The Move of the Metropolitan from Kiev in 1299*
DONALD OSTROWSKI

The chronicles report that in 1299 the metropolitan ofvKieoved his residence to
Volodimir-on-the-Kliazma: Subsequentlythe metropolitan took up residence in Moscowith
enormous consequences for the political and religious history of the Rus’Hastdrians hae
expressed derse opinions concerning the circumstances of thgen the metropolitanate
from Kiev. Snce no surey d those opinions has been made, and since historiaves ha
expressed their vigs, for the most part, in isolation without reference twipres historiograpi
on this issue, it may beosthwhile to surey that historiograpy briefly.

% %
N. M. Karamzin, in hidHistory of the Russian Statillows the chronicle account in writ-

ing that Metropolitan Maksim (1282-1305) went with his entour&fyegson) to Volodimir and

* An earlier \ersion of this article appeared as “Whid the Metropolitan Moe from Kiev to Vladimir in the Thit
teenth Century?” i€alifornia Slavic Studies/ol. 16, 1993, pp. 83—-101.

1 Most of the chronicles agree that thewaaccurred in 6807, that is, sometime between March 1, 1299 and Febru-
ary 28, 1300.The Laurentian and the Simean€hronicles, which place it under the year 6808, and the Khol-
mogory Chronicle, which has it under 6805, disagi®eePonoe sobanie russkikh letopis¢PSRL), 38 \ols., St.
Petershrg/Petrograd/Leningrad and Mo$¢01843-1989, uvl. 1 (2nd ed.), col. 485,0l. 18, p. 84, andal. 33, p.

77. Butthese diferences can be attrited, in the case of 6808, to an ultra-March dating and, in the case of 6805, to
scribal error Through the fourteenth centufgus’ chroniclers used either the ultra-March or March \y&#h the

latter predominatingSee N. G. Berezlay, Khronolagiia russlogo letopisaniia Moscav, 1963, pp. 122, 322—-323,

fn. 168. In addition, two sxteenth-century chronicles, theskresensk and theg/gograply, mention April 18 as the
date Maksim arvied in Volodimir. PSRL vol. 7, p. 182 andPSRL, vol. 24, p. 106.The absence of such a date in
other and earlier chronicles, mever, makes that date suspecthe Mazurin Chronicle records the weounder the

year 6791 (1282/83) and changes Maksirdstination to Mosaw. PSRL vol. 31, p. 77. See also M. N.
Tikhomirov, Kratkie zametki o letopisnykhgizvedeniiakh v rupisnykh sotaniiakh MoskvyMoscav, 1962, pp.
51-52. ¢ can dismiss both the assertions of this chroniclaaltyfinterpolations.
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that “the majority of Kig’'s inhabitants fled to otherwms’2 Karamzin asserts that Maksim left
Kiev so as ot to be a martyr and victim of the intolerable Mongol tysanti that is the reason
the metropolitan left Kig then it is not clear whhe would wait until 1299, when Mongol con-
trol in the area was declining and the Lithuanians wereuvng into the areaS. M. Sola’ev, in
contrast, sees the wo d 1299 being prepared already under Metropolitan Kirill (1242—-1280):
“when the significance of Kieand Southern, Dnepr Rus’ declined conabelsi,” Kirill “turned
greater attention to Northern Ru$'In support of this assertion, Swlev cites chronicle refer
ences to Kirills travels to Chernige, Riazan’, the Suzdal’ land, and Greatwgorod, as well as
references to Kirilk being in \blodimir in 1255 and at Neskii’s funeral in 1263, “after which he
went to Kiev; the chronicler speaks about his return from there [to the Counciblotiivhir]
under 12744 Solos’ev also mentions Kirills travel from Kiev to Pereiaslal’-Zalesskii where he

died, and that he “a&s luried in Kies.” Solov’ev concludes, rather ambiguously:

If on the basis of this information we do notvlathe right to say that Kirill transferred the
[metropolitans] residence from Kieto Volodimir, then at least we see that he appears in the north

several times and ery probably that heved here if not more, then as much as in the séuth.

When Maksim became metropolitan, according to \Belp he “at first indicated that the capital
of the Rus’ metropolitanate should remain in \Ki& Solos’ev mentions that the chroniclers
attribute the moe © Volodimir to Maksims wish to aoid violence from the dtars in Ki®. But

then Soleo’ev raises the question whether that violencaswworse in 1299 than earlieHe

2 N. M. Karamzin Istoriia gosudastva ossiislogo, 12 vols., St. Petershig, 1892, vl. 4, p. 106.

3 S. M. Sola’ev, Istoriia Rossii s dewneishikh vemen 29 vols. in 15 bks., Mosag, 1960, \ol. 3, p. 562.
4 Solov’ev, Istoriia Rossij vol. 3, p. 563.

5 Solov’ev, Istoriia Rossij vol. 3, p. 563.

6 Solov'ev, Istoriia Rossij vol. 3, p. 563.
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concludes that “Maksim made a deessifinal step clearly testifying to thadt that the vital
forces had completely poured oatlili) from the south to the north.

The idea that a lge transfer of population occurred during this timenshap in the wrk
of V. O. Kliuchevskii who writes that Kiean Rus’ “was completely destated as a result of the
Mongol incursions. K liuchevskii seems to consider these incursions as only the fimal tolo
the emptying of Kiean Rus’, which he sees as\hag been going on since the mid-twelfth cen-
tury. This situation, he continues, led to the “flight of theudrepopulation northwards; which
carried the metropolitan with $tAs evidence to support his assertion, Kliueskii refers to the
chronicles’ description of the nae d Metropolitan Maksim in 1299He then quotes from the
chronicle that “all the city of Kie did flee alsd. Kliuchevskii does imply that some people
either remained in Kieor returned at a later time, because he writes that “the disturbed state of
the times rendered care of the South Russian pastorate as necessary as eso that the
metropolitan had to makfrequent journgs to the south to visit his Kian eparchies.? One
finds at least three problematic aspects of KliuskiEs depiction. Hedoes not ackneledge
Solov’ev’'s description of earlier adtities in the north of the metropolitanate under Kirill, Mak-
sim’s predecessorAlso, he seems so canced that a mass mement of population from Kie
to the northeast occurred that heetooks the &ct that the chronicle entry relates only that “all

Kiev fled” (razbézhesiy but does not indicate a directidfin fact, the only directvidence we

7 Solov’ev, Istoriia Rossij vol. 3, p. 564.

8 V. O. Kliuchevskii, Sohineniia 8 vols., Moscev, 1956—1959, ul. 2: Kurs russkoi istorii, pt. 2, p. 23.

9 Kliuchevskii, Sodineniia vol. 2, p. 24.

10 PSR vol. 1 (2nd ed.), col. 488SRL, vol. 7, p. 182;PSRL vol. 18, p. 84;PSRL, vol. 24, p. 106.See also
PSRL vol. 10, p. 172 (whereazb&zhesichas been changed tazydesia. Cf. PSRL vol. 3, p. 130PSRL vol. 4, p.
46; andPSRL, vol. 5, p. 203.Earlier in this vork, Kliucherskii discusses what he belés is evidence for the migra-
tion. Kliuchevskii, Sodineniia vol. 1, pp. 282-291.The viev that some kind of mass migration of people from
Kiev fleeing to the northeast, where Hmecame the basis of the Great Russian nationalty been gien fuller
exposition in the wrks of Sole’ev and M. P Pogodin. Seeesp., the lattes’ “Zapiska o drenem iazyle russlom
(pis’'mo k 1. 1. Srezneskomu); Izvestie Akademii hauk po Otdeleniiu rusgkiazyka i sleesnostivol. 5, pt. 2,
1856, pp. 70-92For a dscussion of the delopment of this schema, see Natalia Psl@-\asylenlo, Two Con-
ceptions of the History of Uaine and Russjd_ondon, 1968, pp. 30—3Also see Mykhailo S. Hruskie'kyj, “Zvy-
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have d anyone’s moving from Kiev to the northeast during the last half of the thirteenth century
is the chronicle account of the weod the metropolitan and his entourageliuchevskii malkes
no efort to account for the apparent time delay between the Mongol sack wirKi240 and
the mave d the metropolitan fifty-nine years latelf conditions in Kiez were so bad, oneauld
think that the metropolitaneuld hare moved sooner

E. E. Golubinskii is in agreement with Selev’'s uggestion that Kirill resided as much in
the north as in the southytomales no reference to Sefev’'s work. Heasserts that Metropoli-
tan Kirill left Kiev because it \&s “unsafe for habitatioi,l and, at first, dided his time between
the grand prince of Galicia, Dglo, and the grand prince of Rus’, AleksandwBlai. Further
more, Golubinskii decides that KirilMed more or less continuously in the north between 1250
and 1263.1t was only after the death of Mekii, in his viav, that Kirill returned to Kig.12 Golu-
binskii agues that theacang of the \blodimir eparcly until 1274 is ®idence that Kirill vas
contemplating an €&tial move o the metropolitars residence ther® Then, in 1299, Metropoli-

tan Maksim, fleeing &tar attacks, which dispersed the entinerntmf Kiev, sought refuge in

goodooogoogo

chaina skhema ‘rusekistorii’ i sprava ratsional’noho ukladu istorii skhidn’oho silanstwa;’ Sbornik statei po sla-
vianovedeniiy ed. V. I. Lamanskii, St. Peteralpy, 1904, pp. 298-304; reprinted as “Thaditional System of ‘Rus-
sian’ History and the Problem of a Rationalg@nization of the History of Eastern 8& in Annals of the
Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences in th,Wol. 2, 1952, pp. 355-364Besides the lack of directieence

for such a lage transfer of population, itauld seem unligly the people of Kie if they were fleeing the Mongols,
would flee to an area the Mongols already controlledrthermore, as the archaeologist A. A. Spitsyn haiseat:

“the possibility of the migration of the population along the Dnepr toghadrth is completely inadmissible” since

it would involve their abandonment “of alndant black soil for clay and sand, the comfortable for the demanding,
the steppe for the forest, theamn for the cold, bountiful haests for sparse ones, the ox for the horse, the cottage
for the hut, lage villages for isolated settlements, easykvfor hard labat A. Spitsyn, “Istoriko-arkheologich-
eskie razyskanie Zhurnal Ministestva naodnago prosveshkenig 1909, no. 1, p. 95.

11 E. E. Golubinskiijstoriia russloi tserkvj 2 vols., Moscev, 1900-1911, gl. 2, pp. 55, 56.

12 Golubinskii, Istoriia russkoi tserkvj vol. 2, p. 57.

13 Golubinskii, Istoriia russkoi tserkvj vol. 2, pp. 57-58.
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Volodimir.1* Thus, Golubinskii ayues for three mes: from Kiev to Volodimir around 1250,
from Volodimir to Kiev after 1263, then back todlodimir in 1299. But he preides no rationale
for why Kirill, if he had established himself ino\dimir in the 1250, would want to mee
back to Kier in the 12608, especially if Kig was so unsafe.

Although Mykhailo S. Hrushes’kyj does not accept the idea of some kind of migration of
the population to the northeast, he does see what he considersatatb@error” popolokh at
the end of 1299 or lggnning of 1300 to be the cause of the metropoktdnansfer of dficial
residencé? According to Hrushes'kyj, the metropolitan felt unwelcome in Kiefter the sack
of 1240 and “traeled from capital to capitdl.T hus, while Kirill was irvested as metropolitan in
Kiev in 1250, he immediately visited ChernigoRiazan’, and dlodimir-on-the-Kliazma that
same yearthen Navgorod in 1251, and&fodimir again in 1252. Hrusheys’kyj states that Kirill
returned to Kie later in life where he resided “for some time” before returninginago
Volodimir. While both Kirill and Maksim gveKiev as their oficial residence, theresided most
of the time in \dlodimir, which is wty no bishop was appointed in &odimir until 1274. In this
reasoning and in the assertion of multiplevesoback and forth between Kieand the north,
Hrushers’kyj is in agreement with GolubinskiiHrushers’kyj, however, goes bgond Golubin-
skii when he agues that the chronicle accourdiswonly a piéce justicativeéthat camouflaged a
more substantial reason for the transfele ates The Decision of the d®iarchal Council of
1354 Concerning theransfer of the See of the Rus’ Mgtolitanate fom Kiev to Viadimir,
which states that the metropolitan ved from Kiev due to the “heay pressure of the neighbor
ing Alamanni” (presumably a reference to the Lithuaniaksxthermore, th€ouncil Decision
of 1354goes on to state that the metropolitan could no longer maintain himselivibbdéGause it

“had come undengremely impaerished conditions”grishel v kaine bedstvennoe sostaiapie

14 Golubinskii, Istoriia russkoi tserkvij vol. 2, p. 95.
15 Mykhailo S. Hrushes’kyj, Istoriia Ukraini-Rusj 2nd ed., 8 uls., Lviv, 1905-1913, ul. 3, p. 190.
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and the means of support were “entirely ifistént” to maintain the metropolitan ther&he
move  Volodimir was made specifically because @sv'a certain and sure source of incSife.
Hrushes’kyj concludes that the metropolitan left Kies the result of Kig's losing its prestige
as the political center of Rus’ and thus its financial base ast‘Wlhile we must certainly
include the Lithuanians among the possible causes for the metrosaltarsion, the absence of
ary reference to theafars in theCouncil Decision of 135& significant. Presumably th®eci-
sion was written under the influence of Metropolitan Aleksei of Masoosho may hae been
projecting his wn concerns back some divdecades. Imother words, whether the chronicle
account or the&€ouncil Decision of 135#& thepiéece justicatives an open questiorf-inally, the
suggestion of Golubinskii and Hrusisé&kyj that Kirill moved back to Kies for a time seems to
be based on novielence other than the need tepkin why a bishop was appointed to the
eparcly of Volodimir in 1274 although none had been appointed folyrgaars preceding.

M. D. Prisellov, in contrast to the multiple-mw@ hypothesis of Golubinskii and Hru-
shess’kyj, suggests that Kirill resided ino\bdimir from 1250 on, and made only infrequent trips
south to Ki@.18D. S. Likhache follows Prisellov on this point and dérs a possiblexplanation
for why the metropolitan wuld move rorth in the 125—the agreement between Hmand
the papag according to which Daylo would receve the title of king. Likhachers argues that this
agreement “&s not able to meet and did not meet with sympatiiong the Rus’ clgy.”1° He

concludes that Kirill meed to the north in opposition to the policies of union with Catholicism

16 «1354 g. Opredelenie patriarshogo sobora o perenesenii kafedryirusskropolii iz Kieva wo Vladimir,”
Russkaia istoriseskaia bibliotekavol. 6, supplement, cols. 63-6&ee alscActa patriachatus Constantinopoli-
tani, eds. Franz Miklosich and Joseph Mujl2nols., Menna, 1862, . 1, pp. 351-352.

17 Hrushers’kyj, Istoriia Ukraini-Rusj vol. 3, p. 191.

18 M. D. Priselloy, Istoriia russlogo letopisaniia XI-XV vyLeningrad, 1940, pp. 104-105.

19 D. S. Likhache, “Galitskaia literaturnogo traditsiia v zhitii Aleksandraviskogo? Trudy Otdela devnerusski
literatury, vol. 5, 1947, p. 51Fennell seems to be in agreement with Likhathmterpretation. Sedohn Fennell,
The Crisis of Medial Russia 1200-1304ondon, 1983, pp. 103, 112.
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that Dalylo seemed to be undertakin@eoge \ernadsk asserts that Kirill found “Kig com-
pletely deastated and unsuitable for the establishment of the diocesan administration” and,
therefore, “went to East Russia insté&d\Vernadsly adds that Kirill's “disappreal of Daniel's
negotiations with the pope ag an additional mate for his decisiori. Steven Runciman places
the initial learing of the metropolitan in the twelfth centurle asserts that, after Andrei Bogoli-
ubskii's sack of Kiev in 1169, the metropolitan had “to reside in the capital of wieatérand
Prince vas dominant at the moméntT his “nomadic life” of the metropolitan, according to
Runciman, “weakned the aganization of the Churcté® lu. A. Limonov, in contrast, asserts that
Kirill went to Volodimir in 1250 and “remained in the northeast for the entire period of the reign
of Aleksandr Neskii.”22 But Limonov cites only two of Kirill' s activities in the north (his com-
ing with Nevskii to Novgorod in 1251 and his participation in the cereynarhen Neskii
became prince ofdfodimir in 1252) to support his asserti®hlLimonov does not rplicitly say
whether he beliees Kirill returned to Kiey after the death of Neskii or remained in ®odimir.
None of these historians, from Prisglkto Limonov, atempts to eplain, or &en acknavledge
the istence of, the chronicle entry concerning thevend the metropolitan from Kiein 1299.

Ivan Wlasavsky, in his history of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church, also asserts that Kirill
“rarely visited Kiey, residing most of the time in Vladimir on theai Kliazma; but stops short
of arguing that Kirill transferred the metropolitandificial residence therelnstead, Wlaswsky
states that Kirill “prepared the groundik for the formal transfé?* His interpretation is a

decidedly nationalistic oneHe sees a similarity between Kirdlactivities as metropolitan and

20 Geoge \ernadsk, A History of Russia5 wols., Nev Haven, 1943-1969, ol. 3, The Mongols and Russip. 147.
21 Steven Runciman, “Byzantium, Russia and Caesaropapi€anadian Slavonicdpers, vol. 2, 1957, p. 6.

22 1y, A. Limonov, Letopisanie Vladimi-SuzdaBkoi Rusj Leningrad, 1967, p. 169.

23 Limonov, Letopisanie Vladimo-Suzdabkoi Rusj p. 170.

24 lvan Vlaswos'kyi [Wlasovsky], Narys istorii Ukrins’koi pravoslavnoi tserkvyol. 1, (IX=XVII), New York,
1955, p. 102.
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subsequent “Ukrainian Church prelates who . gdayed a significant role in the political
strengthening and cultural imp@ment of the Musoates! |In this, Wlasavsky is referring to
the period after 1649 when Ukrainian and Belorussian clerics went north towid8co
Furthermore, Wlasesky refers to unnamed “Russian historians” whapglain . . .[the
move d the metropolitan] by the decline of Kiethe constant disturbances of thatdrs in the
south, and the need of the metropolisamiunsel and administration in the north where Church
life was rising and spreading in thewnstate. . . ”. He dsputes the last point of the “Russian
historians” by aguing that “there were also demands of Church life in the GalicdynMn
state” where the atars were not so strong and where “pressuamafgOrthodoxy had lgen to
be eerted by the Latin Churct® He, thus, seems to implicitly accept the firso fwints, which
concern the need for the metropolitan tovenéom Kiev, but does not agree with the last point,
the reason for the direction of the weo
Wilasavsky does not preide ary other explanation for the directionub suggests that, in
moving north, the metropolitan had betrayed Ukrainian state interests, whichwskgsassoci-
ates with Galicia-wlynia: “Because of its political position and also because of the greater dis-
tance from the dtar Horde, Ukrainian cultureas able to deslop at this time only in the Gali-
cian-\blynian state, which embracedxatusively Ukrainian territories with a Ukrainian
population. . .”27 Then he speculates that the princes of Galicia avlginia, Darylo and
Vasyl'’ko, nominated Kirill “for the good of their people and their state and not for the Suzdalian

north? He oncludes that Kirill, although “born a Ukrainian in Galicia and an able prelate, did

25 Wlasowsky, Narys istorij p. 102. For Ukrainian influence on Musgg in the seenteenth centurysee K. \V/
Kharlampawich, Malorossiiskoe vliianie na veli@russkuiu tsemwnuiu zhizn, Kazan’, 1914. See also Frank B.
Kortschmaryk,The Kievan Academy and Its Role in theg@nization of Education in Russia at therT of the Se-
enteenth CenturyNew York, 1976.

26 Wlasawsky, Narys istorii p. 102.

27 Wlasawsky, Narys istorii pp. 101-102.
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not fulfill the hopes andxpectations of the Galiciane¥nian prince$28 Wlasavsky repeats

this same gument in rgard to the nomination of Peter as metropolitan in 1305 who “as a son of
the Galician lands” it &s expected wuld “care for the church-religious life of hisvo peoplé.

But their “expectations, as in the case of Kirill Ill, were not fulfilled” because Peter went north to
help han Kalita and “the realization of his political-state pl#¥sGiven that Kirill betrayed
Ukrainian state interests, Wlagsky deems it appropriate that “Maksim, folled in his foot-
steps, all the more so since hasma Greek who had been sent from Constantinople and thus felt
no particular connection to Kieor moral obligation to the Ukrainian peoplé® What Wila-
sowsky does not preide is a mowation for this “betrayal” on the part of the metropolitans, in
particular Kirill and Petemwho for Wlasavsky are the apparent villains in this drama of national-
istic betrayal. It is doubtful, hevever, that arybody in the thirteenth centuryas thinking in
terms of Ukrainian-g@rsus-Russian state interests.

One of the fer historians to deal directly with other historians’ interpretations on this issue
has been Joseph Fuhrmanide challenged Prisetie and Likhach&’s suggestion that Kirill
resided more or less permanently in the north by pointing out that tba Rironicle entry for
1280 states that Metropolitan Kirill, “asas his custom, left from Kieand travelled to all the
towns of Rus” Fuhrmann also states that the entry for 1274 indicates that Kirill letft tie

hold a council in ¥lodimir.3! Besides these twentries, he could also fa pointed to the entry

28 \Wlasawsky, Narys istori p. 102.

29 Wlasowsky, Narys istorii p. 104.

30 Wiasawsky, Narys istorii p. 102.

31 Joseph TFuhrmann, “Metropolitan Cyril Il (1242-1281) and the Politics of Accommodatitarbiicher fiir
Gestichte Osteuspas vol. 24, 1976, pp. 166-167, n. 28ore eactly, the chronicles do not mention Kirgl’
going to \blodimir for the Council of 1274, although that is theslikreason he tu@led from Kies.. They only men-
tion his going with Serapion and appointing him bishopabtfimir, Suzdal’, and Nizhnii Nagorod. Fr the entry
of 1280 cited by Fuhrmann, s&SRL, vol. 10, p. 157.But comparePSRL, vol. 7, p. 174;PSRI, vol. 18, p. 77,
PSRL vol. 20, p. 168PSRL vol. 24, p. 102PSRL vol. 25, p. 152PSRL, vol. 30, p. 96, where the entry merely
states: “Metropolitan Kirill came from Kieto the Suzdal’ land. For the entry of 1274, séeSRL, vol. 7, p. 172;
PSRL vol. 10, p. 152PSRL vol. 15 (2nd ed.), pt. 2, col. 40BSRL vol. 18, p. 74PSRL vol. 20, p. 168PSRL
val. 23, p. 89;PSRL vol. 25, p. 151PSRL vol. 28, pt. 1, p. 61PSRL vol. 28, pt. 2, p. 220PSRL vol. 30, p. 95;
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under 1274 where the Mgorod | Chronicle reports that “h¢the Norgorodians] sent Kliment

to Kiev for confirmatiori.32 Under 1276, the chronicles state that Kirill consecrated Kliment in
Kiev.33 In addition, when Kirill died in PereiasiitZalesskii in 1280, the chronicles report that
“they bore him to Kie.”34 If the metropolitars residence had been iroMdimir, then there
would have been no reason to transport his body tovKi&he Nikon Chronicle treats Maksim,
Kirill" s successqrthe same way: in 1284 “all the bishops of Rus’ were summoned tov Koe
Maksim?35 One notes that Maksim does notveablodimir to go to Kie; the other bishops
come to him in Kig. Under 1285, some chronicles report that “Metropolitan Maksim came from
Kiev to Novgorod: 36 Finally, the chronicles report indicate that other bishops besides Kliment
were consecrated in Kig’ If the metropolitan had nved to Volodimir as early as 1250, then
we would hare © explain why the chronicles place the m®in 1299, a full forty-nine years later
and wly they continue to treat Kie as the de factoas well agle jure residence of the metropoli-

tan.

oboodooooooon

andTroitskaia letopis’. Retnstruktsiia tekstghereafterTL), ed. M. D. Prisellv, Moscav and Leningrad, 1950, p.
332. Fuhrmannin what must be a typographical errmfers the reader 8SRL, vol. 2, col. 476.But there is no
such information in that (the Hypatian) chronicle.

32 Novgormdskaia pervaia letopis’. Stsingjo i mladshgo izvodw (hereafteNPL), ed. M. N. Tkhomirov, Moscav
and Leningrad, 1950, p. 32&f. PSRL, vol. 10, p. 152, which prades a more elaborate rendition.

33 PSRL vol. 5, pt. 2, p. 199PSRL vol. 10, p. 153PSRL vol. 20, p. 168PSRL vol. 25, p. 151PSRL vol. 28, pt.
1, p. 61;PSRL, vol. 28, pt. 2, p. 220; andPL, p. 323. Noreason is déred wly it would tale two years from the
time Kliment was sent to Kieto the time when he &as consecrated and returned tosfjarod.

34 PSR, vol. 7, p. 175;PSRL, vol. 10, p. 158PSRL, vol. 18, p. 77;PSRL, vol. 20, p. 169PSRL vol. 23, p. 91;
PSRL vol. 24, p. 102PSRL, vol. 25, p. 153PSRL, vol. 28, pt. 1, p. 61PSRL, vol. 28, pt. 2, p. 221PSRL, vol. 30,
p. 96; andrL, p. 338. SealsoNPL, p. 324.

35 PSR vol. 10, p. 162.

36 PSR, vol. 23, p. 93PSRL vol. 28, pt. 1, p. 63PSRL vol. 28, pt. 2, p. 222The Nikon Chronicle reports that in
1285 Maksim “according to his customueled throughout the Rus’ larfidPSRL, vol. 10, p. 166.0ther chronicles
also report that Maksim came to Wmrod lut do not say from whence he can®SRL, vol. 5, pt. 2, p. 201PSRL,
vol. 7, p. 178PSRL, vol. 25, p. 156.

37 For the consecration of lak in Kiev in 1288, seéPSRL, vo. 10, p. 167.For the consecration ofafas in Kie in
1289, sePSRL, vol. 10, p. 167.For the consecration of Andrei in Kign 1289, sedPSRL vol. 7, p. 179PSRL
vol. 10, p. 167PSRL, vol. 18, p. 82PSRL, vol. 20, p. 171PSRL, vol. 24, p. 105PSRL, vol. 25, p. 157PSRL vol.
30, p. 98; and'L, p. 344.
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John Mgendorf acknavledges that Kirill “had transferred the centre.of . [his] actvi-
ties as metropolitan to the north-east . and to Negorod: 38 But Meyendorf asserts that the
metropolitan did not reside therefiofally, nor did he reside in Kie “he [the metropolitan] had
not resided in Kie since the Mongol conquest.. 39 Thus, if one understands yendorf
correctly the metropolitan had nofafial residence from 1240 to 129tstead, because Kiridl’
actvities in the north are “mentioned so often in the chroniclesyeavidorf concludes “that he
undoubtedly sojourned there foverl consecutie years:49 He points out that although Dgn
appointed Kirill as metropolitan, Kirill “did not feel bound by the policies of his princely
sponsof4l But the “decisie sift” that Kirill made to the northeast “could not possibly be a
purely personal decisidi2 Meyendorf does not see it as a betrayal of Galicia, as \Wakp
does, because Kirill “promoted the unity” of the Galician princes with those in the north through
royal marriages.Nor does Mgendorf think the shift can bexplained by ap “anti-Western
sympathies” on the part of Kirillinstead, he proposes “wider and long-term considerations of
Realpolitik’#® among which were that a &gt majority” of the metropolitas’flock was nav
under control of the Kipchak Khanate and that “tradition and canonical ties” of Rus’ with Byzan-
tium “could only be enhanced by a pgliof |oyalty to the Mongol empirg** Meyendorf cites

the Laurentian Chronicle for the establishment by Maksim of “his permanent residence in

38 John Mgendorf, Byzantium and the Rise of Russia: A Study of Byzantino-Russian Relations dorteerfth
Century Cambridge, 1981, p. 43.

39 Meyendorf, Byzantium and the Rise of Rusgip. 78—79.

40 Meyendorf, Byzantium and the Rise of Rusgiad2. Meyendorf mentions some of these adties in the north:
traveling to Wlodimir in 1250; celebrating the marriage of the grand prince Anavith Darylo’s daughter in
1251; “close ties” with Aleksandr Nskii; presiding @er Newskii's funeral in Vlodimir in 1263; and dying in
Pereiaslal’-Zalesskii in 1281.

41 Meyendorf, Byzantium and the Rise of Rusgiad2.

42 Meyendorf, Byzantium and the Rise of Rusgiad3.

43 Meyendorf, Byzantium and the Rise of Rusgiad4.

44 Meyendorf, Byzantium and the Rise of Rusgiad4.
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Vladimir” in 13004° He recaps without editorial comment the reaseergby the chronicler for
the mave, that is, “that Atar deastations made his sojourn in Kiempossible.*6 Subsequently
Meyendorf accepts the claim of th€ouncil Decision of 1354hat Alekseis predecessors
resided in the north “because ancientwigestroyed and impeerished, could not prade them
with prestige or subsistent®. While Meyendorf is the first ivestigator to emphasize the
importance of Byzantine-Mongol relations as a significant component of the decisiovéo mo
the metropolitars residence, he lgas unasled seeral obvious questions.In particular why
could not the metropolitan @ promoted unity from Galicia2Vhy was \olodimir the city of
choice rather than, sajlovgorod or Ter'? Andhe does not consider wiMaksim would estab-
lish the metropolitas dficial residence in the northeast when he did rather than earlier or later
Sophia Seyk sees at least three reasons for the metropditesve (1) “Kiev [had] lost all
political importance” during the course of the thirteenth century; (2) “its locakipased it to
raids and it had no strong defenses”; and (3) administeringtfiarig independent Rus’ princi-
palities “rendered necessary personal visits to tHerdiit parts of the metropolitandtél hese
visits were made more @idult by “the disruptions caused bwasion; i n addition to the already
existing climatic problems that made spring aatl fravel impossible*8 Although Segk points
to the statement in John of Plano Cargini'storia Mongalorumthat “scarce 200 houses”
remained in Kie after the sack of 1240, she places more emphasis on other statements in that
work about Carping “having discussions in Kiewith the ‘millenarius’ (that is, theéysjadij)

and other nobles, and of merchants inKisom Poland, Austria, and Constantinopl&rom

45 Meyendorf, Byzantium and the Rise of Rusgia46.

46 Meyendorf, Byzantium and the Rise of Rusgia46, fn. 33.

47 Meyendorf, Byzantium and the Rise of Rusgial67. Meyendorf warns only that the time of issuance of the
Decisionneeds to be seen in the cotitef Moscav's anflict with Lithuania in the middle of the fourteenth century
48 Sophia Seyk, A History of the Chueh in Ukraine, vol. 1: To the End of the Thirteenth Centyome, Pontificio
Istituto Orientale, 1993 Brientalia Christiana Analecteno. 243), p. 444.
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this, she concludes that “[t]he local administration, thus, remained on the spot, and there were
enough inhabitants to makt worth their while for merchants to bring theiases to sell*® She
also points out that “masonry churches” sueglithe sack of 1240, as did manuscripts, whose
survial is testified to by their being “lent out for cgpg elsevhere, lilke the Korm¢aja sent to
Rjazan’ in 128450 As a result, according to hétrwas “a n& incursion [when] the atars agin
laid Kiev and its enirons waste” in 1299 that led Maksim to decide that he had had enough of
Tatar violence and to nve o the Suzdalian lanef

While Selyk does mak an atempt to e@plain why the metropolitan maintained his resi-
dence in Kig for almost 60 years after the sack of\Kia 1240, the reasons sheveg for why
the mare ok place at all are indidient. First,although Kie had lost its political importance,
it still maintained its religious importanc&.he loss of political importanceas not enough in
itself to cause the metropolitan to meohs residence, whereas the traditional religious impor
tance of Kie would hare exeted a strong pull on the metropolitan to remain theéecond,
there is no @dence of ap Mongol raids on Kie after 1240 and before 1299n contrast, we
have @undant ®idence of Mongol raids on thewas of northeastern Rus’ during that time.
Maksim, if he vas epecting a respite fromatar raids, wuld not get it by mang to \blodimir.
And third, the metropolitan euld hare just as much diculty traveling around Rus’ from

Volodimir as from Kie. Kiev at least had the adwntage of being closer to Galicia anolyia,

49 Seryk, A History of the Chuwh in Ukraine, p. 447. Thelatin text of theYstoria Mongalorunhas Carpini meet-
ing “Nongrat centurionem” (Nongrat theotnik or commander of a hundred-man unit), not tigsiatskii Fr.
lohannes de Plano Carpini, “Ystoria M@bgrum i n Sinica Fanciscanavol. 1: Itinera e relationes fatrum mino-
rum saeculi Xl et XIYed. P Anastasiusan den Wngaert, Firenze, 1929, p. 128.

50 seryk, A History of the Chwh in Ukraine, pp. 447-448.For this particular loan, she cites la. N. Shchapo
Vizantiisloe i iuzhnoslaviangle pravovoe nasledie na Rusi v XI-XlIl.yMoscav, 1978, pp. 139-146.

51 Seryk, A History of the Chuh in Ukraine, p. 448.
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and would have keen a better place to mediate among Hréous Rus’ principalitie’?

Thus, we see no real agreement in the historiographcerning the circumstances of the
move. In particular had Metropolitan Kirill preiously moved to Volodimir? If so, then did he
move hack to Kiev? Why would the metropolitan me rorth to \blodimir instead of west to
Galicia? Andfinally, the question of “@tar violence” fasilie) has hardly been addressed at alll.
As Solor'ev asked, what vas worse about theaKar violence of 1299 than pieusly that pro-

voked the metropolitan to me?

Most likely, the idea behind the nae d the seat of the metropolitanate to the nor#s o
get the head of the Rus’ Church, the metropolitan, and the nominal Christian ruler of Rus’, the
grand prince, to reside in the same pRigeist as the &triarch of Constantinople resided in the
same city as the Byzantine Emperdihe idea, which &s epressed in the chronicles, that the
metropolitan meed because Kie had been made unsafe byatér violencé* which Golubin-

skii and others understood to mean “plunderingzgrablenig® would seem to be belied by

52 Seryk rightly points out that we should not assume that metropolitans Kirill and Maksim didwebtor&alicia
and \blynia merely because the Galicianfhian Chronicle does not report suchvta This chronicle tends
ignore the actiities of Church prelates in gener&eryk, A History of the Chueh in Ukraine pp. 444—-445.

53 From the Mongol imasion until 1326, the grand prinsetstensible residenceas \6lodimir. And the grand
prince maintained “of Vladimir” as part of his title well into the fifteenth century

54 PSRL, vol. 1 (2nd ed.), col. 485ComparePSRL vol. 7, p. 182PSRL vol. 10, p. 172PSRL vol. 15 (2nd ed.),
pt. 1, col. 35PSRL vol. 15 (2nd ed.), pt. 2, col. 40PSRL, vol. 18, p. 84PSRL vol. 20, pt. 1, p. 172PSRL, vol.
23, p. 95;PSRL, vol. 24, p. 106PSRL, vol. 28, pp. 64, 223PSRL vol. 30, p. 99PSRL vol. 33, p. 77PSRL, vol.
34, p. 104.

55 Golubinskii, Istoriia russkoi tserkvj vol. 2, p. 95. The termnasilie can also mean oppression and coercigae
I. I. Srezngskii, comp.,Materialy dlia slovaria drewne-russkgo iazyka po pis’'mennym pamiatnikagvols., St.
Petershrg, 1893-1912,al. 2, col. 230.Since the Church as neither oppressed nor coerced, it seems “violence” is
the more likly meaning hereSuch an understanding pésilie in this contat is supported by thevelence of a
gloss omasilie tataskoe at this point in the t¢ of the Mazurin Chronicle (see fn. 1 alep radi tatarskiia obidy i
nepoloia (because of dtar enmities and disruptions).
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two considerations. Firsthe metropolitan, at leastfwfally, resided some fifty-nine years in
Kiev after the sack of 1240 and waed etensvely throughout Rus’ lands in apparent safety
Metropolitan Kirill's extensve taveling as head of the Rus’ Church led the Church historian
Filaret to remark that he “scarcely spent a year in one Ppa&@econd, the northeast fred
frequent Mongol intrusions during this perioBrom 1273 to 1298, we W@ accounts of at least
sixteen punitie raids by the Mongols onwms in the Northeast. Volodimir, Moscav, and other
towns in the northeast were sadkas late as 1293; Mosecavas sackd a@in in 1298. If, as
Vernadsly argued, Kies was “completely deastated and unsuitable for the establishment of the
diocesan administratidit,hen \blodimir seems to h& been no better dfter its destruction in
1238%8 The Mongols were no less violent in the north thay there in the south.

Much of the agument that Kie was unsafe in the year 1299 is based on CaspiBscrip-
tion of Kiev in 1246: “Kiev . . . has been reduced almost to nothing, for there are at the present
time scarce 200 houses there and the inhabitantseptérkcomplete servitud&? There is no

other etant description of Kie at this time, havever, 0 there is no &y to confirm Carping

56 Filaret [Dmitrii G. Gumilerskii], Istoriia russloi tserkvj 2d ed., 5 wls., Moscw, 1849-1853, ul. 2, p. 126.

57 Lawrence N. Langer The Medieal Russian ®wn; in The City in Russian Historgd. Michael FHamm, Le-
ington, KY, 1976, p. 15; VV. Kargdov, Vneshnepoliticeskie faktory azvitiia feodal’noi RusiMoscav, 1967, p.
193.

58 See A. N. NasongMongoly i Rus’ (Istoriia tataskoi politiki na Rusi) Moscav and Leningrad, 1940, p. 39.

59 Fr. lohannes de Plano Carpini, “Ystoria Mafgyum’, i n Sinica Fanciscanavol. 1: Itinera & relationes fatrum
minorum saeculi XIII et XIVed. P Anastasius an den Wngaert, Firenze, 1929, p. 72; and John of Plano Carpini,
“History of the Mongols,in The Mongol Mission: Naatives and Letter of the Fanciscan Missionaries in Mongo-
lia and China in the Thirteenth and@rteenth Centuriesed. by Christopher Dason, London, 1955, pp. 29-30.
My translation of passages from Carpsrtéxt follows but does not completely coincide with the translation found in
The Mongol Mission Cf. “Libellus historicus Joannis de Plano Carginin The Principal Navigations dyages
Traffiques and Disoeeries of the English Natiord. Richard Hakluyt, 12 als., Glasgw, 1903-1905, ul. 1, pp.
110-111 and 152-1530n the basis of Carpisi'description, Cahun proposes that trenktians pneiled upon the
Mongols to destrpKiev in order to eliminate aval for trade in the Crimeal.éon Cahun|ntroduction a I'histoie

de I'Asie: urcs et Mongols des Origines a 14®aris, 1896, pp. 349-350-or a wrvey d the aguments and rather
inconclusve achaeological @idence concerning the impact of the Mongol sack of/Kie1240, see M. K. Kayer,
“Kiev i mongol'skoe zaocevanie; Sovetskaia arkheolgiia, vol. 11, 1949, pp. 55-102.
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description or indeed that heawdescribing Kieor some other tavn he was told vas Kies. Itis
possible that the Mongols wereae of the quasi-military reconnaissance purpose of Caspini’
mission and may va tied to deceie Hm.%0 There is no @dence in Carping account, such as

a description of the Sophia Cathedral, that connects tha tee sa with Kiev itself$1 On the

other hand, Carpini may & ®en a Kig that was relatrely undevastated, bit disappointing in
appearance when compared witledtérn cities, which were more densely populétdéksides,

we do not find such a description of Kie the first redaction manuscript copies of Cargini’
work.%2 In the following passage, the italicized part is an insertion of the second-redaction copies

of his “History”:

Subduing this countrythey attacked Rus’, where themade great hac, destrging cities and
fortresses and slaughtering men; andyttead sigje to Kiey, the capital of Rus’; after tlyehad
besiged the city for a long time, theook it and put the inhabitants to deatWhen we wer jour-
neying thiough that land we came ams countless skulls and bones of dead men lying about on the

ground. Kie had been a very lge and thikly populated town, i now it has beereduced almost

60 On the @thering of military information by Carpini to help an anti-Mongol alliance, see among others, James J.
Zlatko, “The Union of Suzdal, 1222-1252pournal of Ecclesiastical Historyol. 8, 1957, pp. 45-47.

61 Compare, e.g., Lassosakctensie description of Kie, which he passed through in 159#abshirgs and
Zapoozhian Cossdcs. The Diary of Erie Lassota von Steblatrans. Orest Subteined. Lubomyr R. Whnar;, Lit-
tleton, CO, 1975, pp. 74-78.

62 The conclusion that Kiewas less densely populated than western Europearstand cities can be dva from
recent archaeological researc8ee, esp.,.FP. Tolochko, Kiev i kievskaia zemlia v epokhu feodal'n@zdiob-
lennosti XII-XIII vekv, Kiev, 1980, pp. 76—-89.Tolochko, nonetheless, estimates Kie population at close to
50,000 by the year 120Q.ikewise, William of Rubruck was unimpressed with the capital of the Mongol Empire
when he first sait. In his Journey, Rubruck states that Karakum, “is not as laye as the village of Saint Defiis.
“Itinerarium Willelmi de Rubrud,in Sinica Fanciscanavol. 1, p. 285; and “The Joumef William of Rubruck;

in The Mongol Missionp. 183. Thatwas in the 12508, havever, shortly after construction of the capital hadybe.

By the 12708, Marco Polo reported that Kamakm was “three miles in circumferenteM arco Polo,The Tavels
trans. Ronald Latham, London, Penguin, 1958, p. 92.

63 “ystoria Mongalorum? p. 72 (fn. a). See also Denis SindtJohn of Plano Carpis’Return from the Mongols:
New Light from a Luwemturg Manuscript, Journal of Royal Asiatic Societ§957, p. 199.
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to nothing for there are at the pesent time scae two hunded houses therand the inhabitants &
kept in complete servitudeGoing on from there, fighting as thevent, the &tars destiged the

whole of Rus'.

As one can see, without the italicizednds, the tet continues smoothly from “and put the
inhabitants to deathto “Going on from there. . The passage that bas with “When we

were journging . . ” and ends with “in complete servitude” is a later insertion into Cagini’
text and creates a break in the nauatiOne also notes the apparent dissonance between the
first-redaction wrding that the Mongols “put the inhabitants to death” and the second-redaction
statement that “the inhabitants arepkin complete servitudeOne would hare b conjecture

that only some orven most of the inhabitants were put to death, and the egdtik complete
servitude. Buthen that changes the implication of the first-redaction neertuat all the inhab-
itants were put to death.

But, let us allav for the sak o further agument that Carpini wrote this passage and that he
was accurately describing Kiein 1246. If Carpini did see a destated Kie, then that wuld
create a situation where thatdrs were raiding awn that vas “reduced almost to nothiiigTo
be sure, this implied situationowld reinforce the image the chroniclers tried to create of the
Tatars being destruekt and irrational. Yet, given the evidence we hee @out the Mongol
Empire and its concern for international tr&fé, would be a highly unligly circumstance that
they would continue to raid awmn that had already been degtd.

It might be possible to postulate an economicalyvesl Kiev. That is, Kier of the 12408

and 12505 may hare been deastated, as reported in Carpmitext, and unfit for diocesan

64 See, e.g., the decree of Mengenir to the prince of Nagorod ca. 1270 that “the merchant has free passage
through my domaih.Gramoty velikgo Novgoroda i Pskva, ed. S. N. \alk, Moscav, 1949, p. 57.Also see, inter
alia, Wlhelm Heyd, Gestichte des Leantehandels im MittelalteiStuttgart, 2 vls., 1879, wl. 2, pp. 77-78; and
David Morgan, The MongolsOxford, 1986, pp. 101-102.
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administration, as &nadsk suggests. Irthis scenario, Metropolitan Kirill auld have noved
to Wolodimir until the 1263 a 1270's when he wuld hae returned to a meved Kiev.
Metropolitan Maksim then nwed back to \blodimir because of remeed Tatar attacks on this
revived Kiev. Such a lypothesis could be supported by the point that from 1238 to 1274an0 ne
bishop of Wlodimir was appointed.That the metropolitan euld have acted as the bishop of
Volodimir during that period isvedent from the chronicle entry for 1299 where it states that
Maksim took @er the eparch of Volodimir and sent Semen whaaw then bishop of dfodimir
to become bishop of Rosté® This hypothesis wuld also counter Fuhrmarsntbjections to the
argument that the metropolitan resided in the north, because eheéntenicle entries he cites to
shav that the metropolitan tvaled from Kiev are from the years 1274 and 1280, and the others |
cited are from after 1274, that is, after this proposed return to Kie

On the other hand, it could begaed that the me& from Kiev in 1299 may also he
resulted from a decline in the commercialveo of Kiev. For, when the Mongols established
their administration wer Rus’, they aso re-established the dominance of tledg® rade route
ove that of the Dnept® Given the shift of trade to thedlba route, on the one hand, and to the
Sarai-Kafa-Constantinople route, on the otharevval of Kiev as a @mmercial center toard
the end of the thirteenth century remains to be demonstratdded, theCouncil Decision of

1354 which refers to Kie's impoverishment as a reason for the metropolganbve, may accu-

65 When the metropolitan en to reside in Moscw, he ayain appointed a bishop in theoMdimir eparcly. Pave
Stroey, Spiski iearkhov i nastoiatelei ossiiskie tserkyiSt. Petersbrg, 1877, col. 653Later, on December 6, 1352,
Metropolitan Feognost appointed Aleksei bishop atodimir as successor designatetroes, Spiski iearkhov, cols.
653—-654. SealsoPSRL vol. 7, p. 217PSRL vol. 10, p. 225PSRL, vol. 20, p. 187PSRL, vol. 23, p. 111PSRL,

val. 24, p. 121PSRL vol. 25, p. 179PSRL vol. 28, pp. 73, 238 SRL, vol. 33, p. 78;

66 Thomas S. Noonan, “RussiaEastern Tade, 1150-1350: The Archeological Evideho&chivum Eussiae
Medii Aevi, vol. 3, 1983, pp. 201-264; Janet Martin, “The Land of Darkness and the Golden Horde: Thadeur T
under the Mongols, XIlI-XIV CenturiésCahiers du monde russe et s@étique vol. 19, 1978, pp. 401-422.
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rately represent Kigés economic status by the middle of the fourteenth cerftiAgain, if we
accept second-redaction additions as tlekvof Carpini himself, then we @ testimoty that

Kiev remained, at least until 1246, a stoppinfptdice for merchants who treled to Rus’:

In addition, there are as witnesses the merchants from Waisleho accompanied us aar fas
Kiev. . . .and also manother merchants, both from Poland and from Austria, whueard Kiev

after we had gone to thafhrs. Furthewitnesses are the merchants from Constantinople who came
to Rus’ via the &tars and were in Kiewhen we returned from the land of thetdrs. Thenames of
these merchants are as folk Michael the Genoese and Bartholam®lanuel the ¥netian, James
Reverius of Acre, Nicolas Pisani, are the chief; the less important are: Mark, ,Hehry \asius,

another Henry Bonadies, Petersehami. Theraere mawg others. . . 88

This passage ould seem to indicate that Kienust hae retained some importance as a trading
center and not hae keen all that dangerous tedi in immediately after the sack of 1240 if mer
chants from Constantinople, Genoanite, Poland, and Austria wereviging there®® And it

would seem to contradict the preusly mentioned second-redaction addition that ¥Kie. .

has been reduced almost to notHing.s a lesult of their dissonant nature in relation to the te

of the first redaction, and as a result of my study of the other changes in the second redaction, |
have mme to the conclusion that neither passage is tr& of Carpini, lit of a subsequent edi-

tor who was trying to enhance Carpisitestimory.’® In his description of Kig this editor

67 Russkaia istoriceskaia bibliotekavol. 6, supplement, cols. 63—66; aAdta patriachatus Constantinopolitapi
vol. 1, pp. 351-352.

68 Carpini, “History of the Mongol$p. 71; “Ystoriamongalorum’ p. 129.

69 According to an den Wngaert, Manuel the &hetian, James Reius of Acre, and Nicolas Pisani were all from
Venice. “Ystoriamongalorum; p. 129 fn. 2.

70 For further discussion of this problem, see my “Second-Redaction Additions in CGaXsitatia Mongaloruni
Harvard Ukrainian Studiesvol. 14, 1990, pp. 522-550.
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probably vanted to emphasize the destruatiess of the Mongols, so he inserted descriptions of
human bones by the roadside as well as the sorry plight efitsadf. Thesecond-redaction edi-
tor used that same phrase in describing the land of the Kamdds Bind Cumans: “we came
across manskulls and bones of dead mef.The reference to bones on the ground yrtavea
factual basis, bt not necessarily as human bondtarco Polo reported that hevgavhile travel-
ing through Rmir, sheep bones and horns being used as cairns “te setandmarks to tna
ellers in the snwy seasori/2 It is possible the Mongols or other nomads brought the practice of
using animal bones as landmarks west with thémreferring to witnesses, the editoowd
have keen trying to support the authenticity of the description byigireg hames of merchants
who had seen Carpini in Kie Thus, we hee ro direct ezidence that indicates hoextensvely
Kiev was afected by the sack of 1240 or that iasvunsuitable for habitatiorindeed, if we
eliminate the second-redaction additions, Carpini no where states that he visitetiaié3

The multiple-me@e hypothesis wuld seem to be a complicated one. particular if the
metropolitan meed to Volodimir in the 125@5, there seems to be no clear maiton for him to
move hack to Kiev in the 12605 a 1270's. Besidesthe metropolitans do not seem tov@daban-
doned Kie al that easily If it was clear already by the 125Ghat the grand prince, as the
appointee of the Kipchak Khan,aw residing in the north and Kirill and Maksim spent gdar
amount of time there, then it is also clear that the metropolitans were maintainings kheir
official residence, that is, as the religious capital, perhaps in hope that the political capital could

be returned to Kie(tradition played an important role in Rus’).

71 Carpini, “History of the Mongol$p. 58; “Ystoria monglorum’ p. 112.

72 polo, Travels p. 80. SeealsoThe Book of Ser Mao Polo, the énetian, Concerning the Kingdoms and the Mar
vels of the Eased. and trans. Henrywe, 2 wls., 3rd ed., London, 1903l 1, p. 176.

73 We would, havever, be ale to conclude that he did pass throughviKirem the testimoy of Benedict the Pole.
SeeSinica Fanciscanavol. 1, p. 135; andhe Mongol Missionp. 79. But,then, a second-redaction editoowid
have teen able to conclude Bhise.
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To be aire, the only eidence we hee d the metropolitars ectivities between 1250 and
1274 concerns his aeiiies in the north.The chronicles report that Kirill & in \6lodimir in
1250, 1252, 1255, and 1263, and invijorod in 1256, bt they do not mention his being in Kie
at all. To then conclude that Kirill resided continuously iml&imir and not in Kig is a
specious use of thegqument from silenceThere is ery little mention of Kig in the chronicles
in the decades immediately faNing the sack of 1246* Nor do we hae dronicles of this time
from Kiev, which could mean either that no chronicle writingsabeing done in Kie—evidence
of the bad situation there—or that whagechronicles were written there did not swei We

really cannot say which is the case.

It seems to me that the metropolitanswd not leae Kiev unless thg had to. Whatever
destruction Kig underwent in 1240, it @s not enough to chase the metropolitan let alone the
merchants or people of Kieway permanently Given that the Mongol khans protected all reli-
gions within their domain& it would tale a reakdavn in that protection to force the metropoli-
tan to leae Kiev. This hypothesis is speculag © be aure, lut there may be someidence to
support it.

We havethe testimow of Nikephoros Grgoras to the &ct that southern Rus’ at the end of

74 The Galician-Wlynian Chronicle maés only incidental mention of Kieuntil 1259, then no mention at all
through 1292.The Nosgorod | Chronicle mads no mention of Kiefrom 1246 through 1273ln the Laurentian
Chronicle, there is only one incidental mention of WKfeom 1241 through 1298The northeastern chronicles
(Simeone, Voskresensk, &odimir, Moscav compilation of the end of the fifteenth centuNikon, and so forth)
malke o mention of Kiev from 1250 through 1273.

5 This polioy derived from Genghis Khas’ practice of religious tolerationSee A'geDl Malik JU\ainDI, The History
of the Wérld Conqueor, trans. John Andre Boyle, 2 wls., Manchesterl958, wl. 1, p. 26. On the &emption of
religious institutions in China under the Yuan fromesxsee &tnadsk, The Mongols and Russip. 84, esp. fn. 80
for relevant literature.
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the thirteenth century as being desstated by the Mongol¥. What Gregoras as well as the testi-
mory of the chronicles concerningafar “violence, may be referring to, is the so-called second
war waged in the steppe south of Kieetween Nogi and Bkhta from 1299 to 1300. This war
ended in a victory fordkhta at Kukanlyk (Kagnlyk), which \érnadsl identifies as the Kagn-

lyk River, a tibutary of the Dneprin Poltava Frovince.”8 Vernadsky’s view about the location of
the battle is not an uncontested dhe&et, if Nogai's and Tokhtas amies were fighting each

other in the area, then weould expect deastation and generally unsafe conditions to be the

76 Nikephoros Grgoras Historiae Byzantinag3 vols. ed. by Ludwig Schopen and Immanuel Bek{CSHB, wls.
6-7, 48), Bonn, 1829-1855lv 3, pp. 513-516.

77 Rashid al-din reported that in 698 A.H. (1298-129@kHTa githered “nearly 3@umérs [or 300,000 troops at
full complement] on the [left] bank of thexRr Uzi” [Dnepr]. The folloning year agan according to Rashid al-din,
Tokhta “crossed the Uzi with an army of &mérs” (or 600,000 troops at full complementRashid al-din,The
Successar o Genghis Khantrans. JohmAndren Boyle, New York, 1971, pp. 127-128For a dscussion of this
steppe war, see C. d'OhssonHistoire des Mongols. Depuis filmguiz-Khan jusqu’a imour bg ou Tamerlane
Amsterdam, 4 els., 1834-1835,al. 4, pp. 755—-758; and N. |egelwskii, “Khan iz temnilov Zolotoi Ordy Nogi i
ego vremia; Zapiski Rossiigki Akademii nauk8th ser, vol. 13, 1922, pp. 48-49See also VG. Tiesenhausen
(Tizengauzen), Sbornik materialg, anosiashbikhsia k istorii Zolotoi Ody, vol. 1, St. Petersbg, 1884, pp.
112-114, 122-123, 159 he date for the campaign obKhta supplied by i€senhausen, according to the Chronicle
of Beybars by Rukn al-Din, is 699 A.H., that is, September 28, 1299, to September 16 B0t cowmersion of
Islamic years to Christian years, see E. |. Kameatséhronolagiia, Moscav, 1967, pp. 110-113 and table [This
year for the finaleents of the var leads me further to discount April 18 as the date when the dhthe metropoli-
tan was completed, unless April 18, 130(asnmeant (see ab®fn. 1). On the other hand, the “second” stepe w
may hae been only a continuation of the “first” steppamwThat is, more or less continuous fighting mayehkeeen
going on between Nag and Dkhta from 1297 to 1300, where the reference to “699"Artdy represent only the
year in which the decigé kattle took place.If the latter is the case, then the date the metropolitan left n€jgre-
sents approximately the time when tlenwue of the ar, which had bgun on the Don Rer, reached the area south
of Kiev.

8 Vernadsly, The Mongols and Russi@. 188 and fn. 197.0n the location of the Kagnlyk Rier, sce PP
Semeng, Gegraficheslo-statistih©eskii slowar’ Rossiisbi imperii, 5 wls., St. Petershig, 1863-1865, ol. 2, p.
409; and VP Semene, Rossiia. BInoe gagraficheske opisanie nasige otetestva 18 vols., St. Peterslg,
1899-1914, ®l. 7, pp. 311, 415, and 416.

79 Bruun asserts that the battl@svnear where Odessa is located today. Bruun (F K. Brun), “Chernomor’e.
Shornik issledeanii po istoricheski geografii luzhnoi Rosslii,Zapiski Impeatorskogo Noworossiiskogo univer
siteta vol. 30, Odessa, 1880, p. 358puler places the battle at therd@k Rver in the CaucasusBertold SpulerDie
Goldene Hode Die Mongolen in Russlandleipzig, 1943, p. 760n the other hand, Grousset is in agreement with
Vernadsly that the battle as near the DnepRené Groussefhe Empie o the Steppes: A History of CealtAsia,
trans. Naomi \lford, Nev Brunswick, NJ, 1970, p. 403.
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result. Thisconflict would seem a better interpretation oftadr violence” than punité raids on
Kiev, or Mongol hostility to the Rus’ Church, which it had been protecting for almost fifty
years®0 In a cvil war, howeva, that protection could no longer be guarant&edt least tvo
other possibilities must be considerdéirst, Tokhta, the winner of the steppeagvmay hae
wanted the head of the Rus’ Church located in the area he more clearly controlled, that is, north-
eastern Rus’, rather than an areayvKassociated with his recently defeated foe &iodf Mak-

sim moved & the behest of dkhta, hevever, then that wuld leave the chronicles explanation,
that it was because of violence, unaccounted f@me might also consider the impact of Lithua-
nian adwances in the Kiean aea as a component of the metropoliatécision. Kie, during

this period (at least until 1320),aw in the “no mas’land” between the Duglof Lithuania and

the Kipchak KhanateYet, such anxplanation vould not account for the apparent precipitous-

ness of the mee in 1299.

80 For the Mongol promise of protection to the Rus’ Church, se@.\Kuchkin, “Skazanie o smerti mitropolita
Petrd, Trudy Otdela dewnerusshi literatury (TODRL), vol. 18, 1962, p. 77Theiarlyki contained the stipulation to
the metropolitans that the ofgrshould pray for the well-being of the khans and ttaairilies. Inreturn, the khans
extended their protection to the Rus’ Church arehwted it from taxation.Cf. PSRL vol. 1, cols. 474-475, 524.
On theiarlyki, see, e.g., M. D. Priseti, Khanskie iarlyki russkim mitpolitam &. Petersbrg, 1916, esp., pp.
96-98 for the tet of theiarlyk from Khan Mengu-&mir in 1267;Pamiatniki russkgo prava, 5 wls., ed. L. V
Cherepnin, Mosas, 1955, ol. 3: Pamiatniki prava perioda obaezosaniia russkgo tsentalizovann@go gosudastva
XIV=XV vy, pp. 467—468; and more recently A. |. PliguztKratkoe sobranie iarlybv ardynskikh khanwg, danrykh
russkim mitropolitam i dukheenstvu; in Russkii feodal’nyi arkhiv5 wols., Moscav, 1986-1992, ul. 3, pp.
585-594, esp. pp. 588-589, concerning taxgptions and other economic guarantegee also NasorpMongoly

i Rus’, pp. 14-15; G. A. FedowDavydov, Obshtiestvennyi stii Zolotoi Ody, Moscav, 1973, pp. 34-35; and
Meyendorf, Byzantium and the Rise of Rusga45. Seealso the recent article by $ei Hackal, “Under Pressure
from the Rgans?—The Mongols and the Russian ChuichThe Lgacy of St. Vladimir: Byzantium, Russia, Amer
ica, eds. J. Breck, J. Mendorf, and E. Silk, Crestaod, NY, 1990, pp. 47-56 (although this article should be used
with especial caution).

81 Marco Polo reported that, in 1262, wheanbrole aut between Berk and Hiilgii, “no one could trael about
the country without the risk of arrésRolo, Travels p. 34. Onthe war between Hilgli and Berk, see Dad
Nicolle, The Mongol \&frlords: Genghis Khan, #blai Khan, Hulgu, Tamerlang Poole, England, Firebird, 1990,
pp. 118-120.Jackson places theawin 1261. See PJackson, “The Dissolution of the Mongol Empir€entral
Asiatic burnal, vol. 22, 1978, pp. 233-234.
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There seems to beidence that the metropolitantecision to mee was a relatiely sudden
one. In1295, he appointed Semen as the hishop of \6lodimir.82 If the metropolitan \as
planning a mee © Volodimir, then it is not lilkely that he wauld appoint a ne bishop there, only
to oust him fie years later and takover his diocesé3 He could hse nore easily meed imme-
diately to \6lodimir in 1295 while the seeasg \acant. Inaddition, the chronicle entry prigles
at least tw indications that the nve was not well thought out in adrce. Firstithe entry states
that “the metropolitan went from Kreto Briansk, and from Briansk he went to the Suzdalian
land?”84 The mention of Briansk is unnecessary unless the chronieleted to indicate that the
metropolitan spent some time there, perhaps deciding where to go, or whether or not to return to
Kiev. The second indication of indecision is the statement in the entry for 1299 inugerhid
| Chronicle. Thepeople of Negorod with their prince had nominated avnachbishop, Feok-
tist. They wanted the metropolita;’dessing, so “thg petitioned him [Maksim] and seated him
[Feoktist] at the bishop’oourt until the found out where Maksim, Metropolitan of Kiand all
Rus’ was’8° The residence of the metropolitarowid not seem to a keen a question if the
metropolitan vas at that time located iroMdimir and had been so since the 1285Morwould
it seem to hee been a problem if the metropolitan had been spending most of his time in the
north in \blodimir.

The most likely explanation is that the metropolitan resided bofirciaily and unoficially
in Kiev until the year 1299 At that time, the metropolitan made a sudden decision ve l€av,

apparently without a clear notion of his destinatibte headed north because the main area of

82 Stroey, Spiski iearkhov, col. 653.

83 PSRI, vol. 1 (2nd ed.), col. 48®SRL, vol. 7, p. 182PSRL vol. 10, p. 171.Semen was made bishop of Rosto
and laroslal’, which eparcly had been acant since 1295Stroey, Spiski iearkhov, col. 326.

84 PSRL vol. 1 (2nd ed.), col. 48 SR, vol. 10, p. 172PSRL vol. 18, p. 84.

85 NPL, pp. 90, 330.See als®SRL, vol. 10, p. 172.
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conflict of the steppe av between Nogj and Dkhta was in the south® He could hae headed
west to Galicia, bt then the Lithuanians, who were still pag, might not hee dlowed him and

his entourage througlBesides, een if he had reached Galicia, heowld have been cut dffrom

the lager part of Rus’ and its grand prince by the Lithuaniads.the other hand, it may be of
some significance that when it came time to entile decision to lee Kiev, the metropolitan
was vmeone, Maksim, who did notve his nomination to the Galician princ8uch a lack of
connection with Galicia may k& made his decision to me rorth easier and established a
precedent for his successBeter who although nominated by the Galician prince, continued the
metropolitans residence in the north.

Considerations of Byzantine Church pglimay also hae entered into the metropolitasy’
decision. Afterthe determination as made in Nicaea in the late 1Z1@ cooperate with the
Kipchak Khanate, a polcthat remained generally infe€t throughout the late thirteenth and
fourteenth centurie¥’ it was incumbent on the metropolitan tork with the khars gppointee
as ruler in Rus’ (the grand prince), amok to foment opposition from GalicialThe head of the
Rus’ Church vas obliged to ohethe policies of the Byzantine Churciithe north, which as

safe, not so much from Mongol puréiexeditions, it from the deastations of all-out steppe

86 Such a decision euld parallel that of Niccold and Mab Polo, the dther and uncle, respaady, of Marco,
who 37 years earlier decided tovigaeast from Sarai because yheould not trael west where the ar between
Berke and Hulegl was being fought. Poldyravels pp. 34-35.

87 Two exceptions to the policof friendly relations are the alliance of the Kipchak Khanate andaBaltts aginst
Byzantium and the Illkhanate of Persia in 1264-1265 andehetdn-Genoese & of 1348, in which Genoa allied
with the Khanate anst Byzantium and éhice. Onthe alliance of 1264—-1265, see Ggoiernadsly, “Zolotaia
orda, Egipet i \zantiia v ikh vzaimootnosheniiakh v tsatanie Mikhaila Rleolog, Sbornik statei po arkhe-
ologii i vizantinoredeniiu izdavaemyi Seminariem imeni NKéhdalova, Prague, 1927, p. 79;ev¥nadsl, The Mon-
gols and Russijgop. 162-163; SpuleDie Goldene Hate pp. 47-48; and .Mikov, Tataro-bulgarski otnosheniia
Sofia, 1921, pp. 6-80n the \énetian-Genoese 8 see Costas.Kyrris, “John Cantacuzenus, the Genoese, the
Venetians, and the Catalans (1348-135B)zantina vol. 4, 1972, pp. 333—-336The shift in Byzantine polic
seems to ha resulted from the Genoese capture of Chios ameraeother locations nearpbwhich gave Genoa
control of the Hellespont Straits, and thus of the western outlet of Black SeaBrammtium vas not in a position
to expel the Genoese from these strong points, at least not witkaetigh help.
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warfare, whether between Mongol armies or between the Mongols and Lithuaraares Jagical
choice for the metropolitan to choose.

Then the decision had to be mad@ctly where in the north to set up thewnefficial resi-
dence of the metropolitarAs far as the Byzantine Churchag/concerned, it did not much mat-
ter in which tevn the metropolitan of Rus’ residé8is duties ceered the entire Rus’ landf
the political capital \as no longer in Kig but in Volodimir, then the most ligly place for the
metropolitan wuld be where the political ruler resided, at least osterfille mwe dso had
a ymbolic meaning.Although the metropolitan maintained the title “of &nd all Rus” until
the middle of the fifteenth centy?) the mae dfectively meant the end of the hope, ifyan
remained, that Kie would soon once ain be both the politicand religious capital of Rus’.

We mntinue to see thefetts of that decision “to this day” as the chronicleosidd have put it.

88 One thinks in particular of the decision of the Church Council of 1380, which states that the metropolitan in
Moscav must use the designation “of Kieand Great Rus’. That decision seems tovehad nothing to do with
where the metropolitan actually residedt bather with the hope that thedawnetropolitanates, that of Ma Rus’,

on the one side, and that of Lithuania and Micro Rus’, on the,otleerld soon be reunitedSee Mgendorf,
Byzantium and the Rise of Rusgip. 214—-221.The decision of the council can be foundRinsskaia istorieeskaia
biblioteka vol. 6, supplement, cols. 165-183; and\tta patriachatus Constantinopolitanivol. 2, pp. 12-18.

89 Although the Nilon Chronicle reports that Petvhen he was first chosen metropolitan, “residediadd briefly

in Kiev in 1308 PSRV, vol. 10, p. 176), otheearlier chronicles report that he merely went there after being conse-
crated and before continuing on toldtimir. SeePSRL, vol. 7, p. 185PSRL, vol. 20, p. 173PSRL, vol. 23, p. 97;
PSRL vol. 25, p. 159PSRL vol. 28, p. 224PSRL, vol. 30, p. 101.

90 stroev, Spiski iearkhov, col. 3. See also Andrei Pliguzp“On the Ttle ‘Metropolitan of Kies and All Rus’;”
Harvard Ukrainian Studiesvol. 15, 1991, p. 342; and idem, “O titule ‘Mitropolit KiKii i vseia Rusi,; RusskKii
feodal’'nyi arkhiy vol. 5, pp. 1034-1042.



