narrative was far removed from reality'**. Moreover, how
could one explain the unprecedented cruelties and mass execu-
tions — including women and children — frequently reported in
the chronicles of the many lands subjected to Mongol invasion?
Whose hands carried out these acts?

LP. Petrushevsky repeatedly attempted to reconcile the count-
less medieval reports of Mongol atrocities with Soviet ideological
postulates. In a brochure published in late 1941 in Baku and in-
tended to boost the fighting spirit of the Azerbaijani people by re-
calling their resistance to Mongol invaders, Petrushevsky assigned
responsibility for acts of cruelty exclusively to Chinggis Khan and
his descendants:

“It would be a grave error to view the mass killings of the pop-
ulation as spontaneous acts of brutality by the Mongol people
in general, as some European historians suggested. In reality, the

2 Ycropust Monroasckoit Hapoaron Peciybankn, 1954. C. 104.

122 Tbid. P. 117. Cf.: TTaucymo B.T. Teponueckas 6opnba. C. 119. In his article A.Yu.
Yakubovsky expressed himself even more cautiously on this point: “The habit
of raids and booty, instilled from childhood in the steppe, created in the no-
mad—primarily within the ruling stratum of the tribe—the view of the pred-
atory raid as an undertaking, the participation in which was considered an
honor” (fIxy6o6cxuii A.JO. 3 uctopun. C. 92).

1 W cropus Monroasckoit Hapoanoit Pecriybanku, 1967. C. 127, 142; Vcropus
Mowuroasckoii Hapoanori Pecrrybanxm, 1983. C. 146, 164.

2 Kpadun  HH. Kouessle obmecrsa  (mpobaemsl  GopmaymoHHOM
xapakrepuctukn). Baagmsocrox: Aaspaayka, 1992. C. 124-125.
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Lidia Leonidovna Viktorova.
From open sources

Mongol people were not inherently cruel and bore no responsibil -
ity for these acts. They were organized political acts carried out by
Chinggis Khan and his successors, intended to eliminate the most
active elements of the population and to create mass panic in the
lands targeted for conquest”®.

It is true that Mongol terror was most likely a deliberate, pur-
poseful policy, yet it was executed by ordinary arats without coer-
cion from above; such was the psychology of medieval nomads. No
sources indicate that nomads — Mongol or otherwise — were ever
compelled to plunder or kill. On the one hand, the justification of
the “brotherly” people is understandable. On the other, when these
lines were written, the memory of the initial devastation wrought
upon Soviet citizens at the outset of the Great Patriotic War was
still fresh, when German workers and peasants, clad in military uni-
form, methodically and mercilessly killed fellow laborers instead of
turning their weapons against the common enemy — the German

55 Tempywebexuit M.I1. M3 repondeckori 60pp6br azepbaiipsKaHCKOTO HAPOAA B
XIII-XIV Bekax. baxy: M3a-o A3sOAH, 1941. C. 16.
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bourgeoisie. The ideology of National Socialism proved far more
powerful than the international solidarity of class interests. There
are strong grounds to believe that something similar occurred in
the 13th century. Later, in the preface to the academic translation
of the famous Ilkhanid historian Rashid al-Din, Petrushevsky sim-
ilarly contrasted the Mongol elite as organizers of terror with the
ordinary Mongols as its coerced executors, concluding: “All the
more, the Mongol people bear no responsibility in this policy”'.
Almost two decades later, the scholar reiterated his view: “This was
an entire system of mass organized terror, carried out from above
(and not from below, by ordinary warriors, as in earlier nomadic
invasions)”'’.

The specialist in Ancient Rus, B.D. Grekov, believed he had
found evidence that the noyans and arats in the 13th century were
psychologically distinct and behaved differently toward subjugat-
ed populations. He drew attention to the positive description of
ordinary Mongol soldiers by the preacher Serapion of Vladimir
(¢-1275), who was clearly not motivated to praise them, and con-
cluded that “Serapion distinguishes between the representatives of
power and its apparatus, i.e., those who planned the campaign and
used the victory for their own purposes, and those who were com-
pelled to obey and followed their leaders to collect lands and trib-

128

ute from which they themselves did not benefit”®. Unfortunate-

126 ITempyweBcexuit VI.IT. Parmp ap-Ans n ero mcropudeckuiit Tpya // Pawud ad-
Aurn. Coopamk aetommcent. T. I. Ka. 1 / Ilep. A.A. Xeraryposa. M.; A.: M3a-
Bo AH CCCP, 1952. C. 32. In another work the scholar discussed this issue
at greater length and offered an observation of some interest: whereas mass
slaughter was a typical feature of Mongol wars in the age of Chinggis Khan
and his immediate successors, by the 14th century their character scarcely
differed from ordinary wars in Asia (Ilerpymesckuii WL.IT. 3emaeaeane n
arpapusle otHolenns B Mpane XIII-XIV Bexos. M.; A.: M3p-so AH CCCP,
1960. C. 30-32).

27 [Mempywebexuit W.IT. TToxop monroasckux ovick. C. 115. See also: Babasn
A.O. CoynaapHO-3KOHOMMYECKAS U TOAUTHIecKas: UcTopust Apmenmn B XIII-
XIV Bekax. M.: Hayka, 1969. C. 151. Returning to the analogy with the Great
Patriotic War, one may recall the occasional clumsy attempts to shift respon-
sibility for atrocities from the German nation to the German elite, or at least
from the Wehrmacht to the SS.

18 TIpexoB B.A., SAxy6o6cxuii A.JO. Op. cit, 1941. C. 176.
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ly, the historian overlooked the fact that ordinary Mongols were
strongly bonded only among themselves, as noted by, among oth-
ers, Plano Carpini, who had the opportunity to observe them close-
ly, while treating others with extreme arrogance and contempt, and
certainly without the slightest compassion. It should be noted that,
perhaps, no other Soviet historian expressed such ideas so cate-
gorically. Viewed today, these statements elicit a certain leniency
toward scholars who, in that era, had to fit facts into ideological
templates (“such were the times”), although “easy” and liberal peri-
ods are generally rare.

Soviet historians consistently emphasized the nomadic feudal
lords’ desire for enrichment, often without fully appreciating that,
unlike farmers or artisans, for a nomad the true measure of wealth
was livestock (primarily horses) rather than piles of gold or bolts
of silk'”. Horses, in particular, were immediately confiscated from
defeated enemies, reducing them to the status of “incomplete men”
and depriving them of the capacity to engage in steppe warfare,

2 Tt is no accident that the Mongolian word mal means both “livestock” and
“wealth” (Boapiori akapeMmnaeckmii MOHTOABCKO-PYCCKMUIL caoBapb / TToa
ob6my. pea. A. Ayscanpsupssa un L. Llapsnpamba; ors. pea. L. ITropbees.
T. II. M.: Academia, 2001. C. 314-315). Indicative in this regard is a conver-
sation of the well-known Russian scholar, writer, and statesman A.l. Levshin
(1797-1879) with a wealthy Kazakh: “Once I asked the owner of 8,000
horses why he did not sell part of his herds each year. He replied: “Why
should I sell my pleasure? I have no need of money; I would have to lock
it in a chest where no one would see it. But now, when my herds roam
the steppe, everyone looks at them, everyone knows they are mine, and
everyone says that I am rich” (Aeuwur A.M. Ouncanne xuprmus-kasadpux,
MAM KMPIU3-KaCagKMX, OpA U creneit. YacTp TpeTsst: DTHOrpaduueckue
nssectust. CIT6.: Tunorp. K. Kparts, 1832. C. 83-84). A similar testimony is
found in Rashid al-Din’s historical work: “Mongolun possessed complete
prosperity and wealth. ... Every few days she ordered the herds to be driven
together; the horses and livestock could not be counted because of [their]
multitude, but when from the summit of the mountain where she sat to its
foot, where there was a great river, so many animals stood that the ground
was entirely covered with hooves, she would say: ‘Everything has been gath-
ered in full’—otherwise she ordered a search for the missing herds” (Pawud
ad-Aun. Coéopuux aerormceit. T. I. Ku. 2 / I'lep. O.M. Cmuprosoit. M.; A.:
Msp-so AH CCCP, 1952. C. 18).
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and were expropriated from subjugated peasants™. Transporting
treasures year-round across the steppe was not customary, even
among prominent steppe rulers. The nomadic lifestyle, mentality,
and economic structure were inherently unconducive to accumu-
lation. American Orientalist Owen Lattimore (1900-1989) accu-
rately observed that “it is the poor nomad who is the true nomad”®!.
Naturally, nomads never refused spoils, and descendants of con-
querors quickly adapted to luxury once settled, which ultimately
contributed to their decline — but that is beyond the scope of the
present discussion.

It should be added that alongside Mongol studies, Russian
and Soviet Turkologists (V.V. Radlov [1837-1918], PM. Melioran-
sky [1868-1906], S.E. Malov [1880-1957], S.G. Klyashtorny [1928-
2014], L.V. Stebleva [1931-2021], D.D. Vasiliev [1946-2021], and
many others) sought out, published, and interpreted runic monu-
ments of the Turkic khaganates (6th-9th centuries), which clearly
expressed ideas of non-divine selection and universal authority of
the khagans, similar to the Mongols™. These political declarations,
engraved in stone, are far more coherent and expansive than the
scattered fragments of information about Mongol cosmological
ideology found across diverse sources. Today, Turkologists contin-
ue to debate the relationship between indigenous political con-

B0 Aau-3ade A.A. CoymaspHO-3KOHOMMYECKAS! W IIOAUTHIECKAsT WCTOPWMS
Asepbariasxana XIII-XIV BB. Baky: M3p-80 AH A3CCP, 1956. C. 127-128.
Lattimore O. The Geographical Factor in Mongol History // The Geographi-
cal Journal. 1938. Vol. 91. No. 1. P. 15.

AraacppesnocreiitMonroann. Bemr. 1-4 / M3pannionopyduernio Mmnepatopcron
Axapemun Hayk B.B. Papaossim. CIT6.: Tunorp. Mmneparopckoin Axapemmn
HayK, 1892-1899; Padro6 B.B., Meauoparcxuit I1.M. ApesHe-TIOpKCKue
namaTaukn B Komo-Iarpame. CIT6.: Tunorp. VMmneparopcekoin Akapgemmn
Hayk, 1897. 45 c.; Maro6 C.E. [TaMATHUKM APEBHETIOPKCKOM MUCHMEHHOCTHA.
TexcTe! 1 nccaeaoBaumst. M.; A.: Mza-so AH CCCP, 1951. 452 c.; Maro8 C.E.
Exncerickass IMCbMEHHOCTh TIOPKOB: TekcTel m mepesopbl. M. A Wsa-
so AH CCCP, 1952. 116 c¢; Maro6 C.E. TTaMATHUKM APEBHETIOPKCKOV
mcbmenHoct Mouroann u Kuprusun. M.; A.: Msa-so AH CCCP, 1959. 111 ¢
Kaawmoproui C.I. ApeBHETIOPKCKME PYHMYECKUE ITAMATHUKN KaK MCTOUHMUK
o nucropun Cpeareit Asun. M.: Hayxa, 1964. 215 c.; Cmebae6a V.B. TToa3us
tiopkoB VI-VIII sexor. M.: Hayxka, 1965. 148 c.; Bacuaveb A, A. Koprye Troprexmx
pyHMYecKMX naMaTHUKOB bacceriHa Eances. A.: Hayka, 1983. 127 c.
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cepts and those borrowed from China, preserved in the Old Turkic
stelae, while specialists in the Mongol Empire discuss the relative
contribution of both to the formation of Mongol notions of their
privileged status in the universe. In the Soviet period, however,
these materials were rarely used by scholars to address questions of
legitimization of supreme power among medieval Mongols, most
likely because such a question was not even considered. Neverthe-
less, Soviet scholars could have drawn on this information from the
excellent Russian-language monograph by the Mongolian histori-
an Shagdaryn Bira'®.

What was novel about the approaches of Soviet Mongol stud-
ies to the origins of the Mongol Empire? While earlier researchers
attributed the primary cause of Mongol invasions to an insatiable
thirst for plunder, Soviet scholars approached the issue more se-
lectively: according to them, only the ruling elite sought to plun-
der neighboring peoples (and even their own), whereas ordinary
Mongols merely aspired to a peaceful life in their native steppes.
The prevailing view in domestic scholarship held that the process
of class formation in the Mongol steppes had produced a ruling
khan-noyan stratum, dissatisfied with the income derived from the
exploitation of arats, which prompted them to seek plunder ex-
ternally, necessitating the unification of forces under strong khan
authority. Once this occurred, continuous raids on neighboring
countries began, which after 1215 evolved into attempts to con-
solidate the conquered lands for systematic and continuous ex-
propriation, including taxation. This, in turn, required the orga-
nization of governance, giving rise to the vast empire. Naturally,
the lion’s share of revenues flowed into the khan'’s treasury, while
ordinary warriors continued to endure the same privations as be-
fore®. Mongol domination hindered the development not only

B Bupa II. Monroasckas ncropuorpadms (XII-XVII Bs.). M.: Hayxka, 1978.
C. 8-9, 30-31.

B4 Tn speaking of the difficult situation of ordinary Mongols during the imperi-
al period (above all those who remained in Mongolia itself), Soviet histori-
ans were not greatly distorting the truth. Precious stones, golden vessels, and
costly garments looted in China or Iran did little to ensure survival in the
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of the subjugated territories but also of Mongolia itself, and even
set it back in some respects. Even during the perestroika period,
Mongolists continued, seemingly out of habit, to assert that the re-
lations of domination and subordination within the Mongol Em-
pire exhausted the material and human resources of the Mongol
people, “which subsequently caused the decline and backwardness
of pastoral Mongolia relative to European countries”™. Different
socio-economic conditions in various parts of the empire, coupled
with the national liberation struggles of subjugated peoples, inevi-
tably led to its collapse.

Ultimately, adherence to the framework of historical materi-
alism led Soviet scholarship to a dogmatic interpretation of the
events of the 12th—14th centuries. Yet not all scholars, even those
formally Marxist, reproduced the ready-made ideological tem-
plates. For example, the cultural approach of the renowned Len-
ingrad Mongolist L.L. Viktorova (1921-2000) literally opened new
horizons, providing a completely novel perspective on the pro-
cesses contributing to the formation of the Mongol Empire. Vik-
torova demonstrated the role of the historical predecessors of the
Mongols — the Mongolic-speaking Khitans, who in the 10th — ear-
ly 12th centuries controlled the steppes and likely transmitted to
them certain ideas borrowed from Chinese political philosophy.
She was the first in the USSR to highlight the significance of the
Kerait Khanate as a mediator in transmitting the cultural-political
legacy of the Liao Empire, which collapsed in 1125, and recalled
the presence at the khan’s court of Kerait officials of noble Mon-
gol lineage, including Temiijin and Jamukha. Khitans, descending
from the former imperial Yelii family, also stopped there as Jurch-
en emissaries. Viktorova argued that young Temiijin’s exposure to

harsh conditions of Central Asia, where the decisive factor has always been
the possession of sufficient livestock. Livestock expropriated in distant cam-
paigns was generally consumed there, while animal husbandry in Mongolia
has for centuries suffered—and continues to suffer—even today from climatic
disasters.

55 Toavmar M. Tlpeancaosue // Yumumdopsxue@ I1.B. Poccust u Mouroans.
M.: Hayka, 1987. C. 5.
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the institutions of one of the most advanced political formations
in Mongolia at that time, combined with Khitan cultural influ-
ence, prepared him for his role as a statesman and inheritor of the
Khitan imperial legacy™. The famous Khitan advisor Yelii Chucai
(1189-1243) was not summoned by Chinggis Khan until 1218. The
ideas of L.L. Viktorova were further developed by the Novosibirsk
historian and cultural scholar G.G. Pikov in the post-Soviet peri-
od. I am convinced that the key to understanding the reasons for
the transformation of Chinggis Khan’s nomadic polity into a world
empire lies precisely here.

The collapse of ideological dictates in the USSR in the late
1980s — early 1990s led to a wide dispersion of opinions and the
introduction of methodologies from various European and North
American academic schools. This opened alternative avenues for
exploring questions about how and why the Mongol Empire had
emerged, what Chinggis Khan himself had sought, and what role
ideology had played in historical processes. Nevertheless, in ac-
knowledging the newfound freedom of scholarly discourse, it is
important to remember that domestic Oriental studies stood on
the shoulders of giants from the Soviet era, who, in turn, had de-
veloped the ideas laid down by the classics of pre-revolutionary
Russian scholarship.
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