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The reign of Ivan IV was a crucial stage of Muscovy’s relations with the suc-
cessor states of the Golden Horde. Both hostility and accommaodation characterized
Russo-Tatar relations during Ivan’s reign. On the one hand Muscovy conquered the
Khanates of Kazan’ and Astrakhan’, subordinated some of the Nogai Tatars, at
least began to conquer the Western Siberian Sibir’ Khanate, and at times appeared
to aspire to conquer or at least impose a puppet ruler on the Crimean Khanate. On
the other hand more and more Tatars immigrated to Muscovy and entered Ivan’s
service. Such Tatars lived not only in the by-now vassal Kasimov Khanate but in
other enclaves as well, not to mention Muscovite lands far from the steppe frontier.
While some converted to Christianity, many retained their Muslim faith after be-
coming subjects of the Orthodox Christian Tsar. Muscovite respect for Chingissid
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blood remained in force, to the extreme extent that however briefly an admittedly
converted Chinggisid sat on the throne of Moscow. Muscovite expertise on the
Tatars reached a peak, if only by necessity, because Muscovy had to deal with so
many friendly and unfriendly Tatars. The government was willing and able to
adapt its policy goals of subordination, vassalage or conquest to fit each Tatar enti-
ty. Nevertheless Muscovy remained a Christian, sedentary society and state; its
identity was not as a successor state of the Golden Horde. These complex and even
contradictory processes make the overall picture of Russo-Tatar relations compli-
cated. This article will first survey Muscovite relations with each of its Tatar sub-
ject groups and neighbors and then address the nature of the Tatar presence in
Muscovite politics and culture.

The Kasimov Khanate and Other Enclaves

Although in the middle of the fifteenth century Muscovy was compelled to es-
tablish the Kasimov Khanate as part of the ransom for the release of Grand Prince
Vasilii Il from captivity by the emigre Khan (and founder of the Kazan’ Khanate)
Muhammed, fairly soon the tables were turned and the Kasimov Khanate became an
instrument of Muscovite policy toward the steppe. By Ivan I'V’s reign, its ruler had to
be a Chingissid, but could be from any successor state of the Golden Horde; a Mus-
lim; and a vassal of the Grand Prince of Moscow, from 1547 Tsar. Kasimov provided
puppet rulers for Kazan” when Muscovy confined its intentions to reducing the Ka-
zan’ Khanate to subservience without imposing direct rule. Kasimov Tatars served as
scouts on the steppe and as regular units within the Muscovite armies that fought
other Tatars. Kasimov Tatars also served on the northern and western fronts, fighting
Lithuanians and Livonians. The sedentary Christian Russian population of the
Kasimov Khanate probably remained under the administration of a Muscovite go-
vernor, but at least during Ivan’s reign in their domestic affairs the Kasimov Tatars
were pretty much autonomous. There were tensions, of course. Chingissid Shah ali,
installed as khan of Kazan’, found he had a conflict of interest concerning Muscovite
annexation of territory that was part of the Kazan’ Khanate, which deprived his Ka-
zan’ Khanate of considerable revenue. Muscovite needs won that struggle. Muscovy
dominated the Kasimov Khanate. Still, Muscovite sources appreciated the legitimacy
of Shah ali’s conflicted obligations, and for his loyal service to Moscow portrayed
him very positively in narrative accounts [20; 21; 15].

The other Tatar enclaves confirmed to roughly the same pattern but had were
individually of much lesser importance. Not only did no other enclave require a
Chingissid khan. The Romanov yurt was reserved for Nogai Tatars, and for that
reason could not have a khan, because the Nogais, alone of the successor states of
the Golden Horde, did not establish a khanate, only nomadic hordes. All Tatar en-
claves provided military forces for Muscovy’s armies, and all threw Tatars and
Russians together on a daily basis. Some Tatars in these enclaves retained not only
their Muslim faith but also their nomadic life-style.

The Kazan’ Khanate

Many historians consider Ivan’s conquest of the Kazan’ Khanate in 1552 as
the crowning achievement of his reign, although that is hardly how the residents of
Kazan’ thought about it [7, p. 45-48]. It is true that military confrontations between
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Muscovy and the Kazan’ Khanate were frequent. Moscow disseminated anti-
Muslim propaganda to its domestic audience and to foreign Christian countries,
even to the Pope, and anti-Christian sentiment animated Kazani resistance [17,
p. 520-521, 523]. Moreover, Moscow proclaimed its tolerance of Islam to the Ot-
toman sultan and Nogai princes to deflect their opposition to Muscovite conquest
of Muslim yurts. Raiding parties from Kazan’ did intrude into Muscovy to acquire
slaves to be transported to the slave markets of Central Asia and the Ottoman Em-
pire, but Muscovite invading armies, most successfully in 1552, enslaved Tatars,
especially women and children, and deported them to Muscovy to be sold. Musco-
vite conquest followed failed attempts to impose a pro-Russian puppet khan on the
Kazan’ throne. It was a last resort not because of respect for Tatar independence or
toleration of Islam but because the Muscovites knew full well in advance that con-
quest would carry greater costs, not least of all in the lives of Muscovite soldiers,
than less direct means of control.

Hostility between Muscovy and Kazan’ did not derive from ignorance. Even
Russian Orthodox clerics had to and did become fully cognizant of the social and
political make-up of the Kazan’ Khanate. These clerics, quite possibly the metro-
politan, head of the Russian Orthodox Church, who wrote the Stepennaia kniga, a
thematic history of Rus’ organized by reigns, not by year, were totally conversant
with both the secular and religious establishments of Kazan’ [9].

The Muscovite conquest was bloody; most Kazani men were slaughtered.
Mosques in the city were destroyed and replaced by Russian Orthodox churches. A
Muscovite governor, aided and abetted by a Muscovite garrison, took over the city.
The surviving Muslim population was expelled beyond the city walls to suburbs.
However, whatever the initial Christian missionary impulse in Kazan’, it soon be-
came apparent that the security situation — or, rather, the lack of security because of
repeated local rebellions — overrode any thoughts of a coercive conversion cam-
paign. Islam was as tolerated in Kazan’ as in Kasimov and the other Tatar enclaves
in Muscovy [23].

The Kazan’ Tatars obviously did not go away after Muscovy’s conquest. Re-
volts against Muscovite rule, which occupied most of the rest of the 1550s and
resumed as late as the early 1580s, were met with major punitive expeditions.
Muscovy also had to devise mechanisms during times of relative peace for admin-
istering a territory with a large non-Russian, non-Orthodox Christian population,
not just Tatars but also animist nationalities occupying the middle Volga River
region. Muscovite administrators and clerics had to accommodate the Muslim Ta-
tar population as best they could [22].

The Astrakhan’ Khanate

Muscovite conquest of the Astrakhan’ Khanate in 1556 followed a similar but
not identical pattern. Astrakhan’ was much farther away, which made conquest
harder, but it had little permanent population and what population it did have fled
Muscovite armies, which made conquest easier. Muscovy attempted to impose
indirect rule before resorting to annexation. Moscow supported a puppet, Dervysh
ali, grandson of the last khan of the Golden Horde, Axmat, famous for the “Stand
on the Ugra River” in 1480, but he lacked sufficient support. Military occupation
followed [4, p. 257].
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The Nogai Tatars

The nomadic Nogai Tatars had only a seasonal, winter “capital”/camp and af-
ter the Muscovite annexation of Kazan’ no Chingissid khan. (Before 1552 the
Nogais recruited a Chinggisid for the sole purpose of appointing their chief, but
they did not have a khanate). Political power was highly decentralized, although
the Nogai Horde possessed a nominal suzerainty of a chief (“prince” in the Musco-
vite sources). In particular, there was a divide between those Nogai Tatars who
were oriented toward Moscow and those oriented toward Crimea. As a result some
Nogai Tatars fought in Muscovite armies against Livonia and others joined the
1571 Crimean invasion that burned Moscow to the ground. A turncoat Nogai Tatar
in service to an oprichnik defected to Lithuania and then made his way to Crimea
to inform Devlet Girei that the situation in Muscovy in 1571 was propitious for a
major raid. It is therefore possible that a Nogai Tatar was directly responsible for
the Crimean burning of Moscow [26; 7, p. 154, 202].

Muscovite relations with the Nogai Tatars included a major commercial seg-
ment. The Muscovite cavalry rode Nogai ponies; the horse trade dominated Nogai-
Russian commerce. There was another less edifying element to Nogai-Russian
commerce. As a reward for their military service Nogais were permitted to pur-
chase non-Russian prisoners-of-war as slaves [7, p. 202]. Such victims were, of
course, Christians, not just Catholics and Protestants, but Orthodox residents of the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania.

To keep the horses coming Muscovy expended considerable diplomatic and
commercial resources to cultivate dozens of Nogai notables and their wives. Mus-
covite envoys cris-crossed the steppe following multiple Nogai uluses, and enter-
taining and fulfilling requests for gifts. In turn the Nogais paid close attention to
Muscovite politics. During Ivan’s minority when his mother, Grand Princess Elena
Glinskaia acted as not only his guardian but virtually as regent, Nogai leaders ad-
dressed correspondence to lvan and his mother [7, p. 31]. How they addressed Ivan
later in his reign will be discussed below.

After the Muscovite conquest of Kazan’ and Astrakhan’ had altered the ba-
lance of power in the Pontic and Caspian steppe, large numbers of Tatars, mostly
presumably Nogai, migrated to Muscovy and became conditional-land owners and
Ivan’s military servitors. Some retained their Muslim faith, others converted and
became Novokrekshcheny, who had to be carefully segregated from their former
Muslim Tatar environment lest they backslide into Islam. As a whole they were
assigned to live in the Northwest, the Novgorod region, as far away as possible
from their confréres in the steppe. While they could not remain nomads, the influ-
ence of the pastoral life-style affected their sedentary economic pursuits, which
tended more to animal husbandry than agriculture [16].

Muscovy did not conquer the Nogai Tatars outright. It is uncertain if Moscow
could project permanent military pressure and direct administration deep into the
steppe over all the nomadic Nogai camps. The government lacked sufficient ad-
ministrative resources to do so. However, the conquest of Kazan’ and Astrakhan’
enabled Moscow to put enough economic pressure on the Nogais via control of
access to nomad pastures and trade that Moscow did not need to proceed beyond
the vassal-relationship stage.
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The Crimean Khanate

Muscovite relations with the Crimean Khanate had been friendly until they
succeeded too well against their mutual foe, the Great Horde, the nomadic succes-
sor of the Volga Golden Horde. Once that common interest disappeared, the two
former allies became increasingly constant foes. Crimean raids devastated the
south and southwest frontiers of Muscovy. The Muscovite government engaged in
a furious bidding war with Poland-Lithuania to induce the Crimeans to launch their
slave-raiding operations against the other. Of course the Crimean khans played
both sides, securing as much “tribute” in the form of “gifts” as they could from
both countries, and continued to raid both anyway. Distant Astrakhan’ could still
reached by sailing or rowing down the Volga River, but the arid and unpopulated
Pontic steppes separated Moscow and Bakhchisarai.

Muscovite conquest of Kazan’ and Astrakhan’ had a deleterious effect upon
Russian-Crimean relations. Crimea vigorously resented Muscovite expansion, alt-
hough, fearful of excessive Ottoman power in the region, they unwillingly partici-
pated in and simultaneously sabotaged the Ottoman campaign to retake Astrakhan’
in 1569. The Crimean perception of the threat posed by Muscovy’s push down the
Volga River will be discussed below.

Crimean slave-raiding was an annual threat to the Muscovite border and even
center. Thousands of Russians captives were eventually sold in Ottoman slave
markets. In addition, some prisoners-of-war remained incarcerated in Crimea
awaiting ransom. Vasilii Griaznoi, Ivan’s drinking buddy, spent five years in Cri-
mean captivity before lvan and his captors could agree on a ransom price.

The path from Muscovy to Crimea could also be more circuitous. Boyar Se-
men Bel’skii defected to Lithuania in 1534 during Ivan’s minority, was captured by
the Nogai Tatars, and was then ransomed by the Crimean Khan. Bel’skii entered
the khan’s service and advised him on his 1541 raid into Muscovy [14, p. 23].

Other Muscovites defected directly to Crimea. Several Muscovite gentry from
the south and southeast assisted Devlet-Girei to find his way to Moscow in 1571.
Some thought it best thereafter not to remain in Muscovy and joined the Crimeans
on their return home. One later petitioned to be allowed to return to Muscovy, but
the outcome of his petition is unknown [7, p. 202].

Another Muscovite, Semen Mal’tsev, was captured by the Nogais and sold to
the Ottoman governor of Azov. His peripatetic life after that included stays in
Kaffa in the Crimea, administered by the Ottomans, and Bakhchisarai. Along the
way he wrote a valuable account of the 1569 Ottoman-Crimean campaign against
Astrakhan’ [24].

To interdict Crimean raids Moscow eventually developed a system of border
lookout posts and scouts to warn Muscovite forces of the approach of Crimean
raiding parties. This system was not in place before the 1571 Crimean raid that
burned Moscow, but became increasingly effective after the Muscovites defeated
the Crimeans at Molodi in 1572, the last time Crimea launched a major raid against
Muscovy. During Ivan’s entire reign a major Muscovite field army was mobilized
almost every year to stand guard on the Oka River crossings to interdict Crimean
incursions.

Embassies traveled back and forth between Muscovy and Crimea. The Crime-
an diplomatic papers demonstrate convincingly how closely Moscow followed
developments, not just political, in Crimea. Bad weather or epidemics in Crimea
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impugned the khanate’s ability to launch raids; civil war among the Gireed
Chingissids, especially if the Ottomans felt the need to intervene, had the same
effect. The Muscovite diplomatic establishment, which included Ivan personally,
acquired enormous amounts of intelligence information on Crimea, all to be put to
good use in checking the Crimean threat to Muscovy [8]. Of course, the Crimeans
stayed equally well-informed of developments in Muscovy. As mentioned, they
knew about the disruption of the country by the oprichnina. Earlier, they tried to
take advantage of Ivan’s minority but were repulsed by Grand Princess Elena [7,
p. 31]. In 1571 when the Crimeans captured two of Ivan’s in-laws, two brothers of
his late second wife, the Kabarda Circassian Mariia Cherkasskaia, they knew ex-
actly who they were [7, p. 69].

In the late 1550s Muscovite forces crossed the steppe, and even reached the
Crimean peninsula. A base was established on the Psel’ River to interdict Crimean
raiding parties. However, lack of fodder for horses and provisions for men made
maintaining such outposts well-nigh impossible, not to mention severe Ottoman
displeasure at Muscovite intrusion into the domain of an Ottoman vassal. Ivan
pulled his forces back. In the opinion of some historians lvan contemplate at least
converting Crimea into a vassal khanate on the order of Kasimov, as had been at-
tempted and failed in Kazan’ and Astrakhan’. Of course Ivan did not rationalize his
strategic plans in geopolitical terms. According to him the Muscovite troops were
defending Russian Christians from Muslin Tatars. Historians can only infer his
goal. It is open to question whether Ivan’s intentions were as ambitious as in-
stalling a puppet khan in Crimea. Certainly outright conquest was out of the ques-
tion for logistical reasons. It seems more likely that Ivan appreciated the military
and political obstacles to projecting Muscovite force of arms across the steppe to
Crimea. Rather, the purpose of the campaigns of the late 1550s was to neutralize
the Crimean threat sufficiently to allow Ivan to reallocate his main military forces
toward Livonia without worrying about a second front. Of course he miscalculated
catastrophically; the burning of Moscow testified to his underestimation of the
extent of the Crimean threat. lvan had stripped too many troops from the southern
border [7, p. 154-156, 170, 201-202; 18, p. 101, 103-104, 236].

The Khanate of Sibir’

Last and definitely least among the successor states of the Golden Horde dur-
ing Ivan’s reign was the Western Siberian khanate of Sibir’. In 1555 the non-
Chingissid bii (called “prince” in the Muscovite sources) Yadigar, who had taken
control over the Sibir’ Khanate, asked to become Ivan’s vassal and promised an
unrealistic tribute in furs. The Shaybanid Chingissid khan Kuchum, whose relatives
conquered Bukhara, overthrew him. At first Kuchum promised to pay the tribute,
but later reneged. As a result of border warfare between Kuchum and the posses-
sions of the Stroganovs, those merchants hired Ermak and his Cossacks to invade
the Sibir’ Khanate, which they conquered, although Ermak and most of them died
without returning home. After the fact Ivan “accepted” the conquest and sent rein-
forcements, who initially did not do well either. It was only after Ivan’s death, dur-
ing the reign of Ivan’s son Tsar Fedor, that Muscovy actually established a viable
presence in Siberia, and it took most of the seventeenth century for Muscovite ex-
pansion to reach the border of the Manchu Empire in Eastern Siberia. Therefore,
although Ivan had rather little contact with the Sibir’ Khanate, Muscovite-Sibir’
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relations began with a vassal relationship, like Muscovy and Kazan’ in 1487, and
progressed to military conquest [19, p. 248; 7, p. 151; 4, p. 257].

Muscovy as a Golden Horde Successor State

Muscovite relations with the successor states of the Golden Horde were con-
ducted with great expertise and considerable flexibility. Vassalage and conquest
were used as and when necessary. Commerce and warfare were not mutually ex-
clusive. Most of all, Muscovy — and Ivan — possessed, and worked hard at continu-
ing to possess — reliable intelligence information and access to all Golden Horde
successor states, those already friendly, those sometimes friendly, and those almost
always hostile. Muscovy played steppe politics with the professionalism of a Tatar
insider. This feature of Muscovite culture has suggested to some historians that
Muscovy under Ivan was also a successor state of the Golden Horde. Of course
concluding that Muscovy was a successor state of the Golden Horde, like Tatar
successor states, depends upon how one defines the criteria that qualify an entity as
a successor state.

Muscovite expertise on Poland-Lithuania was just as great as on the Tatars.
Knowledge about the successor states of the Golden Horde did not make Ivan IV’s
Muscovy a successor state of the Golden Horde.

It has been argued that Ivan was crowned “tsar” in 1547 in order to make him
eligible to conquer Kazan’ [4, p. 255-254]. The logic derives from the fact that
ever since the Mongol conquest of Rus’ in 1237-1240 the Rus’ translated “khan”
as “tsar’.” However, “tsar’” also translated “basileus,” the title of the Byzantine
emperor, and Ivan’s 1547 coronation was based upon a Byzantine coronation ordo.
Ivan was not awarded the title “tsar” in a Mongol fashion; he was not thrown in the
air on a blanket. A Byzantine coronation rite could not make Ivan a khan and Mus-
covy a successor state of the Golden Horde.

Although the extent of Muscovite institutional borrowing from the Mongol
Empire and the Golden Horde is disputed, the fact that Muscovy did borrow some
administrative, military, and fiscal institutions cannot be denied [12, p. 90-95; 10].
Such institutional borrowing does demonstrate Mongol/Tatar influence on Rus’
and later Muscovy, but in and of itself, even though the borrower had been con-
quered by the borrowee, does not identify a successor state [11]. To be a successor
state of the Golden Horde Muscovy had to consider itself a successor state of the
Golden Horde. Being a successor state is a matter of identity. Even when seeming-
ly acting like a successor state of the Golden Horde, by conquering territory that
had belonged to the Golden Horde, Muscovy under lvan made no such assertions.
Ivan claimed Kazan’ and Astrakhan’ by right of conquest and various fabricated
claims, but never because they had belonged to the Golden Horde. Ivan’s titles
proclaim him as “Tsar’ of Kazan’” and “Tsar’ of Astrakhan,” but never “Tsar’ of
the Juchid ulus” or “Tsar’ of the Great Horde,” the name of the last incarnation of
the nomadic Volga Horde or “Tsar’ of the Golden Horde.” Even if Ivan had at-
tempted to conquer Crimea, he was still not trying to recreate the Golden Horde.
To do so he would first of all have had to conquer Kiev and Galicia-Volhynia, and
then the territories in the Balkans that had been ruled by Horde power-broker
Nogai in the late thirteenth and early fourteenth centuries, and probably Azerbaijan
and Khwarezm. Ivan had no such aspirations.
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If we define being a successor state as a matter of consciousness and mentali-
ty, then we can dismiss out of hand the argument that Muscovy was a successor
state of the Golden Horde but was unaware that it was a successor state of the
Golden Horde, or that Muscovy was aware of that it was a successor state of the
Golden Horde but denied it. To be a successor state of the Golden Horde Muscovy
had to acknowledge itself as such. Muscovy did precisely that in articulating its
relationship to Kievan Rus’. Ivan repeatedly invoked his Kievan ancestors and
Kievan history to justify his coronation as tsar and his territorial expansion. Of
course there are cases of would-be successor states who proclaimed they were but
were not, but we do not have to deal with any such case here.

Numerous Nogai leaders called Ivan “the White Tsar,” perhaps meaning
Western Khan in the steppe color schema, but Ivan never used the title himself.
Indeed, although he did not forbid the Nogais to accord him that title, he never
even acknowledged it. Only Khan Kuchum of Sibir’ addressed Ivan as “White
Tsar’,” and he did so only once, and very much under duress [11, p. 15]. No other
Chingissid ever elevated Ivan to the status of “khan.”

Similarly the Nogai Belek Bulat Mirza called Ivan a direct descendant of
Chinggis Khan, but lIvan never claimed to be a dynastic heir of Chinggis Khan [6].
There is no evidence that Ivan punished Belek Bulat Mirza for doing so, but there
is considerable evidence that Ivan did not legitimize this phoney genealogy. In
Muscovite diplomatic discourse Ivan claimed to be a direct heir of Prus, brother of
Augustus Caesar, via Riurik, founder of the Rus’ dynasty, an equally fictitious
descent, but one which left no place for Chinggis on Ivan’s family tree?. Ivan might
have been flattered by Belek Bulat Mirza’s rewriting of Daniilovich genealogy, but
he was not convinced.

Ivan’s self-proclaimed descent from Prus via the male line obviated any need,
let alone necessity, for lvan to indulge the legendary genealogy of his female line,
included in the Muscovite genealogy books. Supposedly the Glinskii clan of his
mother, Elena Glinskaia, descended from Mamai, who himself descended from
Chinggis Khan, who had invaded Rus’ and attacked Kiev. Batu, Chinggis Khan’s
grandson, attacked Kiev and Mamai was not a Chinggisid, as anyone familiar with
the descriptions of the Mongol invasion and the battle of Kulikovo Field in Rus’
chronicles and tales would know. In addition anyone familiar with Mongol society
would know that Chinggisid descent devolved only in the male line. A mother who
was a Chingissid could not confer Chinggisid status on her son. Despite these gross
historical and social flaws, Ivan could still have endorsed his Chinggisid origin if
he wanted to; after all, the theory of his descent from Prus via Riurik was equally
ludicrous. Fortuitously, for Ivan claiming Chinggisid origin was superfluous. Ro-
man Imperial descent sufficed.

Medieval Rus’ ambivalence at even admitting that the Mongols had conquered
Rus’ would surely have inhibited the development in Muscovy of a consciousness
as a Golden Horde successor state. The at best uneasy admission that the Tatars
had altered Rus’ sovereignty persisted in the 1530s when the Nikon Chronicle re-
wrote the history of Rus’-Tatar relations from 1223 to 1480 [5]. A passage in Mus-
covite-Lithuanian negotiations in 1566 demonstrates the glaring persistence of East

2Why Ivan wished to have Roman ancestry remains a mystery. If he hoped to impress his
European neighbors, he failed. Regardless, on numerous occasions in conversations with Euro-
peans Ivan claimed various European origins, including Scandinavian and German.
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Slavic denial of the Mongol conquest. Lithuanian representatives, objecting to
Muscovite claims in the Lithuanian view that because Muscovy had attacked Livo-
nia, Livonia was a Muscovite patrimony, commented that according to their (the
Lithuanians’) “chronicles” (khroniki) the Tatars had attacked (voevali, “made war
on””) Moscow, and asked the Muscovite boyars sitting across the table if that made
Moscow the patrimony of the Tatars. The boyars replied that the Lithuanians could
write whatever they wanted in their chronicles, but the Tatars had not attacked
Moscow, and that it was not written anywhere that they had [25, p. 392-395]. In
1566, having established the oprichnina, Ivan was in firm control of the Muscovite
government, including foreign affairs. We may very safely infer that Ivan shared
his boyars’ willingness to lie about the passages in Rus’ chronicles that listed the
city of Moscow among those cities that fell to Batu in 1237-1238 and that de-
scribed in graphic detail the sack of Moscow by Khan Togtamysh in 1382, among
the more notable cases confirming the Lithuanians’ chronicles.

Gerasimov et al. assert that Crimea, Astrakhan’, the Nogais and Muscovy in-
terpreted Moscow’s conquest of Kazan’ as a manifestation of Muscovite preten-
sions to the entire Golden Horde inheritance. If Moscow had conquered Crimea,
they continue, lvan could have claimed to occupy the throne of a Golden Horde
khan. lvan had as much right to the throne of the Golden Horde as the Gireeds of
Crimea, who were not Chingissids [4, p. 257, 262]. Haci | Giray, founder of the
Crimean khanate in 1441, descended from Toqa Temiir, thirteenth son of Jochi, son
of Chingis. The Muscovites called the rulers of Crimea “khans,” which could only
have applied to Chingissids. As we have seen, the Muscovites knew Yadigar of
Sibir’ was not a Chinggisid; they could hardly have been ignorant of the putatively
non-Chingissid status of an entire dynasty in Crimea. Various Gireed khans sat on
the thrones of the Kasimov and Kazan’ Khanates, which they could not possibly
have done if they were not Chingissids. The issue of the Chingissid status of the
Gireeds aside, Muscovy interpreted the conquest of Kazan’ as the triumph of Rus-
sian Orthodox Christianity over Islam, not as Moscow’s ascension to the legacy of
the Golden Horde.

During Ivan’s reign Muscovy demonstrated great respect for the Chingissid
lineage. After the conquest of Kazan’ a widow of the last adult Kazan’ khan, Suyun
bike, was married to the Muscovite pretender to the Kazan’ throne, Shah ali, a fel-
low-Muslim Chingissid. The boy-heir to Kazan’, Utiamysh, was converted to Or-
thodox Christianity. He died young, and was buried in the Moscow dynasty’s ne-
cropolis, the Archangel Cathedral. As we have seen, at this time the Muscovites
permitted only legitimate Chingissids to become khans of Kasimov. Ivan and Mus-
covite diplomats never questioned Crimea’s claim to be heir of the Volga Horde.
Perhaps the only two rulers whom Ivan did not insult at least once in his colorful
diplomatic correspondence were the khans of Crimea and the sultans in Istanbul,
neither of whom, to repeat, ever addressed Ivan as “White Khan” [7, p. 46, 75].

Ivan’s selection of Simeon Bekbulatovich, a converted Chingissid, to sit on the
throne of Moscow in 1575-1576 reflected just that respect for the Chingissid dynasty
[7, p. 245-247]. Gerasimov et al. insist that Ivan’s action did not result from his men-
tal degeneration. Simeon’s official coronation was quite logical. The “unprecedented
arbitrariness” of Ivan’s masquerade demonstrated his unlimited authority, but also
legitimized that authority by the sanction of Muscovy’s Horde inheritance [4, p.
267]. In fact Simeon was never crowned, officially or unofficially. If Simeon’s as-
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cent personified Horde legitimation of Moscow’s ruler, then Ivan’s choice of Simeon
could not be considered “unprecedented” or “arbitrary.” Rather it was a retro throw-
back to the “pre-1480” relationship of Rus’ to the Tatars when a Chinggisid khan
ruled Rus’ and chose which Rus’ princes could sit on which thrones. Unfortunately
for this line of thought implicit in the argument of Gerasimov et al., Simeon, a tsar
because he had been khan of Kasimov, did not hold the title of Tsar’ of All Rus’. He
was “Grand Prince of All Rus’”. The Simeon episode reflects Tatar influence but not
Muscovy’s succession to the Golden Horde [13].

There are two pieces of evidence that the Muscovite dynasty considered itself
to be on a par in terms of status with the Chingissids. After 1480 Ivan III’s name in
Arabic, Ibak, replaced that of the khan on Muscovite coinage. Michael
Cherniavsky interpreted that change as a signal of the accession of a new khan
from a new and legitimate dynasty [2, p. 73]. Cherniavsky also asserted that the
concept of Ivan’s dynasty pictured in the frescoes of the Archangel Cathedral of
the Moscow Kremlin, the dynasty’s family church, imitated the biological dynastic
conception of the Chingissids [1]. I would argue that the “new” Muscovite dynasty
ruled Muscovy and only Muscovy, that Muscovy was no longer a vassal of the
Tatar Horde, not that Muscovy had replaced the Golden Horde as rightful ruler of
all territory subservient to the Golden Horde khans.

Ivan’s frequent socializing with Tatars probably did not result in his becoming
fluent in the Turkic (Tatar) language. We know only of two words in Turkic that
Ivan ever spoke. As a boy he uttered, “tabug salam™, a traditional polite greeting
[19, p. 104]. We cannot therefore demonstrate that he was conversant in Tatar, but
certainly he would have been exposed to hearing it on more than one occasion®.
The prevalence of interpreters — mostly Turkic-speaking nomads in Muscovite
service who learned Russian — made communication easy. No doubt some Musco-
vite servitors who frequented the steppe acquired a smattering of Tatar.

Of course Crimea, and behind Crimea’s back, the Ottoman Empire, opposed and
resented Ivan’s conquest of Kazan’ and Astrakhan’. Such opposition was more than
verbal, although no more efficacious: the 1569 Ottoman-Crimean campaign to recap-
ture Astrakhan’ failed, and Devlet Giray’s attempts to reacquire Kazan’ and Astra-
khan’ (both thrones which various Gireeds had sometimes occupied) were equally
futile. The Nogais might have perceived Muscovite annexation of Kazan’ and Astra-
khan’ as legitimate expressions of the rights of the White Khan, although no Nogai
communication to Moscow ever voiced such a theory explicitly. Crimea, on the other
hand, never recognized Moscow as a legitimate candidate to become the successor of
the Golden Horde. To Crimea, Muscovite annexation of Chingissid yurts in Kazan’
and strakhan’ was unjustified aggression by a Horde vassal who was still obligated to
pay Crimea tribute, if more politely in the form of “gifts”.

To conclude, the Tatars were a constant and not always friendly presence in
Ivan’s reign. Militarily it took Ivan three major campaigns to conquer Kazan’ and
decades of punitive expeditions to repress native revolts and definitively install
Muscovite rule. Annually Ivan had to mobilize troops to defend the “shore”, the
Oka River crossings, from Crimean incursions. His armies failed to stop the
Crimeans from reaching and burning Moscow in 1571 but did defeat the Crimean

® For a more positive assessment of the possibility of Ivan’s linguistic familiarity with Ta-
tar, see [3, p. 104].
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khan in 1572 before he could duplicate his achievements of the past year. On the
other hand, serving Tatars from the Kasimov Khanate and other Tatar enclaves,
and even from conquered Kazan’, aided Ivan’s armies on the northwest front
against Livonia and Lithuania. Diplomatically during Ivan’s entire reign he had to
expend considerable financial and human resources carrying out communications
and negotiations with multiple Nogai leaders, and his ambassadors and envoys to
Crimea spent considerable time there, not always voluntarily. Nogai envoys to
Moscow brought with them the merchants who sold tens of thousands of horses to
the Muscovite army. Ivan’s Tatar servitors, not just senior advisors and tools like
Shah ali, were frequently visible in Moscow and on the roads between Moscow and
their enclaves. All in all, Tatars were a part of Ivan’s life. He probably could not
have imagined a world in which he did not have Tatar servitors and Tatar enemies.

REFERENCES

1. Cherniavsky M. Ivan the Terrible and the iconography of the Kremlin Cathedral of
Archangel Michael. Russian History. 1975, no. 2, pp. 3-28.

2. Cherniavsky M. Khan or Basileus: An aspect of Russian mediaeval political theory.
The Structure of Russian History. Cherniavsky M. (ed.). New York: Random House, 1970,
pp. 65-79.

3. de Madariaga I. lvan the Terrible. First Tsar of Russia. New Haven: Yale Universi-
ty Press, 2006. xxii + 484 p.

4. Gerasimov I. (ed.). Novaya imperskaya istoriya Severnoy Evrazii, Chast' 1:
Konkuriruyushchie proekty samoorganizatsii VII-XVII vv. [New Imperial History of North-
ern Eurasia, Part 1: Competing Projects of Self-Organization from the seventh to seven-
teenth century]. Kazan: “Ab Imperio”, 2017. 656 p. (In Russian)

5. Halperin C.J. The East Slavic response to the Mongol conquest. Archivum Eurasiae
Medii Aevi. 1998-1999, vol. 10, pp. 98-117.

6. Halperin C.J. Ivan IV and Chinggis Khan. Jahrbiicher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas.
2003, no. 51, pp. 481-497.

7. Halperin C.J. Ivan the Terrible: Free to Reward and Free to Punish. Pittsburgh:
University of Pittsburgh Press, 2019. xii + 365 p.

8. Halperin C.J. Khan i elita: moskovskoe vospriyatie politicheskoy kul'tury
Krymskogo khanstva v period pravleniya Ivana IV [The Khan and the Elite: Muscovite
perception of the political culture of the Crimean Khanate during the reign of Ivan IV].
Kopylova M.E. (tr.). Drevnyaya Rus'. Voprosy medievistiki [Ancient Rus’. Questions of
Medieval Studies]. 2019, no. 1 (75), pp. 18-22. (In Russian)

9. Halperin C.J. The Muscovite attitude toward the outside world during the reign of
Ivan 1V: Stepennaia kniga. Aktual'nye problemy istorii i kul'tury tatarskogo naroda.
Materialy k uchebnym kursam: v chest' yubileya akademika AN RT M.A. Usmanova [Actual
Problems of the History and Culture of the Tatar People. Materials for Training Courses: In
Honor of the Anniversary of Academician of the Academy of Sciences of the Republic of
Tatarstan M.A. Usmanov]. Mustafina D.A., Gatin M.S., and Giliazov I.A. (eds). Kazan:
Ministry of Education and Science of the Republic of Tatarstan, 2010, pp. 188-201.

10. Halperin C.J. Muscovite political institutions in the fourteenth century. Kritika.
2000, no. 1, pp. 237-57.

11. Halperin C.J. Muscovy as a Successor State of the Juchid ulus. Archivum Eurasiae
Medii Aevi. 2011, no. 18, pp. 5-20.



Halperin Ch.J. lvan IV and the Tatars 199

12. Halperin C.J. Russia and the Golden Horde: The Mongol Impact on Medieval Rus-
sian History. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985. xii + 180 p.

13. Halperin C.J. Simeon Bekbulatovich and the Mongol influence on Ivan IV’s Mus-
covy. Russian History. 2012, no. 39, pp. 306-330.

14. Khodarkovsky M. Russia’s Steppe Frontier. The Making of a Colonial Empire,
1500-1800. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2002. 290 p.

15. Martin J. The Mongol elite in Muscovy, rhetoric and reality: The portrayal of Tsar
Shah Ali in the Book of Degrees of the Royal Genealogy. The Book of Royal Degrees and
the Genesis of Russian Historical Consciousness. Lenhoff G. and Kleimola A. (eds).
Bloomington: Slavica Publishers, Inc., 2011, pp. 217-229.

16. Martin J. The Novokshcheny of Novgorod: Assimilation in the 16™ century. Cen-
tral Asian Studies. 1990, no. 9, pp. 13-38.

17. Minnegulov Kh. Literature of the Ulus of Jochi and the Post-Golden Horde Tatar
Khanates. The Golden Horde in World History. A Multi-Authored Monograph. Gibatdinov
M. (ed.). Kazan: Marjani Institute of History of Tatarstan Academy of Sciences, 2017,
pp. 515-523.

18. Penskoi V. lvan Groznyy i Devlet-Girey [lvan the Terrible and Devlet-Girey].
Moscow: “Veche”, 2012. 236 p. (In Russian)

19. Polnoe sobranie russkikh letopisey [Complete Collection of Russian Chronicles].
Moscow: “Science”, 1965, vol. 13. 532 p. (In Old Russian)

20. Rakhimzianov B.R. Kasimovskoe khanstvo (1445-1552 gg.). Ocherki istorii [The
Kasimov Khanate (1445-1552). History Essays]. Kazan: Tatar Bok Publishing House,
2009. 207 p. (In Russian)

21. Rakhimzianov B.R. Moskva i tatarskiy mir: sotrudnichestvo i protivostoyanie v
epokhu peremen, XV—XVI vv. [Moscow and the Tatar World: Cooperation and Confronta-
tion in an Era of Change, fifteenth and sixteenth centuries]. St. Petersburg: “Eurasia”, 2016,
396 p. (In Russian)

22. Romaniello M.P. Elusive Empire: Kazan and the Creation of Russia, 1552-1671.
Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2012. 297 p.

23. Romaniello M.P. Mission delayed: The Russian Orthodox Church after the con-
quest of Kazan’. Church History. 2007, no. 76, pp. 511-540.

24. Sadikov P.A. Pokhod tatar i turok na Astrakhan' v 1569 g. [Campaign of Tatars
and Turks to Astrakhan in 1569]. Istoricheskie zapiski [Historical Notes]. 1947, no. 22,
pp. 132-166. (In Russian)

25. Shornik russkogo istoricheskogo obshchestva [Collection of the Russian Historical
Society]. St. Petersburg: Printing house of V.S. Balashev, 1892, vol. 71. 955 p. (In Russian)

26. Trepavlov V.V. Istoriya Nogayskoi Ordy [History of the Nogai Horde]. Moscow:
“Oriental literature”, 2001 751 p. (In Russian)

About the author: Charles J. Halperin — Ph.D. (History), Research Fellow of the Rus-
sian and East European Institute, Indiana University (Bloomington, Indiana, USA);
chalperi@iu.edu

Received November 24, 2020 Accepted for publication March 4, 2021
Published March 29, 2021



200 30N10TOOPAbIHCKOE OBO3PEHWNE / GOLDEN HORDE REVIEW. 2021, 9 (1)

HNBAH IV U TATAPBI

Yapnws /Joc. I'anonepun

Hnouanckuil yneepcumem
Braymunemon, CIIA
chalperi@iu.edu

Lenv uccredosanusi: naTh BCECTOPOHHUI 0030p B3aMMOJCHCTBHS MOCKOBHTOB C TaTa-
pamu Bo Bpems mpaBieHusa MBana IV, kak ¢ KaXXapIM rocyJapCTBOM-IIPEEMHUKOM Yilyca
JI)Ky4u0B, TaK U C TaTapaMu, KOTOPhIC Mepenuid B MOCKOBHUIO U MOCTYIUIN Ha CIIYKO0Y K
Usany IV.

Mamepuaner uccrnedosanus’. 3TO UCCICIOBAaHHE OCHOBAHO HA PYCCKUX HCTOYHUKAX
BpeMeHH mnpasienus MBana IV, kacaromuxcs TaTap, BKJIOYas Takue HappaTUBHbIE UCTOY-
HUKH, KaK JETOMHUCH, & TAKXXE TaKhe JOKYMEHTAJIbHbIE CBUIETENIbCTBA, KaK AUILIOMAaTHYe-
CKHE OTYETHI.

Peszyromamer u HogusHa ucciedosarnus’ TOIATAKA MOCKOBUTOB TI0 OTHOIICHHUIO K Ta-
TapaM He MPOUCTEKaja W3 €ANHOTO JOMUHHPYIOIIET0 MOTHBA, HA U3 BPaXIeOHOCTH, KakK,
HaIllpUMep, PEIUTMO3HON HENPUI3HU K MyCyJbMaHaM WJIM CTPEMIIEHUS K UMIIEPCKOM Tep-
PUTOPUANBHON DKCIAHCHHW; HU M3 JKEJIaHHWs COTPYIHUYATh C TaTapaMU B MHTEpecax TOp-
TOBJM WJIH M3 HAJOOHOCTH B CTEHHBIX BOCHHBIX COMO3HHKAaX. VIBaH alanTHpPOBaj CBOIO
MOJIUTHKY B 3aBUCHMOCTU OT MHIHUBHIYaJbHBIX 0OCTOSITEIBCTB 10 OTHOLICHHIO K Baccallb-
HbIM MapHUOHETOYHBIM MPABUTENSIM WIA B CTPEMJICHUHM K MPSMOMY 3aBOEBAHUIO 1O Mepe
HeoOxonumocTH. Tatapel w3 BaccaabHOro XxaHcTBa KacumoBa momorim VBaHy 3aBoeBaTh
Kazanb u Actpaxanp u cpaxatbcsi ¢ Kpeimom. Horaiickue kynisl npoaaBajiu MOCKOBUTaM
apMeiickux KOoHe. MOCKOBUTBI XOpOLIO 3HAIM 4YY)KE3€MHBIX TaTap, HO TAaKXKE >KUIU B
HETIOCPEJICTBEHHON OJIM30CTH OT «KOPEHHBIX» TaTap, KOTOPHIC KITH HA MOCKOBCKOM 3eMJIC
WK TIpre3xaiid B MOCKBY B KaueCTBE MOCIIOB WM KymoB. OHAKO OJIM3K0OE 3HAKOMCTBO C
TaTtapamy, 3aMMCTBOBAaHUE TATAPCKUX MHCTUTYTOB, HAHATHE CIIy>KMJIBIX TaTap U 3aBOEBa-
HHE TOCYNapCTB-TIPEeMHUKOB 3onoroir Opasl He caenmamd MOCKOBHIO TOCYJapCTBOM-
npeemMHrKoM 3ooToit Opzapl. Tem He MeHee TaTaphl OBUIH KU3HEHHOW PEaTbHOCTHIO B
MockoBuu Bana IV B xauecTBe COIO3HUKOB U BParos.

Knrouesvie cnosa: Usan, tatapsi, Kacumos, Kazanb, Actpaxanb, Cubupb, HOraw,
KpriMm, Hacneqauk 3omoTtoit Opapl
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