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Abstract. Research objectives: This essay analyzes and critiques recent research on the
genealogy of the expression “Tatar Yoke” (Tatarskoe igo), the standard term for the period
of Mongol rule of Rus’, in both Slavic and Latin.

Research materials: This essay is based upon publications from 1984 to the present by
Halperin, Ostrowski, Keenan, Rudakov, and Seleznev.

Results and novelty of research: In 1984, Halperin identified the discovery of the earliest
appearance of Tatarskoe igo in Slavic dated to the second half of the seventeenth century,
made by Lev Dmitriev who did not appreciate its significance. Therefore the term was an
anachronism if projected onto thirteenth- to fifteenth-century Rus’. This conclusion re-
mained unchallenged until now. At that time, Halperin did not address the genealogy of the
expression in Latin. Ostrowski and Keenan found theoretically the earliest Latin usages
(jugum tartarico) in foreign texts from 1521 and 1575. Apparently Ostrowski’s and Kee-
nan’s contributions to the topic escaped the attention of historians in Russia. Rudakov him-
self found Keenan’s source but failed to notice that it referred not just to the “yoke” but the
“Tatar Yoke.” Seleznev has discovered two Latin references from the thirteenth century,
one supposedly a translation from a no longer extant Slavic text. Seleznev concludes that
the expression “Tatar Yoke” was therefore known at the time and is not an anachronism.
The present essay reinterprets the significance of Seleznev’s findings for our understanding
of the Latin genealogy of “Tatar Yoke.” The existence of the term in Slavic is suspect, but
in Latin clearly it is as old as Tatar rule. However, the significance of both Rudakov’s and
Seleznev’s brilliant depiction of how writers both Catholic and Orthodox interpreted the
Tatar conquest of Rus’ via analogy with Old Testament narrations of the enslavement of the
Hebrews by the Egyptians and the Babylonian Captivity of the Hebrews lies elsewhere.
This essay argues that we have to consider that any author familiar with Scripture could
easily independently have made the leap from “Yoke” to “Tatar Yoke,” which renders a
genealogy of the evolution of the term moot. Historians still need to address how Catholic
writers in the thirteenth and sixteenth centuries made that conceptual link, but no
Rus’/Russian author did so until the second half of the seventeenth century.
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The term “the Tatar Yoke” (Tatarskoe igo)' is almost universally employed to
denote the period of Tatar (Mongol) rule over the Rus’ principalities during the
thirteenth to fifteenth centuries, or more precisely from the Mongol conquest in
1237-1240 until Muscovy’s so-called “liberation from the Tatar igo” in 1480. Even
authors, including this writer, who label the term an anachronism still use it as a
term of convenience’. The history of the term, unfortunately, is problematic. It
simply cannot be found in any thirteenth- to fifteenth-century Rus’ source. There-
fore when the term first appeared, either in Latin in a non-Russian source or in
Slavic in a Russian source, becomes a significant issue, which this essay seeks to
engage. Whether the term is an accurate conceptualization of Tatar rule is a sepa-
rate and much broader question which falls outside the scope of this essay. I judge
whether the term is an anachronism solely on textual grounds, whether the term
appears literally, not on its conceptual substance.

In 1984 I called attention to the inadvertent identification of the first Slavic
source to use the term by Lev Dmitriev’. The phrase “fierce Tatar igo” appeared in
inserted paragraphs in 1660s manuscripts preceding the so-called “Western Rus’”
redaction of the “Skazanie o Mamaevom poboishche,” a member of the Kulikovo
Cycle about the victory of Grand Prince Dmitrii Donskoi over the Tatar emir
Mamai in 1380. Dmitriev attributed the insertions to Feodosii Safonovich, abbot of
the St. Michael’s Monastery in Kyiv. Mentions of the “Tatar igo” then accompa-
nied the “Skazanie o Mamaevom poboishche” in the 1674 and 1678 editions of the
Synopsis, sometimes attributed to Innocent Gisel, abbot of the Kyiv-Pecherskii
Monastery”. In other words, the term the “Tatar igo” not only originated long after
Mongol rule had ceased, but did so in Ukraine, not Muscovy. Dmitriev apparently
did not appreciate the significance of his discovery. The term entered and soon
dominated Russian historiography not via its manuscripts but via the printed edi-
tions of the Synopsis, with a great deal of help from Nikolai Karamzin.

Other similar but not identical terms did appear in Rus’ sources from the thir-
teenth to sixteenth centuries. Rus’ bookmen viewed the world through the prism of
Scriptures. They perceived Tatar rule as the equivalent of the slavery to which the
Hebrews in Egypt were subjected. This exaggeration, ironically, eventually gener-

' Because, as explained below, igo and another word used to describe Tatar rule,
iarmo, are both translated as “yoke,” I will use the Russian words without translation. I
translate Latin iugum/jugum as “yoke.”

% As this author did in book titles! [2; 4; 7].

36, p. 25-27]; reprinted in [4, p. 171-73].

1, p. 70-71].

Manuscript: Skazanie o Mamaevom poboishche, West Rus’ redaction, GPB (now
RNB), Pogodin collection, No. 1569, citing folio 71, described in [11, p. 104].

1674 Sinopsis, GBL (now RNB), Otdel redkoi knigi, 110-13, 121-22.

1678 Sinopsis, GBL (now RNB), Otdel redkoi knigi, 110-13, 121-22.
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ated the phrase “the igo of slavery” (rabotnoe igo), applied to the Muscovite con-
quest of Novgorod under Ivan III according to the mid sixteenth-century
Kazanskaia istoriia [4, p. 169-70], to which I will return. In another sixteenth-
century text, the vita of St. Merkurii of Smolensk, Batu imposed his “yoke” and the
“igo of slavery” (igo i iarmo’, igo rabotnago) on Rus’, but not on Smolensk [4,
p- 170]. An even more frequently used term was “oppression” or “coercion”
(nasilie), which could take the form of “infidel (poganoe) oppression” in 1262 and
1375, Muslim (besermenskoe) oppression” in 1266, and “Tatar oppression” (nasilie
tatarskoe) in 1328 [4, p. 175-80]. Finally, according to the sixteenth-century
Letopisets Avraamki Novgorod in 1398 complained of “oppression” by Grand
Prince Vasilii I, probably his attempt to impose Muscovite rule over the Dvina
area, then subordinate to Novgorod [4, p. 180].

While all these phrases portray Tatar rule in a negative light, the pattern of
verbal usage is not random. “larmo” is rarer than igo and never accompanied by
the adjective “Tatar,” although it can be qualified by an adjective denoting slavery
(iarmo rabotnago). I would suggest that during the thirteenth to fifteenth centuries
there was no need for a Rus’ bookman to identify an igo (or iarmo) as “Tatar” be-
cause there was only one “igo” over Rus’, which everyone knew was Tatar. Of
course this rationale lost its relevance when Tatar rule disappeared, datable to the
destruction of the Great Horde by the Crimean Tatars in 1502, and is inapplicable
to foreign sources altogether. Nevertheless the first redaction of the Nikon Chroni-
cle from the 1530s, for example, chose not to take advantage of hindsight in rewrit-
ing Rus’-Tatar relations to articulate an ideology against the defeated “Tatar igo”
[3]. larmo derives from the “yoke” as a physical object, the “yoke” of a team of
oxen, a context in which igo seems not to have been used. However, iarmo could,
like igo, be used in contexts involving foreign sovereignty. The linguistic nuances
separating the terms await further elucidation, and I will return to this subject be-
low. “Oppression” could be modified by “Tatar” because there were oppressors
other than the Tatars; indeed, even the grand princes of Moscow, Vasilii I and Ivan
111, could be accused of imposing “oppression” and even slavery, indeed the “igo
of slavery,” on fellow Russians, namely Novgorod. The variation among these
terms almost entirely escaped my attention at the time I wrote this article, but re-
cent scholarship has inspired me to engage this theme.

In 1984 I did not even raise two rather central questions of the evolution of the
term “Tatar igo.” The first was: did Safonovich invent or borrow the term? The
second was: if Safonovich borrowed it, from whom, who originated it, and in what
language? Both questions were and still are outside my competence. Fortuitously,
eventually two American historians, the first consciously and the second uncon-
sciously (like Dmitriev), have filled (in retrospect, thought they had filled) that
void.

In his 1998 monograph Donald Ostrowski wrote that he had discovered the
term “Tatar igo” in Latin, “jugo Tartarico”, in a 1575 report by the Holy Roman
Empire’s envoy to Moscow, Daniel Prinz, almost a century before its first appear-
ance in Slavic.® In 2009 the Edward Keenan published an article in which he drew
scholarly attention to the use of the term also in Latin as a reference to “liberation

> If igo and iarmo were synonymous, then this phrase is redundant.
6112, p. 721] as cited by [10, p. 244-45].
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from the Tatar yoke” in Maciej z Miechowa’s (Miechowski's) Chronica
Polonorum of 1521. Keenan noted that the source of Meichowski’s information
remains unknown, as well as how, when, where, and in what form his chronicle
traveled to Muscovy.” He did not note that this allusion to the Tatar igo in Latin
preceded Ostrowski’s by half a century.

Ostrowski suggested that Prinz had heard the term in Moscow where it was in
common use, but did not explain, if it was so well-known, why no Moscow written
source used the term, nor why it took almost another century after that for it to
appear in Slavic, and then, at that, not in Moscow, but in Kyiv.

Keenan’s research also created the possibility, which Ostrowski had not fore-
seen, that Prinz had not heard the term in Moscow but read it in Miechovski's
chronicle. Miechovski had never been to Muscovy, so he could not have heard the
term there. To my knowledge no one has claimed that Prinz borrowed the term
from Miechowski. Nor has any scholar argued that Safonovich or whoever inserted
the term “Tatar igo” in Slavic into the context of the Battle of Kulikovo Field had
done so by reading it in Latin in Prinz or Miechowski, although it has been sug-
gested that Safonovich or Gizel relied on Polish sources (see below). Certainly it is
possible that Safonovich, born in Germany and educated in the West, knew Latin,
and it is certain that Gisel, educated by the Jesuits after his conversion to Ortho-
doxy, knew Latin, so the possibility that either translated the term from Latin can-
not be excluded. The fact that Miechovski dates the liberation of Russia from the
Tatar igo to the reign of Ivan III, a century later than the Battle of Kulikovo in
1380, does not exclude the possibility that he took the liberty to apply it to a differ-
ent period than its first appearance. I will suggest below that perhaps we do not
need to look for literal textual antecedents for either author’s use of the term.

Until quite recently it never occurred to me to investigate whether Ostrowski’s
and Keenan’s discoveries were known to specialists on the Tatars in Russia. It is
only since I became familiar with several articles, dated 2012 to 2024, by two Rus-
sian historians that I began to do so. The tentative answer seems to be negative.

In 2012 Vladimir Rudakov published an article on the Rus’ conception of the
“Tatar igo” [13]. He begins by declaring that although the Rus’ book-men were
familiar with the word “igo” in the form of “Christian igo” or “igo of slavery,”
during the thirteenth to fifteenth centuries the phrase “Tatar igo” was absent. The
first foreigner to apply a translation or calque of the term “igo” (but not “Tatar igo)
to Rus’-Tatar relations was the Polish author Jan Dlugosz just before Tatar rule
ended at the end of the fifteenth century. The first text in Slavic containing the
phrase “Tatar igo” was the Synopsis. Rudakov suggests that the compiler of the
Synopsis was most likely familiar with the term from Polish sources [13, p. 24].
The main thrust of the article is to argue that the phrase “Tatar igo,” regardless of
when or where it originated, does not accurately represent the full gamut of Rus’-
Tatar relations, an issue outside the scope of this essay. In passing Rudakov makes
several astute comments relevant to the genealogy of the phrase “Tatar igo.” Alt-
hough chronicles from the Kyivan period took a very negative view of Kipchak
raids, no Rus’ source ever referred to a “Kipchak igo” (Polovetskoe igo). In 1480
bishop Vassian Rylo, in his “Epistle to the Ugra River” to Grand Prince Ivan III,
likened Tatar rule to the enslavement of the Hebrews by Pharaoh, but he did not

19, book 4, chapter 85, 377] as cited by [8, p. 241].
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describe the conquest of Rus’ by the Tatars as a “capture” (plenenie). Rus’ book-
men also conceived of the Tatar conquest as an analogy of the Babylonian Captiv-
ity of the Hebrews. Rus’-Tatar relations did not coincide with the dramatic vocabu-
lary expressed by book-men, iarmo, igo, and especially slavery (rabstvo).
Dlugosz’s “yoke” calqued iarmo or rabstvo [13, p. 27, 28, 29].

Rudakov does not highlight the most glaring contrast between the Kipchaks
and the Tatars, namely that the Kipchaks never conquered Rus’ or any region
thereof, never established their own rule over one or more Rus’ principalities. If
that difference motivated the absence of the phrase “Kipchak igo” than we may
infer that “igo” has linguistic baggage reflecting foreign conquest. Vassian’s failure
to refer to the Tatars as “capturing” (plenenie) Rus’ is most curious, because the
Rus’ sources, chronicles and narratives, overwhelmingly refer to the Tatar conquest
of 1237-1240 not as a “conquest” (pokorenie), the imposition of foreign sovereign-
ty and a foreign ruler, but as the “capture” of cities, with the verb pleniti (as
Rudokov expostulates in his second article). I have argued that this was a deliberate
attempt to minimize that very change of sovereignty [7, p. 23-67; 2, p. 32-77].
Dlugosz took most of his information about Rus’ from Rus’ chronicles, but there is
no way to identify the term he calqued as “yugum.” To my knowledge no one has
traced the Safonovich/Synopsis quotation to a Polish source, presumably in Latin,
and Dlugosz referred to a “yoke” but not a “Tatar yoke.”

In 2015 Rudakov fully expounded his contention that the Rus’ conceived of
Tatar rule as (metaphorically, not literally) slavery, not a “yoke” [14]. Here he
equates “captivity” (plenenie) with slavery to the Tatars in works beginning with
Metropolitan Serapion’s sermons up to Vassian’s epistle, including the phrase
“iarmo of slavery” (pod iarmom raboty). Rudakov calls iarmo and igo synonyms.
The Kazan’ History (Kazanskaia istoriia) of the mid sixteenth century refers to
“iarmo of the Muslim conquest” (iarmo pokoreniia busermanskogo), using a term
denoting sovereignty [14, p. 437—43]. Citing my 1984 article in my 2009 anthology
Rudakov refers to usages of “iarmo/igo” by itself or “igo of slavery” to apply to
Rus’-Tatar and Novgorod-Moscow relations. Agreeing with my conclusion he
reiterates that igo and Tatar rule were asynchronous. Dlugosz was the first to refer-
ence the “yoke” in Latin, the “barbaric yoke” or “yoke of servility” (jugum
barbarum, jugum servitutis), which was copied by Miechowski, and later by
Heidenstein writing about the Livonian War in Latin and Jacques Margeret writing
about the Time of Troubles in French [14, p. 444-45]. Via the Synopsis the term
traveled to Karamzin, who made it dominant but not universal in Russian historiog-
raphy; Sergei Solov’ev and Nikolai Kostomarov eschewed it* [14, p. 447, 449].

Rudakov avers that Miechowski borrowed his phrasing of a “yoke” from
Dlugosz, but Dlugosz did not write “Tatar Yoke” and Miechowski (and Margeret)
did. Rudakov does not refer to Prinz. This would suggest that Rudakov accessed
neither Ostrowski nor Keenan, that he found Miechowski independently of Keenan
but elided the difference between Miechowski’s formulation and Dlugosz’s. Even
if he was influenced by Dlugosz, Miechowski revised Dlugosz by turning “barbaric
yoke” or “yoke of servility” into “Tatar Yoke.”

Rudakov’s position is that the use in thirteenth- to fifteenth-century sources of
igo, iarmo and “slavery” does not alter the fact that “Tatar Yoke” never appears

¥ I certainly never noticed that omission before reading Rudakov’s second article.
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then and is therefore still an anachronism. Iurii Seleznev takes a contrary position
in his 2024 article. He also contends that “igo” does accurately reflect Rus’-Tatar
relations, which is extraneous to this discussion [16]. Seleznev contests the anach-
ronistic status of “Tatar igo” for the thirteenth to fifteenth century as expressed in
the Russian translation of my monograph Tatarskoe igo (which he edited) [2] on
the basis of two Latin sources, the report of the deposition at the 1245 Council of
Lyon by Archbishop Petr of Belgorod and the epistle of Pope Alexander IV to
Prince Alexander Nevskii in1248. The former refers to a jugum and the latter jugo
Tartarice. Seleznev proposes that jugum could have been a translation of a term
like nevolia (subordination) or vole tatarskoe (Tatar subordination), which appear
in the thirteenth-century Galician-Volhynian chronicle. Petr knew no Latin, Greek
or Hebrew. Catholic (and Orthodox) clergy envisaged the Mongol conquest as
enslavement analogous to the Biblical Babylonian Captivity (plen) of the Hebrews,
which was translated into Latin as iugum and into Slavic as iarmo or igo
vavilonskoe (Babylonian yoke). Therefore, the phrases “Tatar igo” or “Horde igo”
cannot be classified as anachronisms, because at least Nevskii’s princely chancel-
lery had access to the term in Latin. How widespread familiarity with the text was
remains an open question. Seleznev proposes that iugum Tartarice translated the
Galician-Volhynian chronicle’s nevolia Tatarskoe [16, p. 1127-137].

Seleznev’s superb analysis of the impact of a Scriptural mentality on Catholic
and Orthodox Christian perception of Rus’-Tatar relations, shared by Rudakov,
lays a foundation for arguing that chronicle-writers might have been inspired to
relegate the Tatar conquest to a “capture” (plenenie) on the basis of the model of
the Babylonian Captivity (plen). As argued above, I do not think we can treat igo,
nasilie and vole as perfect synonyms, nor iarmo and igo. I find his equation of mul-
tiple, admittedly overlapping, terms for Tatar rule less convincing, in part precisely
because, to both Catholic and Orthodox authors, iugum/igo possessed a strong
scriptural context, lacking in nevole. Seleznev himself notes the connection of igo
to foreigners (16, p. 1147), but fails to appreciate that “subordination” (nevole)
lacked the same cultural baggage. We have no information on the basis of which to
evaluate the quality of the Latin translation of Archbishop Petr’s declaration. Only
parallel texts could substantiate the assertion that Archbishop Petr translated nevole
as iugum. If the original was tatarskoe nevole then we have to further explain the
omission of the adjective “Tatar” in the translation. In any case, while the use of
iugum without adjective antedates Dlugosz by over two centuries, it does not affect
our analysis of “Tatar igo.” Obviously the papal epistle also cannot represent a
Rus’ historical judgment. How the papal chancellery gained access to a phrase in
the Galician-Volhynian Chronicle is unexplored and unexplained; neither written
nor oral communication seems convicning. Seleznev seems not to be familiar with
either Ostrowski’s or Keenan’s location of jugum tartarce in sixteenth-century
Latin texts, else he would have realized and called attention to a consequence of his
discovery of the contents of the papal epistle. Seleznev’s allusion to “the Tatar
Yoke” in Latin antedates Miechowski’s by over two centuries.

The foreign context of igo informs the unique use of the term to convey Rus’-
on-Rus’ relations, specifically of the grand principality of Vladimir and then Mos-
cow toward Novgorod, mentioned above. The Kazanskaia istoriia, which postdates
the end of Tatar rule, notes that in Batu’s time Novgorod freed itself from the “igo
of slavery” to the Grand Principality of Vladimir and separated itself from Rus’,
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that is, became foreign to Rus’, until Ivan III, Grand Prince of Vladimir and Mos-
cow, restored Novgorod’s subordination to the “igo of slavery.” Still, it is very
unexpected to say the least to find talk of Muscovy’s imposition of an “igo of slav-
ery” in Slavic in such a pro-Muscovite source as Kazanskaia istoriia.

Seleznev concedes but underestimates scholarly ignorance of the disse-
mination of the Latin phrase in Pope Alexander IV’s epistle. If a Rus’ bureaucrat,
scribe or chronicler saw and understood the Latin “Tatar Yoke,” then we have to
explain why no Rus’ book-man used it in Slavic for approximately the following
four hundred years. Nevertheless, Seleznev’s argument is a game-changer in an-
other way in analyzing the evolution of “Tatar igo” in Latin, for two reasons. First,
he has demonstrated that the phrase “Tatar Yoke” in Latin to describe Mongol rule
of Rus’ is as old as Tatar rule over Rus’. Of course we have no idea whether a pa-
pal letter to a Rus’ prince in the thirteenth century, preserved in Papal archives, had
anything to do with the appearance of the phrase “Tatar Yoke” in Latin in the six-
teenth century or “Tatar igo” in Slavic in the seventeenth century. Evidence is to-
tally lacking. But that may not matter, because, second, Seleznev’s evocation of the
Scriptural ancestry of “yoke” in Latin or “igo” in Slavic demonstrates that anyone
familiar with the Old Testament would have had no difficulty in associating the
Mongol conquest of Rus’ with the model of the Egyptian slavery of the Hebrews or
their Babylonian Captivity. Indeed Seleznev and Rudakov, despite their disagree-
ments over whether “Tatar igo” is anachronistic or accurate, agree on the profound
influence of the Scriptural world-view upon the perception of current events by
medieval Christians east and west. Of course this is hardly a new idea, but the
depth of their research raises the level of its application. It might very well be that
our search for a linguistic genealogy of the phrase “Tatar Yoke” in Latin is mis-
conceived. Multiple Latinophone authors over the course of the centuries of Tatar
rule in Rus’ and beyond could independently have made the leap to categorizing
Tatar rule as the “Tatar Yoke.”

In a way, however, ironically, this understanding of the evolution of “Tatar
Yoke” in Latin reinforces the anomaly that in the thirteenth to sixteenth centuries
Catholic writers made that leap from “yoke” to “iugum Tartarice” but no Slavic /
Russian writer linked igo with tatarskoe until the second half of the seventeenth
century. The asynchronous literary history of the Latin and Slavic versions of the
phrase “Tatar Yoke” / Tatarskoe igo remains as mysterious as ever.’
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O HOBEMIINX UCCAEAOBAHUSX
TEPMUHA «TATAPCKOE UT'O»

Yapavs Ax. T'arvnepun

Mnouarciuii yrueepcumem baymumnzmon
Mnouana, CIIIA
chalperi@iu.edu

Pe3tome. llenp nccnenoBanus: MpoaHaIN3UPOBaTh U 000OIINTE HOBEHIIINE MCCIIEOBAHUS
M0 T€HEeaJOTUH BBIPAKEHHS «TaTapCKOE Uro», KOTOPOE SIBIISUIOCH OOIIEIPHHSATHIM TEPMH-
HOM I1€pH0/ia MOHTOJICKOTO BIajbIuecTBa Ha PycH, Kak B CIaBSHCKOM, TaK U B JIATUHCKOM
A3BIKAX.

Marepuanbl HCClIeIOBaHUS: CTaThs OCHOBaHa Ha myoOmmkarwsax U.Jx. Famenepuna, J[. Oct-
posckoro, J. Kunsna, B.H. Pynakosa u }0.B. CenesneBa ¢ 1984 rona no Hacrosiiee BpeMsi.
PesynbraThl 1 HOBH3HA HccaenoBanus: B 1984 rony Y./x. [Nanpnepun onpenenun camoe
paHHEe TOSBIICHUE TEPMUHA «TaTapCKOTO WI'0» B CIABSIHCKOM SI3BIKE, JaTHPOBAHHOE BTO-
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poit mooBuHO# X VII Beka, koTopoe BrepBbie 0003HaumwI JILA. JIMUTpHeB, HO HE OLEHIUT
3HAYEHUs CBOETO OTKPBHITHSA. DTOT BBIBOJ OCTaBaJICA HEOCTIOPUMBIM 10 cux mop. Ho artor
TEPMHUH SBJISIETCSI aHAXPOHU3MOM, eciu ero crpoeuuposare Ha Pyce XIII-XV Bekos.
. OcrpoBckuii u D. KunaH 0OHapy UM camoe paHHee yHnoTpeOJIeHHe 3TOro TepMHUHA Ha
JATUHCKOM s13bIKe (jugum tartarico) B MHOCTpaHHBIX TekcTax 1521 m 1575 ronos. OueBun-
Ho, BKyag JI. OctpoBckoro u O. KuH3?Ha B M3y4eHUU JaHHOM TeMbI YCKOJIb3HYJ OT BHUMA-
Hus uctopukoB B Poccuu. B.H. PynakoB Hamen ucrounuk O. KuH3Ha, HO He 3aMeTHII, 4TO
TaM TOBOPHUTCS HE TIPOCTO O «HTre», a 0 «raTapckoM ure». F0.B. CenesneB oOHapyxui 1se
JATUHCKNE CCBUIKM U3 TPHHAALATOTO BEKa, OJIHA U3 KOTOPBIX, MPEIIOJIOKHUTEIBHO, IBISIET-
Csl TIEpEeBOIOM HECYIIECTBYIOmero ciaBsHckoro Tekcra. F0.B. Cerne3neB 3akirodaer, 4To
MI03TOMY B TO BPEMsI OBIJIO M3BECTHO BBIPAKEHUE «TATAPCKOE UTO», U HE SBILSIETCS] aHAXPO-
HU3MOM. Hacrosmmas craTesi mo-HOBOMY HMHTepHpeTHpyeT 3Hadenne oTkpeituii HO.B. Ce-
JIe3HeBa JAJIS HaIllero MOHWMAaHMA JIATUHCKOM T'eHealloTHH «TaTapckoro ura». CyIiecTBoBa-
HHUE 3TOr0 TePMUHA B CJIABSHCKOM SI3bIKE BBI3BIBACT ITOJIO3PEHHE, HO HA JIATBIHU OH SBHO
cTap, Kak U TaTapckoe mnpasierue. OnHako 3HaueHue BeiBooB B.H. Pynakosa u F0.B. Ce-
JIe3HeBa O TOM, KaK MHUCATeNH, Kak KaTOJINYeCKUe, TaK U MIPABOCIAaBHbIE, HHTEPIPETUPOBA-
JIM TaTapcKO€ 3aBOE€BAaHUE PycCH MO aHAIOTUM C BETXO3aBETHBIMU ITOBECTBOBAHUSIMM O IO-
palolieHn: eBpeeB erHNTSHAMH W BaBWJIOHCKOM IUIEHEHHH €BpEEB, 3aKJIIOYAaeTCs B APY-
roM. B 3Toif cTaThe yTBepXkKIaeTcs, YTO HaM HPUXOIUTCS IIEPECMOTPETH TOT (DAKT, UTO
1000 aBTOP, 3HAKOMBIH ¢ [IncanneM, MOT JIETKO CaMOCTOSATELHO COBEPIIUTD MEPEX0] OT
«HTa» K «TaTapCKOMY HTY», YTO JeJlaeT IeHEaIOTHIO 3BOJIOINN TepMHHA criopHOH. Hcro-
pHKaM elle IpeACTOUT pa3o0paThCs B TOM, Kak kartonudeckue nucatend X111 u X VI Bekos
YCTaHOBHJIHM 3Ty KOHLENTYaIbHYIO CBS3b, HO HU OJUH PYCCKO-POCCHHCKHH aBTOP HE JAenall
3TOro 10 BTOopoi nosoBuHsl X VII Beka.

KimoueBsble cioBa: Tarapckoe uro, Jonanen OctpoBckui, OnBapn KunsH, Bruamumup
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