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Abstract. Purpose and significance of the research. The aim of this article is to analyze and
compare modern historiographical approaches to the images of Edige and Tokhtamysh, prominent
figures of the Golden Horde during the late 14th to early 15th centuries. The research highlights
how these figures are interpreted in current academic discourse and why those interpretations differ
across scholarly traditions. The significance lies in understanding the role of historical narratives in
shaping collective memory and national identity. Novelty, directions, and research ideas. This study
focuses not on primary source analysis but on evaluating interpretations in contemporary
historiography. It highlights how Eastern (mostly Turkic and Central Asian) and Western (primarily
Russian and European) scholars construct divergent narratives about Edige and Tokhtamysh. The
novelty is in revealing the influence of national historiographical traditions on academic
interpretation. Scientific objectives and practical value. The objectives are to: identify dominant
historiographical approaches to both figures; compare interpretive tendencies across regions; assess
how these interpretations reflect broader ideological and cultural contexts. The findings are relevant
for historians studying Eurasian identity, political symbolism, and historical memory.
Methodological characteristics. The article employs historiographical and comparative methods. It
is based on qualitative analysis of academic literature, focusing on interpretation strategies,
argumentation patterns, and the national context of scholarly production. Main findings and
conclusion. Eastern historiography often portrays Edige and Tokhtamysh as stabilizing forces and
legitimate heirs to the Jochid tradition. In contrast, Western scholarship emphasizes their roles in
political conflict and military aggression. These contrasting narratives are rooted in differing
historical experiences and academic traditions. The study concludes that further research should
expand the comparative scope and include memory studies, cultural representations, and
interdisciplinary analysis.
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Introduction

The figures of Edige and Tokhtamysh occupy a key place in the political history of the
Golden Horde in the late 14th — early 15th centuries. Their confrontation reflected the dramatic
processes of the disintegration of centralized authority and the transformation of the imperial
governance model, as well as the struggle for legitimacy and control over the steppe lands of
Eurasia. The significance of these personalities extends beyond local history: Tokhtamysh, who
sought to restore the unity of the Horde, and Edige, who embodied a new form of biy power under a
weak khan, became symbols of two models of political legitimation — the sacred Khanship and the
military charisma of the emiral nobility.
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The history of the Golden Horde is the subject of active scholarly debate in modern
historiography. Various and sometimes opposite evaluations of these figures are presented in the
academic literature. In this regard, studying modern approaches and interpretations in domestic and
foreign historiography is particularly relevant. The aim of this article is to conduct a comparative
analysis of contemporary historiographical approaches to studying the images of Edige and
Tokhtamysh and to identify the causes of differences and similarities in the assessments of these
figures by modern researchers. To achieve the stated goal, the following tasks were set:

1. Examine the main directions of modern historiography related to the study of the figures of
Edige and Tokhtamysh.

2. Conduct a comparative analysis of Eastern and Western historiographical traditions and
identify characteristic features of their interpretations.

3. Identify the reasons for differences and similarities in the approaches of modern scholars to
assessing the activities and historical role of Edige and Tokhtamysh.

The article employs historiographical and comparative approaches, allowing for critical
analysis and comparison of the scholarly works and approaches of various researchers, revealing the
specific positions and arguments of each.

Materials and Methods

The research materials consist of scholarly works by modern domestic and foreign authors
devoted to the study of the history of the Golden Horde, in particular, the images of Edige and
Tokhtamysh.

The source base of the study covers a wide range of Eastern and Western materials, including:
Eastern chronicles — Persian (primarily Sheref ad-Din Yazdi’s Zafar-nama), Timurid, Ottoman, and
Muslim annals mentioning the Golden Horde, Tokhtamysh, and Edige (including Muizz al-Ansab,
Ottoman chronicles, later Uzbek and Kazakh compilations); Turkic-language epic traditions and
folk versions of the dastan “Idegey,” represented in Tatar, Nogai, Bashkir, Kazakh, Crimean Tatar,
and Uzbek traditions (based on the works of Iskhakov 2024, Mukhametzyanova, Eshchanova,
Zakirova, Fazlutdinov 2024, etc.); Western written sources — Russian chronicles of the 14th-15th
centuries (including accounts of Tokhtamysh’s campaigns against Moscow and Edige’s raid in
1408), Lithuanian chronicles (chiefly in the context of Tokhtamysh’s alliance with Vytautas),
Byzantine testimonies, as well as echoes of these figures in Western European narratives.

Additionally, later interpretations of the era, such as the work of Kadir-Ali Bek (Jami at-
Tawarikh, early 17th century), which is not a primary source but is significant as an element of
historical memory and dynastic legitimation of post-Horde states (e.g., the Qasim Khanate), were
taken into account. Its use in this study aims to analyze the transformation of the images of Edige
and Tokhtamysh in later Turkic-Mongol political traditions.

Methodologically, the study is grounded in historiographical and comparative approaches,
enabling critical analysis of diverse scholarly concepts. Comparing these two traditions helps to
identify not only regional differences in the perception of Tokhtamysh and Edige but also the
deeper cultural and political foundations of these interpretations, thereby contributing to a broader
understanding of the historical memory of the Golden Horde and its legacy in post-Horde societies.

Discussion
In modern Eastern historiography, the epic tradition about Edige presents him primarily as a
representative of Jochi’s ulus sovereignty, albeit in new forms (Iskhakov, 2024: 835). In the Uzbek
version of the dastan (based on G. A. Eshchanova’s materials), Edige is depicted as one who knew
how to build a vertical power structure and act in the interests of stability. In the Tatar and Nogai
traditions, Edige is the central heroic figure, and the epic “Idegey” has “spread” across all regions of
the Kipchak world (Zakirova, 2024). In the Bashkir and Kazakh variants, represented in the studies
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of Ualiev and Kushkumbaev (2024), Edige’s figure acquires features of political giftedness and
even genius after the Horde’s disintegration (Salmanov, 2023).

In the Western historiographical tradition—encompassing Russian, Lithuanian, Byzantine,
and Western European sources—Tokhtamysh appears primarily in the context of military and
conflict narratives. Russian chronicles of the 14th—15th centuries portray him as a major adversary,
associating his campaigns with upheavals in neighboring principalities (Kemaloglu , Favereau,
2021). The Lithuanian chronicles, in contrast, often emphasize his legitimacy and strategic
importance in alliance with Vytautas (Parunin, 2019). Byzantine accounts introduce Tokhtamysh
and Timur more as external figures affecting the balance of power in the Christian East than as
internal Horde actors (Kemaloglu 2024).

Results

The conducted historiographical analysis revealed substantial divergences in scholarly
approaches to depicting Edige and Tokhtamysh, rooted in the differing cultural and ideological
assumptions of researchers. Eastern chronicles and Turkic epic traditions construct the images of
these figures by emphasizing their sacred legitimacy and roles as unifiers and stabilizers of the ulus.
In contrast, Western sources—particularly Russian and European narratives—tend to foreground
the military campaigns of Tokhtamysh and the conflictual nature of Edige’s ascendancy, associating
both leaders primarily with episodes of destruction or political upheaval in neighboring states.

The differences in the interpretation of the images of Edige and Tokhtamysh are conditioned
not only by the nature of the sources themselves but also by the deep-seated processes of historical
memory formation in different societies. In the Eastern tradition, where the idea of the sacred
authority of the Chinggisids and the central role of the Horde persisted, the images of these leaders
were transformed within the framework of the concept of legitimacy. In the Western tradition—
primarily Russian and Lithuanian—the emphasis shifted to questions of military threat and
geopolitical struggle. These differences in perception demonstrate how historical figures were
adapted within the collective memory of various peoples.

The late 14th century was marked by a crisis of dynastic legitimacy in the Golden Horde and
a growing role of beks (beglerbeks) and regional elites. Tokhtamysh, relying on the support of Emir
Timur, managed in the 1380s to unite the Golden and White Hordes and restore central authority,
temporarily stabilizing the political system of the Ulus of Jochi. One of the most significant events
of this period was the burning of Moscow in 1382, which became a symbol of the return of Golden
Horde hegemony in Eastern Europe. However, Tokhtamysh's ambitions soon clashed with the
interests of his former patron (Mirgaleev, 2003).

The rupture between Tokhtamysh and Timur led to a series of military campaigns,
culminating in the destruction of the Horde’s capital, Sarai, in 1395. This catastrophe marked the
beginning of a new phase of fragmentation, in which actual power concentrated in the hands of
emirs. Against this backdrop emerged the figure of Edige—a beglerbek of Manghit origin—who,
without claiming the khan’s title, became the de facto ruler of vast territories of the Ulus of Jochi
(Pochekaev, 2017: 35).

As A. V. Parunin notes, it was precisely after Tokhtamysh’s defeat that “the period of
institutionalization of the beks’ authority began,” and Edige came to represent a new model of
power based not on Chinggisid legitimacy, but on control over the military and administrative
infrastructure of the Horde (Parunin, 2019: 452).

Tokhtamysh, a descendant of Tuy-Khoja, came to power in the White Horde with the active
support of Timur, who sought to establish a dependent ruler in Tokhtamysh to control the Kipchak
steppe. However, after consolidating his power, Tokhtamysh pursued an independent foreign
policy, including expansion into the Transcaucasian region, which led to open conflict with Timur
(Sabitov, 2016).

The 1395 campaign ended in a complete defeat for Tokhtamysh. Persian chronicles, including
Sharaf ad-Din Yazdi’s Zafar-nama, provide a vivid account of the Horde’s devastation and the
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khan’s flight. According to Yazdi, Timur regarded Tokhtamysh as a treacherous vassal who had
broken his oath, which justified the military intervention in terms of sacred law (Sharaf ad-Din Ali
Yazdi, 1972).

After Tokhtamysh’s flight, Edige took up a strategic position—he did not claim the khan’s
title but instead installed puppet khans from the Chinggisid line who were dependent on him, thus
securing political legitimacy. In 1399, he defeated Tokhtamysh at the Vorskla River alongside a
Horde—Lithuanian coalition, which marked the final end of the former khan’s ambitions to restore
sole rule over the Horde (Pochekaev, 2017: 126-127).

Throughout the first two decades of the 15th century, Edige governed the Golden Horde
through a system of controlled puppet khans. His policy reveals the features of a farsighted
centralizing strategy: suppression of internal revolts, diplomatic contact with Rus and Lithuania,
and the struggle for control over the treasury in Sarai. In Eastern narratives, he is portrayed as the
“gatherer of the Horde,” restoring lost unity after the chaos of Tokhtamysh’s rule.

Despite his defeats, Tokhtamysh continued the struggle, relying on the support of the
Lithuanian prince Vytautas. His final political base became the Tyumen Khanate, where he
established a yurt uniting his supporters and relatives. According to a number of sources, he was
killed by Edige’s men in 1406 in the Trans-Ural region, on the territory of what would later become
the Siberian Khanate. His death marked the transition to a new political configuration, in which
power shifted from a vertical khanate model to a clan-based system of military aristocracy
(Zlygostev, 2012: 413).

The image of Tokhtamysh in Eastern sources is dual and contradictory. In the Persian and
Timurid chronicle tradition, he is usually portrayed through the lens of his conflict with Tamerlane,
which inevitably colors his characterization. While in the early years of his rule he was recognized
as a legitimate khan who had united the Ulus of Jochi, after his break with Timur his portrayal takes
on features of a traitor and a strategically short-sighted ruler.

The most significant source is Zafar-nama by Sharaf ad-Din Yazdi, who, as Timur’s court
historian, depicts Tokhtamysh as a ‘“breaker of oaths” who rebelled against the will of his
benefactor. Yazdi emphasizes Tokhtamysh’s betrayal and treachery, contrasting him with the image
of a just and magnanimous Timur. In this narrative scheme, Tokhtamysh plays the role of a political
anti-hero—outwardly legitimate but internally unstable, a ruler whom history punished for his
ingratitude.

Other sources from the same tradition, particularly Mu ‘izz al-ansab and Ottoman chronicles
of the 15th century, offer similar interpretations, though with a lesser degree of bias. Ottoman
authors, interested in establishing dynastic parallels, sometimes depict Tokhtamysh as a tragic
figure, emphasizing his noble lineage but fateful inability to retain power.

In the Tatar tradition, by contrast, the image of Tokhtamysh is far less negative. The
chronicles of Kazan and Crimea preserve the memory of him as a legitimate khan who fought for
the Horde until the end of his life. In particular, in the Tatar version of the epic Idegey (compiled by
Naki Isanbet and its historiographic adaptation), Tokhtamysh is not portrayed as a traitor but as a
political rival who failed to overcome the challenges of his time, yet retained his dignity.

Recent studies also highlight the existence of texts in which Tokhtamysh is depicted as a
victim of circumstance, overwhelmed by an external force—Timur—and betrayed by part of the
nobility, especially the Manghits. In the oral tradition of Uzbek Khwarezm, the name of
Tokhtamysh is remembered in the context of a tragic ruler who was exiled from his land but
maintained his honor until the end.

The image of Edige in the Eastern Muslim and Turkic tradition is shaped at the intersection of
epic, political, and sacral narratives. Unlike Tokhtamysh—whose portrayal in sources ranges from
legitimate khan to traitor—Edige consistently appears as a defender and continuator of the Horde
tradition. In various sources, he is interpreted either as a statesman-hero or as an emir-collector of
lands acting in the interests of the ulus.
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Chronicles of the Timurid circle, such as Zafar-nama, and later works of the Uzbek tradition
confirm Edige’s political significance as one of the last effective organizers of Horde power. He is
presented as a “ruler without a throne,” a man who controlled the appointment of khans, diplomatic
missions, tax collection, and foreign policy. Persian sources, in contrast to Russian ones, describe
him with respect—as a political actor resisting anarchy, rather than an impostor (Sharaf ad-Din Ali
Yazdi, 1972: 385).

The most developed image of Edige is found in the Turkic epic heritage. The dastan Idegey
(also rendered as Edige or Yedige in different traditions) represents a unique genre synthesis: on the
one hand, it retains the folkloric poetics of the heroic epic; on the other, it contains numerous
insertions that refer to the historical realities of the late Golden Horde, especially its clan and
military structure.

Research shows that in the epic, Edige appears as a representative of the “white bone” (ak
stiyek), a bearer of the sacred military function, associated with the symbolism of the golden throne,
the khan’s bird, and legitimate right. He is both Tokhtamysh’s opponent and his successor, for
Edige’s goal becomes the preservation of the Ulus of Jochi’s integrity, albeit in new forms
(Iskhakov, 2024: 835).

In the Uzbek version of the dastan (based on materials by G. A. Eshchanova), Edige is
portrayed as a mediator between the destructive legacy of Tokhtamysh and a new political reality.
His diplomatic and strategic qualities dominate over his image as a warrior. In particular, emphasis
is placed on his ability to resolve intertribal conflicts, build a vertical power structure, and act in the
interest of stability.

In the Tatar and Nogai traditions, Edige is a central heroic figure, a symbol of the continuity
of statehood from the Golden Horde to the later Turkic khanates (Mukhametzyanova, 2024: 742). In
Naki Isanbet’s compiled version, he is endowed with the traits of the ideal ruler: wisdom, loyalty to
the Horde, and strategic thinking. In the Nogai version of the epic, as analyzed by I. G. Zakirova,
Edige personifies legitimacy itself—he is not merely an emir, but a “father of the people,” a figure
who “carried the epic” to all regions of the Kipchak world (Zakirova, 2024).

In the Bashkir and Kazakh versions, studied by A. S. Salmanov, T. A. Ualiev, and A. K.
Kushkumbaev, the image of Edige retains features of sacred charisma, but is supplemented by
motifs of exile, return, and sacrifice. He often becomes a keeper of the memory of the Golden
Horde and a symbol of resistance to chaos following its collapse (Ualiev & Kushkumbaev,
Salmanov, 2023).

In the Western historiographical tradition—encompassing Russian, Lithuanian, Byzantine,
and to some extent Western European sources—the image of Tokhtamysh is constructed primarily
through the lens of foreign policy conflicts and diplomatic alliances. Here, he is not viewed as a
figure of internal political development but as a player on the Eurasian geopolitical stage—an
enemy of Moscow, an ally of Lithuania, and a subject of Byzantine allusions to the rivalry among
Muslim powers (Kemaloglu, Favereau 2021).

In the Russian chronicle tradition, Tokhtamysh appears as one of the main adversaries of the
Russian principalities. The burning of Moscow in 1382 became deeply ingrained in historical
memory and formed the basis of his negative image. According to The Tale of the Great
Devastation of Moscow, he is portrayed as a cruel, vengeful conqueror who deceitfully entered the
city by taking advantage of the Russians mistaking him for Mamai’s ally.

Gradually, as Muscovite chronicle writing developed, Tokhtamysh’s image lost the details of
his Chinggisid legitimacy and took on a near-mythical character—as the embodiment of an external
threat that Rus’ had to confront on the eve of its rise (Gromenko, 2015: 50).

A completely different image of Tokhtamysh appears in the Lithuanian chronicles. There, he
is depicted as an ally of Grand Duke Vytautas. This alliance, directed first against Timur and later
against Edige, was seen as part of a broader anti-Asian coalition. Vytautas’s diplomatic
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correspondence with various European courts suggests that the alliance with Tokhtamysh was
regarded as legitimate and strategically significant (Parunin, 2019: 439).

A. V. Parunin and other contemporary researchers emphasize that it was precisely Lithuania’s
support that enabled Tokhtamysh not only to continue the struggle for the throne but also to
establish a unique form of “emigration khanate” on Lithuania’s eastern frontier—a base for the
restoration of the Horde.

In the Byzantine chronicles, where the figures of Tokhtamysh and Timur appear in the context
of Ottoman pressure, the khan’s image emerges as a figure of external chaos—alongside
Tamerlane. His involvement in the conflict is perceived more as influencing the relationship
between Byzantium and the Ottomans, rather than as an internal issue of the Horde (Kemaloglu,
2024: 891).

In Western European sources, references to Tokhtamysh are extremely fragmentary. They are
typically related either to the dispatch of embassies (via Vytautas) or to descriptions of Timur’s
wars and his “Eastern adversaries.” Tokhtamysh appears in the European perception more as an
“exotic barbarian ruler” than as a historical figure with a deep political agenda (Favereau,
2021:107).

Whereas Tokhtamysh’s image in the Western tradition fluctuates between that of a tragic
figure and an enemy, the image of Edige is much more uniform: he is generally portrayed as a
“treacherous conqueror” who conducted devastating raids on Rus’ and posed a threat to Christian
lands.

The Russian chronicle tradition developed a consistently negative image of Edige as a lawless
emir who violated international obligations. His raid of 1408, during which Kolomna, Ryazan,
Pereslavl, and Yuriev were destroyed and Moscow was besieged, became the second most
traumatic event after Tokhtamysh’s campaign. In The Tale of Edige’s Invasion, he is depicted as an
avenger acting out of personal resentment rather than political rationale.

At the same time, in the late medieval tradition, the figure of Edige begins to lose specificity,
and his image merges with other nomadic threats. Nevertheless, in a number of texts from the 14th—
15th centuries, his ability to control khans and govern the Horde from behind the scenes is
emphasized, adding to his portrayal as politically gifted, even brilliant.

In Lithuanian sources, Edige is interpreted as Tokhtamysh’s antagonist and, therefore, an
adversary of Lithuania. Some chronicles, such as the Bykhovets Chronicle, depict him as a military
leader seeking to weaken Lithuania by striking its allies. In these texts, his actions are often framed
within the conflict of 1399 and the Battle of the VVorskla River, where the Lithuanian army suffered
a heavy defeat at the hands of the Horde coalition led by Edige.

Byzantine and Western European references to Edige are rare and generally limited to brief
mentions of “khanal advisors” or “great emiral houses” controlling the Horde. Unlike Tokhtamysh,
Edige does not appear in Western diplomatic correspondence, but his raids are indirectly understood
as a continuation of the “Eastern threat” (Kemaloglu, 2024).

The images of Tokhtamysh and Edige were shaped amid deep political and cultural
polarization between the Islamic East and the Christian West. This is evident primarily in the
differing narrative strategies through which both figures are described in the sources.

In the Eastern tradition—especially in Turkic-Persian chronicles and epic tales—both rulers
are evaluated in the context of restoring or preserving political order. Tokhtamysh appears as a
bearer of Chinggisid legitimacy, a khan who sought to reunite the Horde but was ultimately
defeated by an external enemy and internal destabilizers. Edige, on the other hand, is portrayed as a
pragmatic emir embodying the principle of “real power,” a defender and reformer of the Horde
acting on behalf of weak but legitimate khans.

In the Western tradition, by contrast, the emphasis on sacred legitimacy is not of primary
importance. Here, Tokhtamysh is seen as the destroyer of Moscow, and Edige as a symbol of the
renewed nomadic threat. Both figures are presented through the prism of their interaction with the
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Christian world: Tokhtamysh as a barbarian traitor or an “inconvenient ally” of Lithuania, Edige as
a “ruthless emir” bringing raids, fires, and sieges.

Comparative analysis shows that Eastern narratives are dominated by a vertical axis of
evaluation—based on sacredness, wisdom, and connection to tradition—while Western sources
adopt a horizontal lens, emphasizing effectiveness, threat, destruction, or interaction with
neighboring powers.

Table 1. Comparative analysis

Figure Eastern Sources Western Sources
Tokhtamvsh Legitimate khan, victim of conflict with Barbarian conqueror, burned
y Timur Moscow

Treacherous commander,

Edige Wise ruler, defender of the Horde, epic hero devastator of Rus’

The historical reputations of Tokhtamysh and Edige have significantly shifted over time,
shaped by ideological needs and national historical narratives.

During the early Muslim tradition (15th—16th centuries), both figures retained elements of
heroization: Tokhtamysh was portrayed as a figure of sorrow and loyalty to the Horde, while Edige
became a national hero in the Nogai and Tatar epic traditions. It was in this period that the dastan
Idegey took shape, in which Edige is presented as a brave, wise, and just warrior and statesman, and
Tokhtamysh as a complex but legitimate opponent.

In the Russian chronicle tradition, their images underwent a substantial transformation: Edige
was ultimately severed from the Eastern heroic tradition and became a symbol of hostile force.
Tokhtamysh, meanwhile, was fixed as an antagonist within the emerging Grand Principality
narrative—the burning of Moscow became part of a national trauma, reproduced in historiography
and literature (from The Tale of the Battle of the Don to 19th-century textbooks). In the 19th—20th
centuries, Russian imperial historiography interpreted Edige as an “enemy of Russian statehood,”
opposing him to the rising centralized Moscow (Anikeeva, 2024). At the same time, Turkic scholars
gradually reclaimed Edige’s role as a defender of the Horde and a symbol of Turkic national
resilience.

Contemporary studies aim to deconstruct the binary “enemy/hero” framework, offering a
more nuanced view of these figures as political actors in an era of imperial crisis. In this context,
Edige becomes a bearer of the “conservative modernization” of the Horde, while Tokhtamysh
symbolizes an attempt to restore the sacral vertical of power amid geopolitical disintegration.

The images of Edige and Tokhtamysh in historical sources reflect a complex transformation
of ideas about power, legitimacy, and heroism in the post-Chinggisid world. The conducted
comparative analysis demonstrated that Eastern and Western narratives not only offer diametrically
opposed interpretations of these figures but also operate within different categories of historical
memory: sacred and pragmatic, centralizing and epic, national and trans-imperial.

Tokhtamysh appears in Eastern chronicles as a figure of khanal legitimacy—a tragic ruler
who sought to restore the unity of the Horde but ultimately fell victim to conflict with Timur and
betrayal by the internal elite. In the Western tradition—particularly in Russian chronicles—he is
seen as a destroyer, whose memory was shaped by the trauma of the Moscow fire of 1382.

Edige, on the other hand, is portrayed in Turkic epic texts and Persian chronicles as a
guardian and restorer of Horde statehood. He is a commander, a diplomat, a wise bek, a symbol of
resilience and political pragmatism. In Western narratives, however, he becomes an antagonist, a
menacing shadow over Russian lands, an embodiment of instability and the nomadic threat.

The historical reputations of both figures have shifted significantly depending on the era and
ideological context. Russian imperial and Soviet historiography often inherited a Russocentric
perspective, marginalizing the Eastern heroic tradition. Meanwhile, contemporary studies have
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contributed to the revision of such interpretations, restoring to Edige and Tokhtamysh their
multidimensionality and historical ambivalence (Mukhametzyanova, Eshchanova, 2024).

Conclusion

The conducted comparative historiographical analysis has shown that the images of Edige and
Tokhtamysh are interpreted in contemporary scholarship in diverse ways, depending on
methodological approaches, scholarly traditions, and cultural-ideological contexts.

The Eastern historiographical tradition—primarily Turkic-speaking—tends to emphasize the
sacred, legitimate, and stabilizing roles of these historical figures within the framework of Jochid
political heritage. Western, and especially Russian, historiography more often interprets Edige and
Tokhtamysh through the prism of military conflicts and perceived threats to neighboring states,
particularly Rus’.

These divergent assessments are explained not only by the nature of the source base but also
by historically constructed narratives reflecting national interests, political ideologies, and cultural
identities.

Historiographical research enables us to trace how scholarly thought has transformed the
perception of these figures—from “enemies of the state” to bearers of imperial continuity and
symbols of political stability.

Particularly noteworthy is the growing trend toward reevaluating the images of Edige and
Tokhtamysh in current scholarship. This reflects not only increased academic interest in the history
of the Golden Horde but also the relevance of these topics within national historical projects of
post-Soviet states.

Analyzing the representations of these figures across various historiographical schools also
provides deeper insight into the mechanisms of historical memory formation within the Eurasian
space.

In the future, further study of historiographical interpretations is advisable, incorporating
interdisciplinary approaches and expanding the range of sources under analysis. Of special
importance is the study of how the images of Edige and Tokhtamysh are positioned within post-
Horde historiography in Kazakhstan and Tatarstan, as well as in the public and academic memory
of Central Asia.
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KA3IPT'T TAPUXHAMAJIAFBI EJITE MEH TOKTAMBICTBIH BEMHEJIEPI
TOCIIAEPAI CAJIBICTBIPMAJIBI TAJIJAY KOHTEKCTIH/E

Anoamna. byn makamana XIV racelpabiH coHbI MeH XV FacwhIpAblH OachIHIAFBl AJITHIH
OpnaHblH KepHEKTI Tapuxu Tyirainapel — Egire men TokrambicThiH OeiiHenepiH 3amaHayu
TapuXHaMaJarbl HHTEPIIpETAlMsIIap TYPFBICBIHAH CAJIBICTBIPMAIbl TalIay Kypriziieal. 3epTTeyaiy
MakcaThl — aTajfaH TyJIFajapra KaTbhICThl Oarayiayinap/blH ailblpMalllbUIBIKTApPbIH aHBIKTAI,
oJIapJbIH ce0e0iH TYCIHAIpy. 3epTTey TapuXH *KaJ MeH YITTHIK OIPereiylikTi KaJIbITaCThIPYAaFhbl
HappaTUBTEPAIH PpOJIH amryra OarpITTaiFaH. Makana JepeKKe3aepll eMec, OChl Tapuxu
TYJIFaNapAblH Ka3ipri TapuxHamaJa Kajail cUMaTTajJaThIHbIH 3epTTeyre OarbITTalFaH. ABTOD
HIBIFBIC (HET31HEeH TYpKI xkoHe OpTanbIK A3us) jKoHE 0aThIC (HET131HEH pEeceiiliK jKoHe eypOIalIbIK)
TapUXHaMaJbIK JOCTYpJIEp apachlHaFrbl alblpMallbUIbIKTapFa Ha3ap aynaapajbl. KaHaIbUIABIFb —
WITTBIK TapUXHaMa MEKTENTEPiHIH FhUIBIMU MHTEpIpeTanusiapra ocepiH kepceTyinae. FbuibiMu
MIHJIETTEpPl MEH MPaKTUKAIBIK MaHBI3Bl. Makamaja MbIHagail MiHAETTEp Koubliaawl: Exire men
ToxTambICTBl ~ 3epTTeyleri  Heri3ri  OarbITTaplbl  aHBIKTAy;  OpPTYpial  ailmMakTaplarbl
MHTEPIPETAMUIBIK YCTaHBIMIAP/bl CAJBICTBIPY; TapUXHAMallbIK Oarajap MeH HIEOJOTHUSIIBIK
KOHTEKCT apachlHJarbl OalIaHBICTBl TajAay. 3epTTey HOTHIKEIEpl TApUXU caHa MEH eypas3HsUIbIK
KCHICTIKTEr1 OIpereisikTi 3epTTey YIIIH MaHbI3bl. OJICTeMECi. 3epTTeyae TapuxHaMalbIK >KOHE
CAJIBICTBIPMAJIBI ICTEp KOJIaHbUIaAbl. FhUTBIMU ofeOueTTep camaliblK TYPFbIAA CapanTalibll,
aBTOpJAPIBIH YCTaHbIMJIApPbl MEH JoHeKTepiHe Hazap ayaapbuiaabl. Herisri KOpBITBIHIBLIAP.
[errpic TapuxHaMmacel Exire Mmed TOKTaMBIIIITHI JIETUTUMII CasiCH KalipaTKepiiep peTinae Oaranar,
OJIapJIbI TYPAKTBUIBIKTBIH KMl pETIHAE cHmarraca, OaThiC TapuXHaMachl OJapibl CasCH
KAaKTBIFBICTAD MEH Kyii3emicTepMeH OaillaHbICThIpajbl. bysl aliblpMallibUIBIKTAp TapUXH TIXKIpuOe
MEH aKaJIeMUSJIBIK  JOCTypiiepre  Heri3fenreH. ABTOp  3€pTTeyldl  KEHEWTIN, MOJEHU
penpe3eHTalusIap MeH oHapasblK TOCUIAEP apKbUIbI KaJIFaCcThIPY/Ibl YCHIHABI.

Anzeic: 3eprrey Kazakcran Pecriyonukace! FhutbIM jkoHE KOFaphl OUTiIM MUHUCTPIIIT1 FhutbiM
KOMMTETIHIH TPaHTTBIK KapKbLJIAHIABIPYbI asChIHAA KYy3ere achipbuiiabl (()kooa MPH BR24992878 —
X=XV raceipnapaars! JKomibl ¥ IbICBIHBIH 3THOCASICH JKOHE 9JICYMETTIK-9KOHOMUKAIIBIK TAPUXBIH
3epTTey).

Kinm ce30ep: Toxrambim, Enire, AnteiH Oppa, Enpire nactaHbl, IIBIFBIC IIEXKIpENepi,
Eypasus.

Cyaeiimenosna /I. K.
Eepaszutickuii nayuonanvrwiti ynueepcumem um. JI H. I'yvmunesa, Acmana, Kazaxcman
E-mail: Suleimenova91l1l@gmail.com

OBPA3bI DJIUT'E U TOXTAMBIIIIA B COBPEMEHHOMW UICTOPUOT PA®UHU
B KOHTEKCTE CPABHUTEJIBHOI'O AHAJIM3A ITIOAXO0J10B

Annomayusa. 1lensb ctaTby — aHaINU3 U COMOCTABIEHUE COBPEMEHHBIX HCTOPHOTpapUUECKUX
o/1X00B K oOpa3am Dnure u Toxramsliia, kitoueBbIX ¢puryp 3onotoit Opasl koHua XIV — Havana
XV BekoB. B wuccinenoBaHuM paccMaTpuBacTCs, KakK OTH JIMYHOCTH HHTEPIPETUPYIOTCS B
COBPEMEHHOM Hay4HOH JuTeparype M 4eM OOyCIOBIIEHBI pa3jIHyUsi B OIIEHKAX. AKTYalbHOCTb
pa®oOThl 3aKiIOYaeTcs B BBISBIEHUM POJIM HUCTOPUYECKMX HApPpaTUBOB B (HOPMHUPOBAHUU
KOJIJICKTUBHOU IaMATH U UIEHTUYHOCTH.
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PaboTa cocpenoroueHa He Ha aHAIM3€ MEPBOUCTOYHHKOB, 2 HA KPUTHYECKOM OCMBICICHUU
MHTEpIpEeTalnii B coBpeMeHHO# ucropuorpaduu. Ocoboe BHUMaHUE YACTSACTCS Pa3InIHsIM MEXITY
BOCTOYHOU (IIPEUMYIIECTBEHHO TIOPKCKOW W IIEHTPATbHOA3MATCKOW) U 3amajHou (IIpexie BCEro
POCCUHCKOM U €BpONEHCKOW) HaydyHbIMU TpaaunusMu. HoBu3Ha 3akitodaercs B akKIIEHTE Ha
HaIMOHAJIbHBIE UCTOPHOTpAapHUECKUEe KOHTEKCTHI, BIUSIOMNE HA (GopMUpOBaHUE 00pa3oB Daure u
Toxrtampima. Llean wuccnenoBaHuss BKIIOYAKOT:  BBISBICHME BEAYLIUX HANpaBJIEHUH B
UCTOpHOTpaguM; CpPaBHEHHWE WHTEPIPETAMOHHBIX IMOJXOJ0B B pa3HBIX pEruoHax; aHaIU3
B3aUMOCBSI3U MEXKJIy HAyYHbIMM OILICHKAMU U HJCOJOIMYECKUM KOHTEKCTOM. Pe3ynbpTaTsl
MIPEJICTaBJISIOT WHTEPEC s MCTOPUKOB, M3YYAIOIIMX IMPOOIEeMbl €Bpa3sUHCKON WIEHTHMYHOCTU U
ucropuyeckol mnamsaT. Metononorus. IlpuMeHeHsl uctopuorpaguueckuii ¥ CpaBHUTEIbHBIN
MeTonbl. MccnenoBaHre OCHOBAHO HAa KaueCTBEHHOM aHalM3€ HAYYHBIX pabOT, C aKIEHTOM Ha
MHTEPIpPETAllMOHHBIE CTpaTeTMd M apryMeHTaluio uccienoBareneid. (OCHOBHBIE BBIBOJIBI.
Bocrounass wuctopuorpadus dYacto paccMaTpuBaeT Onure W ToXTaMblllla KaK JITUTUMHBIX
MOJINTUYECKUX AaKTOPOB M CTAOMJIM3HMPYIOLIYIO CHUJy, TOTJa Kak 3amajHas — Kak (urypsl,
BOBJICUEHHBIE B KOH(QIMKTBI U IECTPYKTUBHBIE Ipoliecchl. Pazmuuns oOycaoBiIeHbl UCTOPHUYECKUM
OTBITOM U TPaJULMAMU HAy4YHOTO MblluUleHus. [Ipennaraercs paclIMpuTh HCCIEAOBaHUS 3a CUET
MEXAUCUUIITMHAPHBIX TIOX0J0B U U3y4EHUS KyJIbTYPHON penpe3eHTalll 3TUX 00pa3oB.

bnazooapnocms: ViccmenoBaHue BBINOJHEHO npu  nomuepkke Komurera Hayku
MunucTtepcTBa Haykd M Bbiciiero oOpasoBanusi PecnyOnmku Kazaxcran B paMkax rpaHTOBOTO
¢unancupoBanus (nmpoext MPH BR24992878 - M3ydyeHue STHOMONUTUYECKOM U COLMAIBHO-
skoHOMHUYecKor ucrtopun Yuyca Jxyuu B XIII-XV Bekax).
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