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PROBLEMS OF THE KIEV AN LEGACY 

The Contest for the "Kievan Succession" (1155-1175): 
The Religious-Ecclesiastical Dimension 

JAROSLAW PELENSKI 

The origins of the religious-ecclesiastical contest for the Kievan succession 
were connected in old Rus' history with the reign of Andrej Bogoljubskij, 
specifically with the period from 1155 to 1175.1 The most notable events 
and developments that took place during the period of that contest, and 
which will be discussed in this paper, were: 

1. The removal of the Icon of the Blessed Mother of God from 
Vyshorod in the Kievan land and its transfer to the Rostov land and the city 
of Vladimir. 

2. The enhancement of the city of Vladimir by an ambitious church 
building program. 

3. The formulation of the Vladimirian religious-ideological program. 
4. An attempt by Andrej Bogoljubskij to establish an independent 

Metropolitanate of Vladimir (1 166- 1 167). 
5. The sack of Kiev of 1 169. 
6. The condemnation and the execution of Feodor (1 169). 
7. The second Kiev campaign of 1173 and its assessment in the Kievan 

Chronicle. 
8. The inclusion of the P ovest' ob ubienii Andre ja [Bogoljubskogo] in 

the Kievan Chronicle. 
An analysis of these events and developments requires a brief discussion 

of the historical context in which they took place. Andrej Bogoljubskij 's 
reign in the Rostov-Suzdal' -Vladimir patrimonial territorial state can be 
divided conveniently into two phases: (1) from 1157 to 1167, when his 
efforts were concentrated on the development and expansion of that 

1 For the most recent treatments of Andrej Bogoljubskij 's career and some aspects of his 
ecclesiastical policies, as well as the literature on the subject, see E. S. Hurwitz, Prince Andrej 
Bogoljubskij: The Man and the Myth (Florence, 1980); W. Vodoff, "Un 'parti theocratique' 
dans la Russie du XIIe siècle?" Cahiers de civilization medievale 17, no. 3 (1974): 193-215. 
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762 JAROSLAW PELENSKI 

northeastern Rus' patrimonial state (during that time he did not actively 
interfere in the Kievan affairs); and (2) from 1168 to 1175, when he was 

actively involved in efforts to control Kiev and to subordinate it to Vladi- 
mir. Before his reign in Rostov-Suzdal' -Vladimir, his earliest involvement 
in Kievan affairs, as a subordinate of his father, Jurij Dolgorukij (who was 

waging an active personal struggle for the succession to the Kievan throne), 
dates back to 1149-1155. However, during that time Andrej did not show 

any concrete interest in the Kievan throne. Even when, following participa- 
tion in his father's Kiev campaign of 1154-1155 and takeover of Kiev, he 
was granted Vyshorod by his father in 1155, which placed him in line for 
the Kievan throne, he did not make use of that opportunity, but left 

Vyshorod for the Suzdal' land. By making that decision, Andrej Bogoljub- 
skij "had abandoned sacred tradition. Never before had the promise of 
inheritance of the Kievan throne been so unequivocally rejected."2 

I 

The first major development of a religious-ecclesiastical nature pertaining 
to the contest for the Kievan succession was connected with Andrej 
Bogoljubskij's removal in 1 155 of the Icon of the Blessed Mother from the 

city of Vyshorod (in the Kievan area) and its transfer to Rostov and Vladi- 
mir. (That icon, in fact, was to have an extraordinary career in Russian his- 

tory as the Icon of Our Lady of Vladimir.3) Bogoljubskij's act was recorded 
in two of the earliest known brief accounts (skazanija) incorporated in two 
chronicles: the Kievan Chronicle, which constitutes part of the Hypatian 
Chronicle, and the Suzdal '-Vladimirian Chronicle(s), which is a part of the 
Laurentian Chronicle. 

The Kievan Chronicle The Suzdal' -Vladimirian Chronicle (s) 
The same year [1155] Prince Andrej The same year [1155] Prince Andrej 
went from his father from VyShorod to went from his father to Suzdal', and he 
Suzdal' without his father' s permission brought with him the Icon of the 
[ital. mine - J. P.], and he took from Blessed Mother of God which was 
Vyshorod the Icon of the Blessed brought from Cesarjagrad on the same 
Mother of God which was brought ship with the Pirogosca [Icon]. And he 
from Cesarjagrad on the same ship with had it framed in thirty-griv/ry-weight- 

2 Hurwitz, Prince Andrej Bogoljubskij, p. 1 2. 
3 For a study of the career of this icon and the literature on the subject, see D. B. Miller, 
"Legends of the Icon of Our Lady of Vladimir: A Study of the Development of Muscovite 
National Consciousness," Speculum 43, no. 4 (1968): 657-70, and A. Ebbinghaus, "Andrej 
Bogoljubskij und die 'Gottesmutter von Vladimir'," Russia Mediaevalis 6, no. 1 
(1987): 157-83. 
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the Pirogosõa [Icon]. And he had it of-gold, besides silver, and precious 
framed in thirty-gr/vAry-weight-of-gold, stones, and large pearls, and having 
besides silver, and precious stones, and thus adorned [the Icon], he placed it in 
large pearls, and having thus adorned his own church in Vladimir.5 
[the Icon], he placed it in his own 
church of the Mother of God in Vladi- 
mir.4 

A comparison of the two accounts reveals obvious similarities, but also 
crucial differences in their treatment of Bogoljubskij's act. According to 
the Kievan Chronicle, Bogoljubskij acted improperly and even illegally, in 
leaving Vyshorod without his father's permission and, by implication, by 
removing the icon. The account of the Suzdal' -Vladimirian Chronicle(s), 
on the other hand, eliminated references to Andrej' s departure without his 
father's permission and to the icon's domicile at Vyshorod, and thereby 
omitted any impression of improper or illegal behavior on the part of the 
prince. 

The differences between the two accounts, in fact, reflect the different 
approaches taken by the two chronicles in treatment of Andrej Bogoljubskij 
and his policies vis-à-vis Kiev - approaches not apparent to historians who, 
in working on these chronicles, have been utilizing their information in an 
exclusively complementary manner, thus overlooking their significantly dif- 
ferent perspectives.6 Whereas the Suzdal '-Vladimirian Chronicle(s), or that 
part of it which pertains to Bogoljubskij's reign (referred to by some as the 
Bogoljubskij Chronicle of 1177), treated the prince and his policies in a 
positive and complimentary manner, the Kievan Chronicle was ambivalent 
and even openly critical of him and his conduct vis-à-vis Kiev, with one 
major exception: it included a glorifying tale about the slaying of Bogo- 
ljubskij, namely, the P ovest' ob ubienii Andre ja Bogoljubskogo, about 
which more will be said later. 

4 Concerning the text of the skazanie of the Kievan Chronicle, see Ipat'evskaja Letopis' pub- 
lished in Polnoe sobranie russkix letopisej (hereafter PSRL), vol. 2 (1908/1962), col. 482. For 
a concise description of the Hypatian Chronicle and the literature on the subject, see O. P. 
Lixaöeva, "Letopis' Ipat'evskaja" in "Issledovatel'skie materialy dlja 'Slovarja kniznikov i 
kniznosti drevnej Rusi (Drevnerusskie letopisi i xroniki)," Trudy Otdela drevnerusskoj liter a- 
tury (hereafter TODRL), 39 (1985): 123-28. 
5 The text of the skazanie of the Suzdal '-Vladimirian Chronicle(s) is contained in the so- 
called Suzdal' skaja Letopis', PSRL, vol. 1 (1926/1962), col. 346. Concerning a discussion of 
the Suzdal' -Vladimirian Chronicle(s) and the literature on the subject, consult Ju. A. Limonov, 
Letopisanie Vladimiro-SuzdaV skoj Rusi (Leningrad, 1967), and Ja. S. Lur'e, "Letopis' 
Lavrent'evskaja" in "Issledovatel'skie materialy," TODRL, 39 (1985): 128-31. 
6 For an introductory discussion of the Kievan Chronicle and the Suzdal' -Vladimirian 
Chronicle(s) and the differences between the two, see J. Pelenski, "The Sack of Kiev of 1 169: 
Its Significance for the Succession to Kievan Rus'," Harvard Ukrainian Studies (hereafter 
HUS) 1 1, no. 3/4 (December 1987): 303-316. 
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764 JAROSLAW PELENSKI 

The allegations made in the Kievan Chronicle about Andrej 
Bogoljubskij's illicit removal of the icon from Vy§horod to the Suzdal' land 
must have been based on solid foundations, for, apparently in order to jus- 
tify the prince's act, another account with its own version of the removal 
and the transfer of the icon was included as an introduction in a special 
ideological work about the miracles of the Vladimirian icon of the Mother 
of God, the Skazanie o cudesax Vladimirskoj Ikony Boziej Materi, which 
was composed already in Bogoljubskij's lifetime or shortly after his death 
(between 1164 and 1185, according to V. Kljucevskij and N. N. Voronin; I 
am inclined to date it between 1164 and 1168, before the sack of Kiev of 
1 169).7 It reads as follows: 
Prince Andrej wanted to be prince (knjaziti) in the Rostov Land. He began to 
inquire about icons. He was told of the Icon of the Most Holy Mother of God in the 
Nunnery of Vyshorod - how it departed from its resting place three times. It hap- 
pened the first time when they [the witnesses] entered the Church and beheld it 
standing by itself in the middle of the Church; they replaced it. The second time 
they saw it with its face turned toward the altar. They said, "It wishes to stand in 
the altar space." And they placed it behind the altar table. The third time they saw 
it standing by itself on the side of the altar table; and then they saw a multitude of 
miracles. When he heard these tidings the Prince [Andrej] was gladdened and went 
into the Church. He began to look over the icons. Now the aforesaid Icon excelled 
over all the others. When he saw it, he fell upon his knees and prayed, saying, "O 
Most Holy Virgin and Mother of Christ Our Lord, Thou shalt be my defender (za- 
stupnica ) in the Rostov Land. Come and visit the newly enlightened people so that 
all this may happen according to Thy will." And he took the Icon and went to the 
Rostov Land. He took some clergymen with him.8 

This account, which can be regarded as a separate legend, offers a new 
interpretation of the removal/transfer of the icon. It attributes to the icon a 
kind of "restlessness"9 in its Vyshorod-Kievan land domicile and, by 
implication, a dissatisfaction with it. Here the icon is presented as the origi- 
nal initiator of its transfer to the Rostov land and Andrej Bogoljubskij as 
merely the executor of its wish. According to this version, the Kievan land 
not only ceases to be the domicile of the miraculous icon, but loses its 
sacral charisma, which is now transferred to the Rostov-Suzdal' land and 

7 The text of the Skazanie o ëudesax Vladimirskoj Ikony Boïiej Materi, edited and with intro- 
duction by V. O. Kljucevskij was published in Ctenija ObSéestva ljubitelej drevnej 
pis'mennosti (hereafter OLDP), 30 (1878): 1-43, for the dating, see pp. 10-14; N. N. Voro- 
nin, "Iz istorii russko-vizantijskoj cerkovnoj bor'by XII v.," Vizantijskij vremennik (hereafter 
W), 26 (1965), pp. 190-218, especially p. 198. For the most recent discussion of the text, 
consult Hurwitz, Prince Andrei Bogoljubskij, pp. 54 - 59. 
8 English translation of this passage is provided in Hurwitz, Prince Andrej Bogoljubskij, 
p. 56. 
9 Hurwitz, Prince Andrej Bogoljubskij, p. 56. 
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subsequently to the city of Vladimir. The quoted account, as does, in fact, 
the entire skazanie in which it is incorporated, displays an obvious anti- 
Kievan (however, not anti-Byzantine) bias, reflecting the ideological- 
political program of Andrej Bogoljubskij.10 

From the perspective of Andrej Bogoljubskij and his ideologists, Kiev 
and the Kievan land were becoming irrelevant to the future of Rus', and the 
Rostov-Suzdal' and later Vladimir lands were assuming a new role as suc- 
cessors of Kiev. Only at a much later stage in the development of Muscov- 
ite claims to the Kievan inheritance, namely, in the sixteenth century, is this 
period of the icon's Kievan domicile, including the notion of its illegal 
removal, reintegrated into Muscovite political thought, although in a new 
interpretation: a separate skazanie about the transfer of the miraculous Icon 
of the Blessed Mother of God from the Kievan land to Vladimir, included in 
the Book of Degrees (Kniga stepennaja), composed in the early 1560s 
under the auspices of Metropolitan Makarij, states that the icon was origi- 
nally brought from Constantinople to Kiev at that time. Subsequently it was 
donated to the Devicij Monastery in Vyshorod, from which it was taken by 
Andrej Bogoljubskij without the consent of his father, because of the ' 'cun- 
ning counsel of the accursed Kuckovic(es)," the principal conspirators and 
perpetrators of Bogoljubskij' s slaying.11 

II 

The development of the new capital city of Vladimir, especially the ambi- 
tious program of church building aimed at the city's enhancement, which 
chronologically coincided with the first phase of Andrej Bogoljubskij 's 
reign (1157-1167), represented the second stage of the religious- 
ecclesiastical contest for the Kievan succession. The church building pro- 
gram, remarkable in its scope and the enormous expenses involved, was 

10 For N. N. Voronin's hypothesis of the anti-Byzantine orientation of the Skazanie o 
õudesax, as well as some of the other ideological enterprises of Andrej Bogoljubskij, see his 
"Iz istorii russko-vizantijskoj cerkovnoj bor'by XII v.," W 26 (1965): 190-218, especially 
p. 218. 
11 PSRL, 21, 1 (1908): 230-32. An account about the transfer of the Icon of the Blessed 
Mother of God from the Kievan land to Vladimir, which includes references to the icon's ille- 
gal removal from its original Vy§horod-Kiev land domicile, the "Bogoljubovo miracle," and 
the "cunning" advice of the "accursed Kuõkovic(es)," can be found in a brief skazanie about 
the life and activities of Andrej Bogoljubskij, contained in a separate treatise entitled A se 
knjazi rus'tii. The latter treatise was included in the Codex of the Archeographic Commission 
(No. 240), preceding the manuscript of the First Novgorod Chronicle (A. N. Nasonov, ed., 
Novgorodskaja Pervaja Letopis' star se go i mladsego izvodov [Moscow-Leningrad, 1950], 
p. 467). The text of the treatise A se knjazi rus'tii was most probably composed before the 
middle of the fifteenth century. 
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begun almost immediately following Andrej' s takeover of the Rostov- 
Suzdal' lands.12 The city of Vladimir was expanded and new fortifications 
were added, including the Golden Gates, apparently modeled after the Gol- 
den Gates of Kiev or Constantinople, or both.13 Between 1158 and 1160 
Bogoljubskij sponsored the construction of the famous church of the 
Mother of God in Vladimir "with five domes, and all the domes decorated 
with gold," dedicated to the Dormition, and endowed it with considerable 
properties.14 Furthermore, he had a church (or chapel) constructed at the 
Golden Gates of Vladimir, which was completed and consecrated in 1 164. 15 

During that time construction of the Church of the Savior, started by his 
father, Jurij Dolgorukij, was completed and the Church of the 
Pokrov (Intercession) in the close vicinity of Vladimir, on the Neri' River, 
was built (1165-1 166). 16 Finally, in the early 1160s, he had a new town 
built, his second residence, with the symbolic name of Bogoljubovo. 

The development of the new city of Vladimir, particularly the extraordi- 
nary effort invested in the construction of churches, attests to a major 
endeavor on the part of Bogoljubskij not only to create instantly a leading 
capital and a religious center of Rus', but also to replace Kiev with Vladi- 
mir as the most sacred city of Rus', by replicating the myth of the 
' ' 
golden-domed 

' ' Kiev . 1 7 

III 

Equally remarkable and ambitious was Andrej Bogoljubskij 's ideological 
program, formulated to a considerable extent already in the 1160s and 
reflected in a series of thematic-ideological treatises of the so-called Bogo- 
ljubskij cycle, the aim of which was to enhance his own position and also 
that of Rostov-Suzdal' and especially Vladimir as domiciles of religious 

12 The most significant contributions to the study of the architecture and art of Suzdal '- 
Vladimir have been made in recent times by N. N. Voronin in his works Zodâestvo severo- 
vostocnoj Rusi XII -XV vekov, 2 vols. (Moscow, 1961), especially vol. 1, and Vladimir, Bogo- 
ljubovo, Suzdal' , Jur'ev-Polskij: Sputnik po gorodam Vladimir skoj oblasti, 2nd ed. (Moscow, 
1965). Cf. also his "Vladimiro-Suzdal'skaja zemlja v X-XII v.," Problemy istorii 
dokapitalisticeskix obSëestv, 5-6 (1935). 
13 PSRL, 1 (1926/1962), col. 348; PSRL, 2 (1908/1962), col. 491. Cf. also N. N. Voronin, 
Zodcestvo, 1:128-48. 
14 PSRL, 1 (1926/1962), col. 348; PRSL, 2 (1908/1962), col. 491. Cf. also N. N. Voronin, 
Zodcestvo, 1:128-48. 
15 PSRL, 1 (1926/1962), col. 351. 
16 Hurwitz, Prince Andrei Bogoljubskij, p. 14. 
17 The mystique of the "golden-domed" Kiev has survived in Ukrainian culture and political 
ideology until the twentieth century (O. Pritsak, "Kiev and All of Rus': The Fate of a Sacral 
Idea," HUS 10, no. 3/4 [December 1986]: 279-300, especially p. 279). 
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cults and their own venerable tradition. The most important of the new 
cults developed in Vladimir pertained to the special veneration of the Vir- 
gin. It found its manifestation in the already mentioned Skazanie o cudesax 
Vladimirskoj Ikony Boziej Materi}* the extant text of which described ten 
specific miracles, nearly all directly related to Andrej Bogoljubskij and the 
city of Vladimir. The first pertained to Bogoljubskij himself (the miracu- 
lous saving of his guide from the waters of the Vazuza River). Others were 
performed as intercessions on behalf of Andrej' s party against a horse- 
gone- wild and a Vladimirian inflicted by a 

" 
fiery (feverish) disease." 

Some occurred in response to Andrej' s prayers, like the successful delivery 
by his wife of one of his children and the rescue of twelve Vladimirians (a 
symbolic figure for twelve apostles) from under the collapsed gates of Vla- 
dimir. Of the ten miracles, two were connected with other areas of Rus' 
(Perejaslav in the south and Tver), but none specifically with the Kievan 
area. Also, in the already discussed introductory account of the Skazanie o 
cudesax, a reference was made to a ' 'multitude of miracles" performed by 
the icon, apparently before its transfer from Vyshorod to the north, but none 
was specifically described. 

The cult of the Vladimirian Virgin was intensified through the inaugura- 
tion about 1165 of the Feast of the Intercession (Prazdnik Pokrova) to be 
celebrated on October I.19 To substantiate the celebration of the new holi- 
day, two additional, closely interrelated works were composed by Vladi- 
mirian bookmen under the auspices of Prince Andrej: the Prologue Narra- 
tion (Proloznoje skazanie) and the Service Hymn (Sluzba), both of which 
glorified the intercessory garment (pokrov) and the respective powers of the 
Virgin.20 At the very same time Andrej' s Church of the Pokrov-na-Nerli 
was completed (1165-1166). The texts related to the cult of the Pokrov 
contained no references to the Kievan tradition. They were intended to 
emphasize the protection accorded by the Virgin to Andrej' s country and 
the city of Vladimir. This powerful combination of the two cults, that is, 
the cult of the Icon and the cult of the Pokrov, served also as a device to 
extol the special position of Vladimir as the city chosen by the Virgin for a 
special role in history. 

18 See fns. 7 and 3, above, for the text edition and the literature on the subject. 
iy Hurwitz, Prince Andrej Bogoljubskij ', p. 59. 
zu For a recent discussion ot the texts ot the Proloznoe skazanie, the Sluzba and the pokrov 
cult, see Hurwitz, Prince Andrej Bogoljubskij, pp. 69-78. The text of the Proloznoe skazanie 
was reprinted in Hurwitz, ibid., p. 93. Consult also the analysis of the pokrov cult (including 
the obvious "anti-Byzantine" bias) in N. N. Voronin, "Iz istorii russko-vizantijskoj cerkovnoj 
bor'by XII v.," W 26 (1965): 208-218. 
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The enhancement of Rostov-Suzdal' -Vladimir to the status of the new 
center of Rus' also required the establishment of a cult of local saints. That 
purpose was accomplished by the composition of another significant ideo- 
logical work under Andrej Bogoljubskij's auspices, namely, the Life of 
Leontij of Rostov, completed in the early 1160s, before 1164.21 The treatise 
enhanced the status of Rostov and glorified the person of Andrej Bogoljub- 
skij by connecting him specifically with the Monomax branch of the 
Rurikid dynasty ("son of Grand Prince Jurij [Dolgorukij], the grandson of 
Volodimer")22 in order to prove his lofty status, but at the same time avoid- 
ing any direct reference to Kiev and the Kievan land, that is, the country 
(patrimony) the dynasty in question had ruled. 

The most complex and controversial of the Bogoljubskij cycle of 
thematic-ideological treatises is the Narration About the Victory Against the 
Bulgars (Skazanie o pobede nad Bolgarami; 1164), which is connected 
with the inauguration of the Feast of the Savior celebrated on August I.23 It 
has been argued that this Narration was composed during Andrej' s lifetime, 
sometime between 1 164 and 1 174.24 Some of its factual data was borrowed 
from the brief annalistic Narration About the Defeat of the Bulgars, con- 
tained in the Laurentian Chronicle under the entry for 1 164.25 Its text relates 
the progress of the battle against the Bulgars, resulting in Andrej 
Bogoljubskij's victory, which is attributed to the miraculous intervention of 
the Icon of Our Lady of Vladimir; following the battle, the icon, according 

21 The literature on the Life of Leontij of Rostov and its dating is quite extensive. The first 
major analysis was provided by V. O. Kljuèevskij in Drevnerusskija zitija svjatyx kak 
istorideskij istocnik (Moscow, 1871/1968), pp. 3-22. N. N. Voronin significantly expanded 
the research on the work in question and offered a new dating, namely, the early 1 160s, which I 
accept (" 'Zitie Leontija Rostovskogo' i vizantijsko-russkie otnosenija vtoroj poloviny XII v.," 
W 23 [1963]: 23-46). For a recent discussion of the Life of Leontij of Rostov and the reprint 
of its text, see Hurwitz, Prince Andrej Bogoljubskij, pp. 79-84, 94-95. 
22 Hurwitz, Prince Andrej Bogoljubskij, p. 95. 
23 The text of the Narration About the Victory Against the Bulgars (1 164) was initially pub- 
lished as an integral part of the Narration About the Miracles of the Vladimir Icon of the 
Mother of God from Miljutin's Cetii minei of the mid-seventeenth century by V. O. 
Kljuöevskij, Skazanie o ëudesax, OLDP 30 (1878): 10, 21-26. A more complete and a better 
text of the same narration, a text which coincides with another version of the identical story to 
be found in a sixteenth-century Sbornik of the Jaroslav Museum, entitled ' 'Narration About 
God's Grace by Grand Prince Andrej," was made available by I. E. Zabelin, "Sledy 
literaturnogo truda Andreja Bogoljubskogo," Arxeologiëeskie izvestija i zametki (hereafter 
AIZ), 2-3 (1895): 37-49, especially pp. 46-47. 
24 For a discussion of the narration and its dating, see above, fn. 23; N. N. Voronin, "Ska- 
zanie o pobede nad Bolgarami 1 164 g. i prazdnike Spasa," Problemy obSëestvenno-politiéeskoj 
istorii Rossii i slavjanskix stran (Moscow, 1963), pp. 88-92; J. Pelenski, Russia and Kazan: 
Conquest and Imperial Ideology (I438-I560s) (The Hague and Paris, 1974), pp. 144-49; 
Hurwitz, Prince Andrej Bogoljubskij, pp. 60-68 (reprint of the text, pp. 90-91). 
25 PSRL, 1 (1926/1962) cols. 352-53. 
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to the text, was returned to the ' 'golden-domed Church of the Virgin of 
Vladimir." Whereas the brief chronicle Narration treats the victory over 
the Bulgars as an exclusively Vladimirian achievement, the expanded Nar- 
ration is a more ambitious work. Its author(s) introduced in it a parallel 
fictitious campaign by the Byzantine emperor Manuel I (Comnenus) against 
the Saracens and emphasized an invented special relationship between 
Andrej and the Byzantine emperor. Furthermore, it was asserted in the 
expanded Narration that the Feast of the Savior was jointly inaugurated by 
Andrej Bogoljubskij and Emperor Manuel "by the orders of Patriarch 
Lukas and the Metropolitan Constantine of all Rus' and Nestor, the Bishop 
of Rostov."26 The stress on the Byzantine connection and the anachronistic 
reference to Nestor has caused considerable confusion in scholarship. In 
particular the positive reference to the Kiev Metropolitan Constantine, 
against whose institution Bogoljubskij had waged an ideological and 
ecclesiastical contest, has puzzled researchers. In my opinion, the inclusion 
of the names of Metropolitan Constantine (II), who arrived in Kiev in 1 168, 
and of Patriarch Lukas (Chrysoberges) makes perfect sense if it is read in 
the context of the situation following the patriarch's rejection of Andrej 
Bogoljubskij 's request for the establishment of an independent Metropoli- 
tanate of Vladimir subordinated to Constantinople, but not to Kiev, and the 
execution in 1169 of Feodor, Andrej' s candidate for the position of Metro- 
politan of Vladimir, decreed by Metropolitan Constantine following the 
sack of Kiev in March of the same year. It can therefore be assumed that 
the expanded Narration About the Victory Against the Bulgars (1164) was 
composed in late 1169 or at the beginning of 1170. Although Bogoljubskij 
became the overlord of Kiev for a brief period of time (1 169- 1 171), he had 
to adjust himself to the requirements of the Patriarchate of Byzantium and 
the Metropolitanate of Kiev, presided over by a -Greek ecclesiastical 
official. N. N. Voronin has completely misread the entire cycle of the 
Bogoljubskij-sponsored treatises and in particular the Narration About the 
Victory Against the Bulgars by interpreting them as anti-Byzantine chal- 
lenges;27 they were at best manifestations of "status-seeking," as aptly 
characterized by Ihor Sevcenko.28 The main purpose of these treatises, 

26 Cf. my own translation of the relevant fragment of the narration (Pelenski, Russia and 
Kazan, d. 146). 
27 Cf. N. N. Voronin's writings referred to in fns. 7, 21, and 24, above. 
28 I. Sevöenko, "Russo-Byzantine Relations after the Eleventh Century," Proceedings of the 
XHIth International Congress of Byzantine Studies (Oxford, 5-10 September 1966), edited by 
J. M. Hussey, D. Obolensky, and S. Runciman (London, 1967/1978), pp. 95-96. 
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however, was to enhance the status of Vladimir and to challenge Kiev for 

leadership of the lands of Rus'.29 

IV 

Andrej Bogoljubskij's attempt to establish a competitive Metropolitanate, 
independent from Kiev and subordinated to the Byzantine Patriarchate 

exclusively, was his most challenging endeavor in the contest for the 
Kievan succession. This attempt can be reconstructed from the text of the 

sixteenth-century Church Slavonic -Russian translation of a letter by 
Patriarch Lukas Chrysoberges to Prince Andrej, which evidently represents 
a response to Bogoljubskij's lost letter to the patriarch.30 

Since the patriarch's letter is not dated, several scholars have attempted 
to establish the chronological and contextual framework for its composition 
and Andrej 's move to establish his own Metropolitanate.31 According to a 
recent expert analysis provided by W. Vodoff, the patriarch's letter was 
written between 1166 and 1168.32 I agree with Vodoff. The patriarch must 
have responded to Andrej' s request following the completion of the 

prince's ambitious program of church building and a development of a 

powerful patrimonial state in the Rostov-Suzdal '-Vladimir area, which were 

evidently used by Bogoljubskij as major arguments in his lost letter. This 
makes 1166 the ante-quem date. I am also convinced that the patriarch's 
letter must have been composed prior to the sack of Kiev, which took place 
in early March of 1169, since, in my opinion, the patriarch's negative 
response apparently triggered Bogoljubskij's decision to embark upon the 
Kiev campaign, which also must have required considerable time to 

29 In my analysis I have excluded from consideration the statement in the narration that the 
Feast of the Savior was inaugurated by Prince Andrej, "son of Jurij [Dolgorukij], grandson of 
Volodimer Monomax, tsar and prince of all Russia" (Hurwitz, Prince Andrej Bogoljubskij, 
p. 91), because, in my opinion, it represents an obvious sixteenth-century interpolation. The 
Life ofLeontij of Rostov utilized the same reference to lineage, but in a contemporary formula- 
tion: "son of Grand Prince Jurij [Dolgorukij], the grandson of Volodimer" (Hurwitz, Prince 
Andrej Bogoljubskij, p. 95). 
30 The text of the Church Slavonic -Russian translation of the Lukas Chrysoberges letter to 
Andrej Bogoljubskij was published by Metropolitan Makarij in Istorija russkoj cerkvi, vol. 3 
(18883/1968), pp. 298-300; and by A. S. Pavlov in Russkaja istoriöeskaja biblioteka 
(hereafter RIB), 6, 2nd ed. (1908), cols. 63-68, with "additions" from the Nikon Chronicle 
(cols. 68-76) that must be treated with caution because they are representative of sixteenth- 
century Russian political thought. 
31 Traditionally the letter has been dated to the early 1160s (Pavlov, RIB, 6, 2nd ed. [1908], 
cols. 63-64). N. N. Voronin redated it to 1168 ("Andrej Bogoljubskij i Luka Xrizoverg: Iz 
istorii russko-vizantijskix otnosenij XII v.," W 21 [1962]: 29-50, especially pp. 38-41). 
32 Vodoff, "Un 'parti theocratique' dans la Russie du XIIe siècle?," pp. 193-215, especially 
pp. 197-99. 
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prepare. Therefore, Bogoljubskij must have received the letter from the 
patriarch in the summer of 1 168 at the latest. 

As is evident from the patriarch's letter, Andrej Bogoljubskij 's request to 
establish a new Metropolitanate of Vladimir, independent of Kiev - his can- 
didate for the position of the Metropolitan of Vladimir was an ecclesiastic 
(vladyka [?]) by the name of Feodor - was firmly rejected by the patriarch 
on the grounds that Vladimir could not even be removed from the jurisdic- 
tion of the Bishopric of Rostov and Suzdal', a justification based on a vague 
reference to the canonical law of the indivisibility of a bishopric or a metro- 
politanate.33 However, the real reason for the rejection of Bogoljubskij' s 
request was most probably the patriarch's strict adherance to the traditional 
Byzantine doctrine of the unitary and indivisible character of the Metropoli- 
tanate and the polity of Rus' (Rossija).34 At that junction of history when 
Bogoljubskij made his request to the patriarch the Byzantine doctrine 
favored the southern branches of the Rurikid dynasty against Andrej Bogo- 
ljubskij. Only later, beginning with the period following the Mongol inva- 
sion of Rus' and until the fall of the Byzantine Empire, would this doctrine 
immensely help Vladimir and later Moscow in their contest for succession 
to the Metropolitanate of Kiev and all Rus'.35 The only concrete concession 
made by the patriarch to Andrej was his tentative consent for a bishop of 
Rostov and Suzdal' to move to Vladimir to stay in the same city with 
Andrej, which in reality amounted to very little. On the related but secon- 
dary issue of Andrej' s conflict with Leon, the bishop of Rostov and Suzdal', 
the patriarch offered a compromise, according to which the metropolitan of 
all Rus' in Kiev was the final authority on matters of theology and 
ecclesiastical discipline in the realm of Rus', and the Kievan ruler, in the 
patriarch's definition the grand prince of all Rus', was the highest secular 
authority before whom important conflicts could be ̂adjudicated. In other 
words, the lines of ecclesiastical and secular authority were clearly defined 
by the patriarch to the detriment of Bogoljubskij' s interests. 

33 Hurwitz suggests that Patriarch Lukas was probably relying on the twelfth Canon of the 
Council of Chalcedon (Prince Andrej Bogoljubskij, p. 31). 
34 An informative discussion of that Byzantine doctrine as applied to Byzantino-Russian rela- 
tions in the fourteenth-century has been provided by J. Meyendorff, Byzantium and the Rise of 
Russia (Cambridge, 1981), pp. 73-96. Cf. also D. Obolensky, "Byzantium, Kiev, and Mos- 
cow: A Study in Ecclesiastical Relations," Dumbarton Oaks Papers 1 1 (1957): 21 -78. 
35 For an excellent exposition of the Byzantine doctrine of the unitary character of "Ros- 
sija," see the formulation provided by Patriarch Anthony and his Synod in 1389, conveniently 
translated into English by Meyendorff, Byzantium, pp. 75-76. 
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As yet the Byzantine patriarch's rejection of Bogoljubskij's request has 
not been comprehensively analyzed. According to one popular interpreta- 
tion, it reflected the former's anti-Vladimirian and anti-Russian hegemonis- 
tic imperial position and the latter's anti-Byzantine stance.36 However, 
neither the patriarch's letter, nor the circumstantial evidence of the contem- 

porary chronicles give any indication that Andrej' s endeavor was an anti- 

Byzantine challenge. On the contrary, by writing a letter to the Patriarch, 
Andrej approached the appropriate Byzantine authority directly, bypassing 
Kiev at the time when the chair of the Kiev Metropolitanate was tem- 

porarily vacant between the terms of Metropolitan John IV (1164-1166) 
and Metropolitan Constantine (II), who arrived in Kiev in 1168.37 Bogo- 
ljubskij apparently wished to become the patriarch's and the Byzantine 
emperor's chief partner in Rus'. 

Andrej Bogoljubskij's political defeat at the hands of the Byzantine 
patriarch forced him to adjust his strategy in his quest for supremacy in 
Rus'. As I have pointed out in my study of the sack of Kiev of 1 169, he had 
two options if he wished to pursue his endeavor: (1) to continue the politi- 
cal tradition to rule Kiev and Rus' from Kiev, as did his father, Jurij Dol- 

gorukij, among others; or (2) to destroy Kiev as the center of power and 
sacral symbolism, and by doing so, to subordinate it to Vladimir, as the new 

capital of the Rus' lands. The conduct of the campaign of 1 168, the sack of 
Kiev of 1169, and the installation of his brother Glëb as a "junior" subor- 
dinate prince in Kiev attest to his choice of option two.38 

V 

The sack of Kiev by Andrej Bogoljubskij's armies in 1169 was undertaken 
not only as a device of power politics, but also as an act of stripping "the 
mother of the cities of Rus' " of her sacral status. Since I have written a 

separate study about the sack of Kiev of 1 169, 1 shall not discuss it at length 
in this paper, but only provide a brief summary of its two main points as 

they apply to the topic at hand.39 

36 For a restatement of this interpretation, cf. Voronin, "Andrej Bogoljubskij i Luka Xrizo- 
verg," pp. 29-50, especially pp. 48-50. 
37 Sevöenko, * 'Russo-Byzantine Relations after the Eleventh Century," pp. 95-96. 
38 Pelenski, "The Sack of Kiev of 1169: Its Significance for the Succession to Kievan 
Rus' " includes an analysis of the two chronicle skazanija (narrations) and related historio- 
graphie problems. 
39 Pelenski, "The Sack of Kiev of 1169: Its Significance for the Succession to Kievan 
Rus'." 
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An analysis of the sources relevant to the sack reveals that: (1) the de- 
struction of the sacral position of Kiev was carried out by the plunder of 
churches and monasteries and the forceful removal of icons, holy books, 
and chasubles; (2) the justification for the sack of Kiev, as provided in the 
Suzdal' -Vladimirian Chronicle(s) or the Bogoljubskij Codex of 1177 was 
formulated in religious-ecclesiastical terms exclusively. According to this 
chronicle, Kiev and Kievans were allegedly justly punished, for Metropoli- 
tan Constantine's unlawful interdiction of Polikarp, abbot of the Monastery 
of the Caves, in connection with the controversy over fasting on Wednes- 
days and Fridays whenever these days coincided with major holy days of 
the Lord, a controversy attested as having taken place in Suzdal' in 1164. 
The authors/editors of the hypothetical Bogoljubskij Codex of 1177 utilized 
this controversy in an antiquarian, manipulative manner to justify Andrej 
Bogoljubskij 's unimaginable and unprecedented sack of Kiev (egoze ne 
bylo nikogdaze ) from the Christian perspective. The unease with the sack 
of Kiev of 1169 is attested to in another Vladimirian skazanie, namely, in 
the account about the sack of Kiev of 1203, undertaken by other Rus' 

princes at the instigation of Vsevolod (III) Jurevic (1176-1212), in which 
the relevant phrase reads: / sotvorisja veliko zio v russtej zemli jakogo ze 
zia ne bylo ot krescenija nad Kievom ("and a great evil befell the Rus' 
land, such as has not been since the baptism of Kiev").40 This revealing 
reference to the baptism of Kiev in connection with the sack of 1203 was 

apparently made to minimize the impact of the sack of Kiev of 1 169. 

VI 

Andrej Bogoljubskij 's temporary takeover of Kiev following the sack of 
that city by his armies in 1169 did not strengthen his position in the pro- 
tracted struggle with the Metropolitanate of Kiev for power in ecclesiastical 
affairs. Having failed in his attempt to establish an independent Metropoli- 
tanate of Vladimir (1166-1167), he apparently made an effort to come to 
terms with Constantine (II), the new metropolitan of Kiev, by turning over 
to him vladykaÇÎ) Feodor, his candidate for metropolitan of Vladimir. 
However, this effort resulted in another humiliating defeat, namely, the con- 
demnation and execution of Feodor by the order of the Kiev metropolitan in 
the summer of 1 169. 

These developments can be reconstructed from two almost identical 
chronicle narrations about the condemnation and execution of Feodor: one 
incorporated in the Laurentian Chronicle under the entry for the year 1169 

40 PSRL, 1 (1926/1962), col. 418. 
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and editorially connected with the account about the sack of Kiev of 1169, 
and the other, in the Kievan Chronicle, misdated 117241 and separated from 
the account about the sack of Kiev of 1169 by other accounts dealing with 
Kievan developments; the latter also contains additional detailed informa- 
tion, such as the exact location of Feodor' s execution - pesi) ostrov (the 
dog's island).42 

The author(s) of the two narrations portrayed Feodor in the worst possi- 
ble light, by accusing him of insubordination to and conflict not only with 
the metropolitan of Kiev, but also with his own ruler Andrej Bogoljubskij. 
They reported extensively on his alleged crimes and brutal excesses against 
the Christian people of Vladimir: 
He confiscated villages, arms, and horses. Others he sent into slavery, imprisoned 
and robbed - not only the laity, but also members of the clergy, monks, priests, and 
abbots. And this merciless tormentor shaved the heads and beards of some, gouged 
out the eyes of others, and performed unspeakable torture.43 

Feodor's ouster from Vladimir and "out of the golden-domed Church of the 
Holy Mother of God of Vladimir" was interpreted in the narrations as "a 
new miracle performed. . .by the Lord and Holy Mother of God in the city 
of Vladimir." His condemnation and in particular his execution decreed by 
Metropolitan Constantine (II) were described in the most graphic and horri- 
fying terms: 

Metropolitan Constantine ordered his tongue cut out for his evil deeds and his 
heresy. And he ordered his right hand to be removed and his eyes to be gouged out, 
because he had cursed the Holy Virgin. . . . And as a result of his evil deeds, the 
demonic beast Feodor was killed. . . .u 

To the best of my knowledge, never had the old Rus' sources, at least until 
the end of the sixteenth century, described an execution of an ecclesiastical 
figure on orders of a superior ecclesiastical official in such drastic form and 
detail. 

Bogoljubskij' s turning over of his protege Feodor to the metropolitan of 
Kiev for trial and punishment is indicative of his serious difficulties in the 
unrestrained quest for ecclesiastical status in the contest for the Kievan suc- 
cession. However, the Feodor affair not only proved to be detrimental to 
the prince's endeavors, but also must have had a negative impact on Metro- 
politan Constantine' s position, for after 1169 his name disappears from 

41 PSRL, 1 (1926/1962), cols. 355-57; PSRL, 2 (1908/1962), cols. 551-54. 
42 PSRL, 2 (1908/1962), col. 552. 
43 English translations of these relevant passages are provided in Hurwitz, Prince Andrej 
Bogoljubskij, p. 34. 
44 Hurwitz, Prince Andrej Bogoljubskij, p. 34. 

This content downloaded from 79.168.94.49 on Sun, 19 Oct 2014 06:08:22 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


THE CONTEST FOR THE ' 'KIEVAN SUCCESSION' ' 775 

historical accounts. In fact, from 1169 to 1182, the date of the nomination 
of Nicephoros (II) as the new metropolitan of all Rus', there are only a very 
few references to a metropolitan of Kiev in the available sources.45 This 
lacuna prevents researchers from drawing conclusions about the relations 
between Andrej Bogoljubskij, the metropolitan of Kiev Constantine (II), 
and the patriarch of Constantinople in the last years of the prince's reign. 

Bogoljubskij' s policies vis-à-vis Kiev and the Kievan Rus' met with 
disapproval of the ecclesiastical establishment of that polity. For example, 
Cyril, Bishop of Turov, the most distinguished native intellectual of his 
time, was highly critical of Feodor. The Prologue Life of Cyril refers 
explicitly to his condemnation of "Feodorec for his outrageous [behavior] 
and his heresy."46 The Life also reports, that "he [Cyril] wrote many epis- 
tles to Prince Andrej Bogoljubskij concerning the writings of the Gospels 
and the Prophets and commentaries on divine holy days and many other 
sermons of spiritual use."47 One of Cyril's admonitions is the famous "Ser- 
mon on Man's Soul and Body, on the Breaking of the Divine Command- 
ment, on the Resurrection of the Human Body, on the Future Judgment, and 
on Penance,"48 in which he utilized the legend about the lame and blind 
man. Although Cyril never specifically mentioned Andrej or Feodor by 
name, a number of commentators of the sermon have correlated it with the 
relationship between the prince and the metropolitan-to-be and have inter- 
preted it as an indirect criticism of their ecclesiastical activities. But even if 
that particular sermon by Cyril is excluded from the body of the anti- 
Bogoljubskij evidence, the reference in his Life suffices to place Cyril 
among Feodor's and Andrej 's critical opponents; the sack of the sacred 
Kiev must have represented to Cyril a highly heretical and sacrilegious act. 

VII 

In addition to having suffered two major defeats in the struggle for an 
enhanced status in relations with the Kievan Metropolitanate (namely, an 
attempt to establish a separate Metropolitanate in Vladimir and the execu- 
tion of Feodor, his candidate for metropolitan of Vladimir), Andrej Bogo- 
ljubskij, following the death of Glëb, his brother and appointee to the 

45 Vodoff, "Un 'parti theocratique' dans la Russie du XIIe siècle?," p. 208. 
46 Cited in E. Golubinskij, Istorija russkoj cerkvi, vol. 1, pt. 1 (1901/1969): 442, fn. 1. 
47 Cited in Golubinskii, Istoriia russkoi cerkvi, 1 , pt. 1 (1901/1969): 805, fn. 1. 
48 For a recent edition of the text and a Russian translation by V. V. Kolesova, see Pamjatniki 
liter atury drevnej Rusi: XII vek (Moscow, 1980), pp. 290-309. 
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Kievan throne, on 20 January 117 1,49 was confronted with the problem of 
maintaining his position as the supreme patrimonial overlord of Kiev, 
which he had assumed following the sack of Kiev of 1169. The ensuing 
contest for the Kievan throne, which lasted for over two years, led to the 
Kiev campaign of 1173, Andrej' s second attempt to conquer and subordi- 
nate Kiev, which this time ended for him in a humiliating military defeat. 
Both the contest and the campaign of 1173 were described in three interre- 
lated narrations incorporated in the Kievan Chronicle: (1) The Beginning 
of the Princely Reign of Volodimer in Kiev;50 (2) The Beginning of the 
Princely Reign of Roman Rostislavic in Kiev;51 (3) The untitled skazanie 
about the Kiev campaign of 1 173, the most extensive of the three.52 

The contest for the Kievan throne began when the Rostislavici clan chal- 
lenged Andrej Bogoljubskij's overlordship in Kiev by installing on its 
throne Volodimer Mstislavic, who died following a brief reign of four 
months. The Kievan Chronicle reported that ' 'Andrej was displeased with 
his [Volodimer Mstislavic 's] enthronement in Kiev and that he sent [mes- 
sages] ordering him to leave Kiev, and ordering Roman Rostislavic to go to 
Kiev."53 The installation of Roman Rostislavic in Kiev in July of 117 154 
and the tentative subordination of the Rostislavici proved to be, from 
Andrej' s perspective, only a temporary solution, for soon, under the pretext 
of patrimonial insubordination, he ordered the Rostislavici to abandon Kiev 
and appointed his brother Mixail Jurevic as the ruler of Kiev.55 A coalition 
of the deposed Rostislavici and Mstislav of Volhynia opposed Andrej' s 
plans for Kiev and his new candidate for the Kievan throne. They suc- 
ceeded in recapturing Kiev and turned over the city to Rjurik Rostislavic, 
who was enthroned on 1 April 1172.56 The Kievan Chronicle comments 
approvingly that Rjurik "entered Kiev with great fame and honor and sat 
on the throne of his father and grandfather."57 Andrej responded to this 
challenge by organizing a major coalition of princes (as in 1168). The 
Olgovici of Cernihiv temporarily sided with him. By 1173, he again 
managed to assemble a major army, including twenty princes, which, 
according to the apparently inflated information of the Kievan Chronicle, 

49 PSRL. 2 (1908/1962). cols. 563-64. 
50 PSRL, 2 (1908/1962), cols. 566-68. 
51 PSRL, 2 (1908/1962), cols. 568-72. 
52 PSRL, 2 (1908/1962), cols. 572-78. 
53 PSRL. 2 (1908/1962). col. 566. 
54 PSRL, 2 (1908/1962), col. 568. 
55 PSRL, 2 (1908/1962), cols. 569-70. 
56 M. Hrusevs'kyj, Istorija Ukrajiny-Rusy, vol. 2 (19052/1954), p. 200, fn. 2. 
57 PSRL 2 (1908/1962), cols. 570-71. 
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amounted to 50,000 men.58 The huge army conducted operations in south- 
ern Rus' and the Kievan area during the summer and fall of 1173, but, due 
to internal disagreements in Andrej' s army and particularly following the 
defection of Svjatoslav of Cernihiv, it was decisively defeated. 

Whereas the facts of the contest for the Kievan throne and the campaign 
of 1173 have been tentatively reconstructed from the narration in the 
Kievan Chronicle by Myxajlo Hrusevs'kyj,59 among others, these narrations 
and particularly the untitled skazanie about the Kiev campaign of 1 173 have 
not been analyzed in scholarly literature for their ideological content. 
Hrusevs'kyj merely observed that the treatment of the campaign of 1 173 in 
the skazanie acquired "an epic tone and a pompous, rhetorical style."60 
What makes this skazanie exceptionally significant for the understanding of 
the contest for the Kievan succession is not its literary devices, but rather its 
content, namely, the most stinging criticism, couched primarily in 
religious-ideological terms, ever to be leveled at Andrej Bogoljubskij in any 
known contemporary historical or ideological work of old Rus'. 

[The Prince is accused of having become] filled with haughtiness and very proud, 
placing his hope in martial force and surrounding himself with a multitude of warri- 
ors, and burning with anger. . . .61 [of having failed to escape] from the web of the 
much-deceitful devil, who engages in war against the Christians. Prince Andrej, 
being such a wise man and so valiant in all his deeds, lost his senses, and lacking 
restraint burned with anger. He spoke with such boastful words, which were shame- 
ful and vile to God. Boasting and pride come from the devil who plants boastfulness 
and pride in our hearts. Just as [the Apostle] Paul says: ''God is against those who 
are proud, but He grants grace to those who are humble." And the word of the 
Apostle Paul came to pass, as we shall relate later.62 

After having provided an extensive account of the Kiev campaign and the 
circumstances which led to the defeat of Andrej's army, the author(s) of the 
skazanie concluded: 

Thus the word of the Apostle Paul had come to pass, which says, as we have written 
before: "He who exalts himself shall be humbled, but he who is humble shall be 
exalted." And all the forces of Prince Andrej of Suzdal' returned. He had gathered 
all the lands and of the multitude of his warriors there was no count. They had come 
in pride, but departed to their homes humbled.63 

The prince was accused of having committed under the influence of the 
devil the greatest moral sins, namely, those of pride, haughtiness, and boast- 

58 PSRL 2 (1908/1962), col. 573. 
5y Hrusevs'kvi. Istoriia Ukraiiny-Rusv. 2: 200-202. 
60 Hrusevs'kyj, Istorija Ukrajiny-Rusy, 2: 201 . 
61 PSRL, 2 (1908/1962), col. 572. 
62 PSRL, 2 (1908/1962), col. 574. 
63 PSRL, 2 (1908/1962), cols. 577-78. 
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ing. The gravity of the condemnation can hardly be overestimated, in par- 
ticular if one compares the aforecited commentary with the simple explana- 
tion of the sack of Kiev in 1169 provided by the same Kievan Chronicle in 
its skazanie about that sack, in which Andrej is not criticized directly and 
the misfortune which befell Kiev and its people is interpreted as a deserved 
punishment in the spirit of Christian humility (grex radi nasix ['because of 
our sins']).64 

The author(s) of the narration about the reign of Roman Rostislavic in 
Kiev and the skazanie about the Kiev campaign of 1173 substantiated their 
criticism of Andrej Bogoljubskij with the right of resistance, based on 
moral-religious and legal grounds and opposing unlawful, immoral princely 
actions and behavior.65 In the narration they utilized alleged exchanges 
between Andrej and the Rostislavici, in which the former asserted his right 
to act as he pleased (a prerogative of unlimited patrimonial power) and the 
latter responded with charges that Andrej broke agreements confirmed by 
the kissing of the cross and invoked God's judgment in their conflict with 
him. Andrej 's accusation of the Rostislavici reads: 
You [Roman Rostislavic] and your brethren do not act according to my will. You 
will leave Kiev, David [must leave] Vyshorod, and Mstislav - Bilhorod, and you 
have Smolensk, divide it among yourselves.66 
The Rostislavici, who were very unhappy about their being deprived of the 
Rus' land by Andrej Bogoljubskij and by his giving Kiev to his brother 
Mixail Jure vie, countered Andrej' s claim to unlimited patrimonial power 
with a justification of their own: 

Brother, we have called you a father, according to law, and we kissed the cross to 
you, and by adhering to the kissing of the cross we wished you well. And now you 
have driven out our brother, Roman, from Kiev and ordered us to leave the Rus' 
land, though we have done no wrong. Let God and the power of the cross [be our 
judges].67 

A similar exchange of political statements between Andrej and the 
Rostislavici was recorded in the skazanie about the Kiev campaign of 1173. 
Andrej' s emissary to the Rostislavici was instructed to convey to them the 
prince's request: 

64 />S/?L, 2 (1908/1962), col. 545. 
65 For an exposition of the medieval Germanic right of resistance, see the fundamental work 
by F. Kern, Gottesgnadentwn und Widerstandsrecht im frühen Mittelalter (Darmstadt, 19633), 
pp. 138-78. 
66 PSRL, 2 (1908/1962), cols. 569-70. 
0/ PSRL, 2 (1908/1962), col. 570. 

This content downloaded from 79.168.94.49 on Sun, 19 Oct 2014 06:08:22 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


THE CONTEST FOR THE ' 'KIEVAN SUCCESSION' ' 779 

You do not act in accordance with my will. Rjurik, you go to Smolensk to your 
brother, to your own patrimony. Then tell David: "And you go to Berlad', for I do 
not command you to be in the land of Rus'." Say to Mstislav: "You are the cause 
of everything and I do not command you to be in the land of Rus'."68 

Prince Mstislav responded with a statement based on the right of resistance: 

Until now we have loved you like a father. [But now] since you have sent [us] such 
a message [speaking to us] not as to a prince, but as to a subject and a common man, 
then do what you have intended to do. Let God be [our] judge.69 
God's judgment resulted in Andrej Bogoljubskij's defeat, thus settling the 
moral and legal issues. The use of moral and judicial arguments in the ska- 
zanie about the campaign of 1 173 represented the most powerful indictment 
of Bogoljubskij's policies toward Kiev. It was also one of the infrequent 
cases in which the authors/editors of the Kievan Chronicle relied exten- 
sively on religious justifications. 

VIII 

A discussion of Andrej Bogoljubskij's ecclesiastical policies in the contest 
for the Kievan succession should include an explanation of the inclusion in 
the Kievan Chronicle of the Tale About the Slaying of Andrej Bogoljubskij 
(Povësf ob ubienii Andreja [Bogoljubskogo]), Written by his protagonists 
following his death.70 Paradoxically, the most extensive version of the 
Povést', which actually is a eulogy and a political-ideological treatise glori- 
fying Bogoljubskij and his achievements, was included in the Kievan 
Chronicle that otherwise, with a few minor exceptions, was critical of his 

policies and in particular of his role and behavior in the Kiev campaign of 
1173.71 By juxtaposing Kiev to Vladimir and Vyshorod to Bogoljubovo 
("and as far as Vyshorod was from Kiev, so far was Bogoljubovo from 
Vladimir"),72 the Golden Gates of the two capital cities and the martyrdom 
of Andrej to that of Boris and Glëb,73 the authors of the Povësf in the 
Kievan Chronicle not only glorified Bogoljubskij, but also enhanced the 
image of Vladimir at the expense of Kiev, by elevating its status to that of 

68 PSRL. 2 H908/1962Ì. cols. 572-73. 
69 pçor OriQOR/IQfi?^ rni S7T 
70 PSRL, 2 (1908/1962), cols. 580-95. The text of the short version, included in the 
Suzdal'-Vladimirian Chronicle(s) (PSRL, 1 [1926/1962], cols. 367-69), amounts to one and a 
half columns, therefore a ratio of nearly 10:1. For a discussion of the Povësf and the literature 
on the subject, see N. N. Voronin, "Povest' ob ubijstve Andreja Bogoljubskogo i ee avtor," 
lstorija SSSR, 1963, 3, pp. 80-97; and Hurwitz, Prince Andrej Bogoljubskij, pp. 48-53, 
107-108. 
71 See above. 
72 PSRL, 2 (1908/1962), col. 580. 
73 PSRL, 2 (1908/1962), col. 593. 
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the ancient capital of Rus'. Why, then, was this P ovest1, so favorably 
predisposed to Bogoljubskij and his political designs, included in the 
Kievan Chronicle? 

As I have already pointed out in my study on the sack of Kiev in 1169, 
the authors/editors of the Kievan Chronicle must have incorporated the 
Povësf on account of its relevance to Kievan history in a broad sense.74 
Evidently, their general attitude must have been to integrate in the chronicle 
all Kiev -related materials, regardless of their content. They did not hesitate 
to accept the entire Kievan inheritance, because they considered themselves 
its rightful heirs. By comparison, the authors/editors of the Suzdal'- 
Vladimirian Chronicle(s) utilized Kievan materials selectively and adapted 
them to their political and ideological needs. 

Since most, if not all, of the authors/editors of the Kievan Chronicle 
were ecclesiastics,75 they shared a Christian Weltanschauung. They 
apparently interpreted from that perspective Bogoljubskij' s campaign of 
1173, on which he embarked having committed the greatest sin of pride. 
He had been justly punished by defeat and humiliation. In addition to the 
moral punishment, he had been brutally slain, which could be interpreted as 
an ultimate punishment. Apparently the time had come to forgive the 
sinner. The inclusion of the eulogizing Povësf about his slaying in the 
Kievan Chronicle may have been regarded as the final act of forgiveness. 

On the other hand, the Povësf about the slaying of Andrej Bogoljubskij 
could have been included in the Kievan Chronicle for didactic reasons and 
interpreted from the perspective of the medieval right of resistance, accord- 
ing to which a ruler who violates agreements confirmed by the kissing of 
the cross, who misuses his power, and who behaves like a tyrant can justly 
be killed. 

University of Iowa 

74 Pelenski, "The Sack of Kiev of 1 169: Its Significance for the Succession to Kievan Rus'," 
pp. 314-15. 
75 B. A. Rybakov's hypothesis about the participation of the * 'bojar-chronicler" Petr Bori- 
slaviõ in the composition of various materials of the Kievan Chronicle is in need of further 
study ("Bojarin-letopisec XII veka," Istorija SSSR, 1959, 5, pp. 56-79; idem, Russkie leto- 
piscy i avtor "Slovaopolku Igorove" [Moscow, 1972], pp. 277-392). 
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