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Ki evan Rus which was founded in 880 was made up of a
| oose knit alliance between small city states in what is
today western Russia. The nost powerful of these city
states was Kiev. During the early thirteenth century the
Mongol continued their march west until they conquered
Ki evan Rus in 1240. Al though the Mngol did not occupy the
Russi an | ands, the Kievan Rus period era was effectively
over. The turnoil that foll owed the Mngol invasion allowed
for Moscow, a previously weak and mnor principality to
rise out of the shadows and becone a nmjor political
pl ayer. The goal of this paper is to exam ne how Mbscow
rose to power; this will be done by follow ng the evolution
of the Moscow princess attitudes towards their authority
and right to rule, between the years 1325 until 1584.

To understand process of centralization in Myscow,
several interpretations have arisen. Several historians
have exam ned the Mngols contributions to the Miscovite
state, while others’ interpretations viewed the Miscovites
as rising to power in spite of the Mngols.

In recent years nuch schol arship has been directed

towards the question of how the Mongols influenced the rise



of the Muscovite state. There has been three basic
interpretation of the rise of Moscow. They are: conplete
deni al of Mongol influence, recognition of Mngol

i nfluence, but gave the influence negative attributes, and
attributed the rise of Moscow to the Mongol influence.

The first historians to interpret the Russian history
during the thirteenth, fourteenth, and fifteenth century
noved the political dom nation of the Myngols over the
Ki evan Rus principalities into obscurity. Unfortunately
this view lasted well into the twenty first century. As
Ni chol as V. Ri asanovsky states, when exam ning Mongol rule
over Kievan Rus historians have two avenues of
interpretation: “the first denied all |ong range
significance to the Mongol conquest of Russia, the second
considered it lastingly inportant in ternms of its
destruction, burden, and pressure”.! This unfortunate
interpretation ran ranpant throughout historians’ works. As
Val entine Tschebotarioff-Bill states the second phase of
Russi an devel opnent happened in spite of the Mngol
oppression.? Charles Hal perin further expands, and gives a
reason why the Mongols contribution to the people of Kievan

Rus was overl ooked. The Russian political, social, and

' Nicholas V. Riasanovsky, “Oriental Depotism and Russia”, Slavic Review, Vol.22. No.4. (Dec., 1963)
648

% Valentine Tschebotarioff-Bill, “The Circular Frontier of Muscovy”, Russian Review, Vol. 9, No.1. (Jan.,
1950) 45.



nmoral |evel was so superior to the Mongols, that borrow ng
from them was unt hi nkabl e. 3

The second type of interpretation can be seen in the
hi stori an M chael Cherniavsky’s, 1959 work, “Khan or
Basi | eus: An Aspect of Russian Mediaeval Political Theory.”
Cher ni avsky sees the Mongol invasion and occupation of
Russia as an interruption of Russian history.* The focuses
of his article is on how the Mngol occupation of Russia
changed “Russia’s image of her ruler”.® He proposes that the
i mmge of the Mongol Khan replaced the Byzantine enperor as
their image of power. The way that Cherniavsky franes his
article, cast the Mongols in a negative |light. Cherni avsky
states that he is going to “deal wth only one aspect of
t he general problem of the Mongol Yoke and the changes in
Russi an society and life induced by it”.®

Cherni avsky used a letter from Enperor John
Cant acuzene to Grand Prince Sineon the Proud, ’ service
books, Sophia chronicle, N kon chronicle, trinity
chronicle, and diplomatic correspondence. Cherni avsky chose

t hese sources because they either dealt with direct

? Charles J. Halperin, “Russia in The Mongol Empire in Comparative Perspective”, Harvard Journal of
Asiatic Studies, Vol. 43, No. 1. (June. 1983) 239.

* Michael Cherniavsky, “Khan or Basileus: An Aspect of Russian Mediaeval Political Theory”, Journal of
the History of Ideas, Vol. 20, No. 4. (Oct. -Dec., 1959): 459.
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interaction between the Mongols and the Russian, or
addressed how t he Russi ans worshi ped the Tsar. The question
t hat Cherni avsky asked formthe sources he used was: how
did the Russians perceive the power of the Tsar?

Cherni avsky’'s interpretation of the rise of the
Muscovi tes does recogni ze that there was influence from
both the Khan and the Basil eus®. However Cherni avsky
believes that the Basilues’ influence resulted in positive
qualities of future Tsar, and that Khan' s infl uence
resulted in negative qualities. Cherniavsky use lvan IV to
exenplify the contrasting influences. He says that lvan |V
(fromthe Khan) Killed by day (fromthe Basilues) and
prayed by night.?®

Fortunately this interpretation of the Mongol conquest
of Kievan Rus started to slowy erode during the 1960’ s.
This changing interpretation can be seen in the works of
hi storians Edward Louis Keenan, and Karl Wttfogel. They
acknowl edge that the people of Kievan Rus and Muscovy did
borrow sone institution fromthe Mongols, but do not deem
this borrowing as a positive result for the Miscovites.

Karl A. Wttfogel’'s article “Russia And The East: A

Conmpari son And Contrast” was published in 1963. He

¥ Cherniavsky uses the term Basilues, which refers to the emperor of Constantinople.
? Cherniavsky, 476.



addresses the question, how did the Princes of Myscow conme
to build an autocratic state. He believes that it is based
on an Asiatic nodel borrowed formthe Mngols. Wttfogel
uses the Hydraulic approach, which was first used by Kar
Marx, to explain how the building of danms, |evees, and

di kes inmpacted Asiatic societies.' As this indicates
Wttfogel presents his paper in a Marxist light.! He
stresses the inportance of class stratification in Russian
and Oriental societies.' Wttfogel also deems that the
previous enpirical nethods used by historians do not fully
conprehend the patterns of the “Orientalized” state and
society.!® He refers to these patterns to justify his
reliance on Marxist theory.

Wttfogel uses the N kon Chronicle, diplomatic
correspondence, and the witings of Staden, who served
under lvan the IV as his primary sources. He asked three
basi ¢ questions fromthe primary sources. How did the
Mongol political institutions work, how did the Mngols
govern the |l ands of Kievan Rus, and what was the

i nteraction between the Russians and Mongol ?

0 Karl A. Wittfogel, “Russian and the East: A Comparison and Contrast.” Slavic Review Vol. 22, No. 4.
(Dec., 1963):631.
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Wttfogel article is meant to criticize the views of a
fellow historian named Vasily Kliuchevsky. Kliuchevsky “did
not equate the Miuscovite and Oriental despotism although
he recogni zed inportant sinmlarities between them” To
build up his argunent, that Oiental despotismdid happen
in Russia, Wttfogel borrows ideas and interpretation from
other historians to help substantiate his claim?

Edward Louis Keenan wote his article “Miscovy and
Kazan: Sone Introductory Renmarks on the Patterns of Steppe
D pl omacy” in 1967. As the title inplies, Keenan focuses
the majority of his witing on the patterns of steppe
di pl omacy. He uses patterns to help reevaluate the primry
sources. ® Keenan takes a very scientific approach to his
work. He states: “we are so far from adequate understandi ng
of many of these subjects that we cannot be squeam sh about
borrow ng any applicable nethod fromthe faster-noving
sciences.”!” Keenan’s article is based on cross-referencing
sources to build new historical data, which is quite
different fromwhat the other historian being exam ned did
in their work. This nmade the questions that they asked of

the sources very different.

' Wittfogel, 629.

15 Like Marx, Bodin, Chaadaev, Kovalevsky, Max Weber, Dr. Spuler, Paul Miliukov.
1% BEdward Keenan, “Muscovy and the Kazan: Some Introductory Remarks on the Patterns of Steppe
Diplomacy”, Slavic Review Vol. 26, No. 4. (Dec., 1967): 548.

17 Keenan, 548.



Keenan is primarily trying to expand the know edge of
the diplomatic rel ations between the different states that
occupi ed the steppe during the turbulent Mddle Ages. He is
saying that the previous historians did not have access to
t he know edge of the sources, because his “pattern” work
has reveal ed distinctly new insight into the working of the
diplomatic relations of the various states on the steppe.
Keenan believes that the Miscovite state was able to gain
dom nance over the other principalities, because it did not
chal | enge the steppe societies.!® He makes the distinction
that there was no need for Mdscow to chal |l enge the Mngol s,
because its goals were the opposite of the Mngols, the
resul ting autonomy all owed for Mbscow s growt h. °

In the 1980's and 1990's the full recognition of the
Mongol influence in Muscovy was acknow edged: by the |ikes
of Hal perin, David Mdrgan, and Donal d Gstrowski. Hal perin
| ooked at the political history of the Golden Horde's rule
over Russia, and then exam ned how these political
institutions of the Gol den Horde had i npacted the |ives of
the Russians citizens and princes. Hal perin goes beyond
just |l ooking at how the Mongols influenced the Miscovites;

he al so expl ains why the Mongols were only viewed as

18 Keenan, 557.
" Tbid.



destructive by the nedieval chroniclers. He |labels his
expl anation “the ideology of silence.” Halperin outlines
how t he i deol ogy of silence has affected the recording of
the history of Kievan Rus during the Mngol Yoke, and the
first fewinterpretations of the Mingol Yoke by nedieval
hi st ori ans.

Hal perin reinterprets the rise of Mdscow by arguing
that the Miuscovite princes worked within the Mongol
political systemto help propel thenselves to the top of
Russian politics. The Miscovite princes used the Mngol tax
systemto help strengthen their position in Russia by
exenpting thensel ves fromtaxes and making the difference
up by raising taxes on the rest of the popul ati on®®. This
met hod all owed themto increase their wealth and power, but
avoi d confrontation with the Khan. The Mdscow Princes
allied itself with the Golden Horde during the first half
of the fourteenth century,, which encouraged the Mongols to
direct raids against Mbscow s enem es?’. Once again this
critical aspect of Muscovy and Mongol relationship is often
| eft out of many chronicles and the first nonographs

witten about the Moingols conquest of Kievan Rus. To

%% Halperin, 78.
*! Halperin, 79.



suggest that Moscow col | aborated with the Mongol s was
unt hi nkabl e.

Hal perin also states that the destructive power of the
Mongol s encouraged mgration to Moscow because it was
considered a safe place. Due to its alliance with the
Gol den Horde, many people went to Moscow?’. During nedi eval
ti mes manpower was perhaps the greatest asset a
principality could have, and the influx of popul ation
greatly strengthened Moscow. The Moscow princes were able
to ally with the Gol den Horde when it was strong and
chal | enged the Horde when it weak, giving them great
success in their attenpt to gain greater autonony and
dom nate the other Russian city-state.

Davi d Morgan pl aces nore enphasis on the Mongols from
the time Chingis Khan united the tribes in 1206 until the
death of the last Yuan enperor in China in 1370. This focus
on the Mongol s thensel ves provides a very uni que anal ysis.
Mor gan provi ded an expl anation of how the Mngol s devel oped
their conplex adm nistration system by borrow ng i deas from
t he Chinese and fromthe Arabs, then conbining themto make
them their own.

Morgan’ s sources are very el aborate, using Kievan Rus

chronicles, firsthand accounts, recorded fol kl ore, Chinese

** Halperin, 80.
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court records, and Arabian records. H s amount and type of
sources used differed fromthe other historians, because he
focused on all four kingdons of the Khans and not just the
Gol den Horde. In particular his chapter on the “Nature and
Institutions of the Mongol Enpire” was incredibly hel pful
i n under st andi ng how t he Mongol s oper at ed. 23

Ostrowski nethodology is not nmuch different that the
ot her historians, but he does not recognize his work as the
truth. He understands that there is no way to be conpletely
certain about the past. As he states, the sources fromthe
thirteenth and fourteenth century are meager at best,?* and
“much of what | amarguing, therefore, is based on
i nference, deduction, and a degree of speculation.”? This
is a direct consequence of the Postnodern criticism of
hi storical study, that the past is unknowable. Therefore
Ostrowski is not claimng to be providing a concrete
anal ysis of the past, but instead he acknow edges the
probl em faci ng historians?® and presents an argunent that is
to the best of his ability.

The primary sources that Ostrowski relied on were

di pl omati c correspondence and adm ni strative records.

> David Morgan, The Mongols (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1986), 84.

** Donald Ostrowski, “The Mongol Origins of Muscovite Political Institutions”, Slavic Review Vol. 49,
No. 4. (Winter, 1990): 526.

2 Ostrowski, 526.

*% Problems include gaps in historical records, inherent and intended biases in sources, and the multiple
means of human language.

11



Ostrowski chose these sources, because he was witing a
political history. The questions that Ostrowski asked of
the primary sources are very prudent to his topic. He asks
t he sane question fromboth the Miuscovite and the Mngol
sources: what type of political institutions did they use?
He then takes this information and cross-references it to
draw simlarities between the two.

Even t hough many gai ns have been nade toward
understanding the full inpact that the Mongol rule had on
the rise of the Miuscovy state, it can hardly be called
conplete. H storians have said |ittle about how the Khan's
absol ute power changed and shaped the Moscow princes’ vVview
of power. The Mongols sent the Muscovites on their way to
devel opi ng a true autocracy.

Wen t he Mongol conquered Ki evan Rus, they brought
many new and foreign ideas and custons wth them possibly

the nost inportant was the idea of conplete and absol ute

power. The Khans had conpl ete power over their people; they

were supremnme and unchal l enged rulers. This type of

| eadership was superior to the | ocal power base of Kievan
Rus. The Khan was able to force the Princes and Boyars to
travel great distances to pay himtribute. Not only did
they pay himtribute, they were forced to bowto the

Mongol s idols and to the Khan. This neant that they
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conpletely submtted thensel ves to the Kahn, even at the
expense of renouncing their Christian Faith.

This policy of the Mongols which required conplete
subm ssion formthe princes, created a new i dea of absol ute
power for the people of Kievan Rus and Moscow in
particular. This was not the only contribution that |ed the
city of Moscow to gain prom nence over the other cities of
Ki evan Rus, but the idea of absolute power was the
foundation that the Miuscovites needed to build their
aut ocracy.

The fragnented political structure that existed in

Ki evan Rus and in Mbscow can be seen in the early
testanments of the Grand Princes of Mbscow. These testanents
were witten by the Gand Princes and acted as wll. To
observe the evolution of the Moscow princes’ perceived
notion of power, this paper wll exam ne the testanents
fromlvan Kalita, lvan Ill, and Ivan IV. The wll of these
| eaders denonstrates the devel opnent of absol ute power.

lvan Kalita wote his testanment in 1339, Ivan Il in
1503, and lvan IV's in 1572. | chose Kalita' s testanent
because it indicates how the grand princes traditionally
viewed power. lvan Il1l’s testanent illustrates a
significant change in how he viewed his role as grand

prince. lvan IV s testanent is the final culmnation of the

13



grand princes changing view of power. These testanents give
an insight into how power was divided anong the princes and
how they viewed their role as Grand Prince.

lvan Kalita s was grand prince of Moscow from 1328
until 1341%". He ruled during a period of transition for
Muscoy. Under Kalita Moscow began to becone a nore
prom nent state. As his testanent denonstrates the Myscow
still suffered froma fragnmented political structure. |van
Kalita does not specify an heir to his throne. He divides
his |l and holdings and titles between his three sons Senman,
| van, and Andrey.?® This creates three Mbscow princes that
all have a legitimte claimto the throne. Kalita al so
di vided up the city revenues between his three sons and his
princess.? Hs princess got the revenue from Gsmi cheye,
while his sons shared revenue fromall the other cities.?>°
Per haps the nost inportant resource in medieval tinme was
man power. Kalita also dictated that his three sons woul d
equal |y manage the enroll ed people.

|van Kalita partitioned his titles, land hol ding, and
resources equally to his three sons. This created a

probl em The resources of Mdscow are not being used in a

27Howes, Robert craig. “The Testaments of the Grand Princes of Moscow” Cornell University, NY, 1967.
pg 180.

** Howes, 182-183

29 Howes, 184.

%0 Ibid.
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uni fi ed manner. Tax revenue and mlitary power is going in
three different directions. The fragnmentation of this
political systemleads to a weak state, which in turn
hanmpers the anmbitions of the grand princes and the growh
of Mbscow.

lvan 111 was grand prince of Mdscow from 1462 unti
1506. 3! By the end of his reign, the Mongols no |onger had
control over the Russian |ands.3 This allowed for himto
start a rapid centralization of power in Myscow Ivan Il
w || denonstrates several changes in the idea of power held
by the Muscovite princes. In the second paragraph of his
will ITvan 11l specifies that his younger sons shoul d obey
their older brother, Vasiliy in all things.® This statenent
by Ivan Il creates a strict hierarchal systemwhere the
ol dest son is the undisputed ruler, unlike Ivan Kalita,
where his three sons where treated as near equals.

Ivan Ill clearly states that Vasiliy gets all of I|van
111’s grand principalities.® This means that Vasiliy is
granted all of the tax rights and the right to rule over
the enrolled people.® This is in stark difference to what

lvan Kalita left in his will. Kalita divided the taxes and

3 Howes, 267.

* The Mongol occupation of Russia ends in 1480.
33 Howes, 269.

* Ibid.

33 Howes, 270.
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the rule of the enrolled people evenly between his three
sons.

Vasiliy was given the right to exclusively coin noney,
and adnministrate justice.® These stipulations give Vasiliy
conpl ete control over the finances and the court system
Vasiliy’s control over such inportant systens cenments his
role as the conplete and dom nate rul er

Ivan Il was also the first grand prince to justify
his rule with divinity. He stated that God had given him
his Principalities.® This justifies his and future grand
princes absolute rule over the boyars and peopl e.

Ivan I'l1"s decision to | eave all of his power to his
el dest son had inportant repercussion. It effectively
created a stable line of secession, which in turn all owed
for the grand princes to focus all the resources of Mscow
in one direction, allowing themto expand their sphere of
i nfluence.

lvan 1V took the throne in 1547 and died on 1584.3% Hi s
will shows the final progression of the changing ideals of
power, when he blesses his Son Ivan | with the entire
Russi an Tsardom 3 This shows that the Miscovite grand

princes now view thensel ves as the ruler of all of Russian.

36 Howes, 273.
37 Howes, 269.
38 Howes, 304.
39 Howes, 314.
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The term Tsar had traditionally been reserved for the
Mongol Khan or the Enperor of Constantinople. The Miscovite
princes now vi ewed thensel ves as all powerful much |ike the
Khan and Enperor did.

Many hi storians have commented on how Mbscow princes
created a centralized state, but few have nention why the
princes’ created a centralized state. | believe that the
princes’ idea of power evolved due to influence fromthe
Khan’ s absol ute power.

The testanents of lvan Kalita, lvan IIl, and Ivan IV
show a clear change in the way that the Miuscovite princes
viewed the idea of power. Not surprisingly, the growth of
Moscow paral |l el ed the grand princes changi ng i dea of power.
Kalita left eight cities and principalities to his three
sons. lvan Il left eighty seven cities and principalities,
and Ivan IV left one hundred sixty two cities and
principalities.

The rise of Miuscovy consisted of a conplex and
conplicated system of events. However it is clear that the
changi ng i deas of power of the grand princes had an
i nportant function in the growth of Mbscow. Ivan IV ruled
over a centralized and autocratic state that allowed himto

spread his dom nion over all the Russian | ands.
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