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Our journal is celebrating another anniversary: we are pleased to present to our
readers the sixtieth issue of Historical Reporter. It seems that it was only recently
that we marked the publication of our fiftieth issue, and yet ten new issues have
already appeared. Our hard-working team has every reason to be proud as we
continue to faithfully serve Russian scholarship.

The sixtieth issue is devoted to general historical topics, with the section on
Russian history traditionally occupying the largest part of the volume. It opens
with an article by A.P. Bogdanov, which examines the reform of the coronation
ceremony of Russian tsars in 1676—1682. His thorough and in-depth studies
of documentary and palaeographic sources have led the author to reconsider
a number of established views in historical scholarship and to clarify who, and
on the basis of which literary sources, established at the highest level of govern-
ment the concept of Russia as a sacred state. The article by LS. Khimich and S.I.
Tsembalyuk is devoted to counterfeiting in Tyumen from the seventeenth to
the early twentieth century, when the city became one of the key centres for the
sale and distribution of counterfeit coins in Siberia. The article makes a signif-
icant contribution to the study of the region’s economic history, legal history,
and the everyday life of the city’s population in the pre-revolutionary period.

The works by KV. Vanicheva, YuP. Orlova, and J.A. Safronova constitute
a separate section and address various aspects of theological education in Tsarist
Russia, relations between the bureaucratic apparatus and ecclesiastical authori-
ties, and the legal history of the clergy. Thus, K.V. Vanicheva’s article examines
a rather unexpected subject: a legal dispute over ownership of the Andronikov
Icon of the Mother of God between the clergy of the Trinity Cathedral in St. Pe-
tersburg and a private owner. Interesting details from the life of the Romanov
dynasty are reflected in the article by D.O. Yastrebov. They concern the mecha-
nisms governing the guardianship of Grand Duke Nikolai Konstantinovich from
1874 to 1881. The scandal caused by the Grand Duke’s actions not only brought
about a moral shock within the Imperial family but also confronted it with the
need to establish bureaucratic procedures for dealing with this unprecedented
incident. At the same time, rules had to be developed governing the life that Ni-
kolai Konstantinovich was to lead.

The section concludes with an article by EM. Magomedova and
E.M. Ozdamirova devoted to Caucasian studies, in particular the historical ge-
ography of the feudal domains of Dagestan. It examines the history of relations
between the Tabasaran Maisumate and neighbouring domains of Dagestan and
Transcaucasia in the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.

The General History section opens with an article by A.A. Voytenko devot-
ed to the study of the anonymous Encomium to St. Mark. This interesting work
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makes it possible to gain a better understanding of the history of the creation
of certain medieval rhetorical and hagiographical writings.

The next article in the section, by G.V. Shebaldina, addresses what may
broadly be described as the “woman question”. It examines the role of women
in the political life of eighteenth-century Sweden, when women from the ar-
istocracy began to occupy an increasingly significant and prominent position
in the cultural and socio-political spheres.

The article by G.Sh. Pilavov is also devoted to European history. It argues
for the need to move away from a panegyric attitude towards the intellectual
legacy of French Enlightenment thinkers and to subject their works to critical
re-evaluation. Taking as an example the ideological confrontation between
the French Enlightenment, represented by Denis Diderot, and the Jesuit or-
der, the author draws attention to the obvious bias displayed by the renowned
writer and philosopher in his article on Jesuits in the famous Encyclopédie.
The article also points to the lack of a scholarly approach and, more general-
ly, to the article’s failure to meet the standards expected of an encyclopaedic
entry.

The article by M.MM. Yakushev addresses a subject frequently discussed in the
pages of our publication: relations between the Russian and Ottoman Empires.
This time, the subject of research is the activities of dragomans and secretaries
serving in the Russian Mission in Constantinople in the eighteenth century.

The final article in the section, by V.M. Akhmedov, examines the so-
cio-political aspects of Arab-Iranian relations. We consider this study highly
relevant, since the historical features of the formation of Arab-Iranian rela-
tions continue to influence interaction between Iran and the Arab states to
this day. The article’s novelty lies in the fact that some earlier approaches and
methods have not always been capable of providing an adequate explanation
of the policies pursued by these states.

The issue concludes with the Source section, which features A.V. Ganin’s
study of the case of K.I. Zhikhor, a tsarist colonel and Soviet military specialist,
and the Military Intelligence Section of the All-Russian General Staff (1918).
Many of the archival materials used by the author are being introduced into
scholarly circulation for the first time.

The editorial board continues its work on the next issue, thanks our au-
thors for the materials they have submitted, and looks forward to receiving
further interesting contributions.

A.E. Titkov
Editor-in-Chief The Historical Reporter
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The Reform of the Coronation Rite

of Russian Tsars, 1676-1682,
in Light of Archaeographic Discoveries

Abstract

Archaeography is often perceived as a science pursued for its own sake,
an activity of archivists largely invisible to the outside world. Its appeal
is accessible only to a narrow circle of specialists. Its practical value is
more apparent, but even here one must understand the intricacies of the
archaeographer’s work in order to appreciate how a particular publica-
tion can be used in specific research. This article demonstrates why it is
important to examine the archaeographer’s methods and working prac-
tices. First, it shows how a misconception concerning the origins and de-
velopment of the Russian concept of statehood from the late fifteenth to
the late seventeenth century — the period when the ideological founda-
tions of autocracy were taking shape — arose from a misunderstanding of
E.V.Barsov’s archaeographic approach. In 1883, Barsov appeared to estab-
lish a general view of the Byzantine origins of the coronation rites of Rus-
sian tsars. Second, the article corrects our own previous misconception
concerning the authorship and, consequently, the motives behind the

© Andrey P. Bogdanov, 2026
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reform of the tsars’ coronation rite at the end of the seventeenth century,
which subsequently became the foundation for a complex of ideas con-
cerning sovereign power incorporated into the coronations of Russian
emperors up to Nicholas II. Archaeographic considerations, as well as ev-
idence unrelated directly to the coronation rites themselves, prompted
a reconsideration of the conclusion that the reform of the 1676 corona-
tion rite had been initiated by the reformers Tsar Feodor Alexeevich and
Chancellor A.S. Matveev. Even the clear indication that the new ideas in-
troduced into Feodor Alexeevich’s 1676 coronation rite were developed
further in the 1682 coronation rite of Ivan and Peter — at a time when
neither the reforming tsar nor the chancellor was still alive — did not
initially lead us to attribute the initiative of bringing the Russian rite
into conformity with the Byzantine tradition to the decidedly conserva-
tive Patriarch Joachim. This conclusion was compelled by the manuscript
tradition of the Russian Chronograph, to which scholars have not turned
for 150 years, since the time of AN. Popov. The description and study of
manuscripts dispersed among various repositories, carried out by gener-
ations of archaeographers, provided the basis for determining by whom,
and on what literary foundations, the idea of Russia as a sacred state was
established at the highest level of government.

Keywords:
Russian tsarist coronation; Russian Chronograph; Tsar Feodor Alexeevich;
Chancellor Matveev; Patriarch Joachim; Pseudo-Kodinos

For citation:
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t is naive to assume that reliable history is written through

the flights of thought of great historians. In Russia, all of

them, including the conservative moralist N.M. Karamzin

and the liberal conceptualist V.O. Klyuchevsky, were first
and foremost outstanding archaeographers. In the West, archaeography
as a specialised field is absent, but is successfully replaced by a broad-
er understanding of paleography, codicology, and bibliography. Anatole
France, the librarian for the French Senate, excelled in the latter, which
to a considerable extent ensured the success of his Penguin Island, with its
satire of historians who “rewrite one another” — a mockery as barbed as
the invectives of the later Annales school. Western Europeans have sur-
passed us in their ability to laugh at colleagues who rely on the research
of others instead of finding, describing, and comparing archival sources.
We, for our part, have the ability to laugh at ourselves, proceeding from
an understanding of what a scholar assumes and what the continuous-
ly emerging new sources actually tell us. Both abilities will have to be
demonstrated in this article.

It was already known in the eighteenth century, when N.I. Novikov
undertook their publication in the Ancient Russian Bibliotheca, that the
ceremonial rites of the sovereigns’ coronations were among the most
important sources revealing the formation of the Russian concept of
statehood from the late fifteenth to the late seventeenth century. By the
mid-nineteenth century, these mutually dependent written monuments
had been well published, but until our turn-of-the-century study they
were not examined together as a process in the development of a sin-
gle text!. The continuation of our work demonstrated that not only the
grand-princely and tsarist coronation rites, beginning with the first cor-
onation — that of Ivan III’s grandson Dmitry on 4 February 1498 — but
also the imperial rites based upon them, up to the coronation of Nicholas
Il on 14 May 1896, possess a unique degree of comparability®. Beginning
with the coronation of Ivan IV by Metropolitan Macarius on 16 January

! Here and below, we refer to our definitive monographs so as not to make

our colleagues search for our articles published over the past 50 years. Bozda-
no6 A.I1. Laps-pedpopmartop Qepop Arexceesnu: crapumit Opar [lerpa I. M,
2018.C.294—-352.

bozdano6 A.Il. Benuanme pycckmx rocypapen m Tpasnuns Mmmepmn Pome-
eB // Poccma XXI.2024. Ne 1. C. 18—51.
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The Book of the Election and Coronation of Tsar and Grand Prince Mikhail
Fedorovich in 1613 is the only surviving chinovnaia kniga (ceremonial book) from
the seventeenth-century coronations, although documents of the Posolsky Prikaz

record the production of such books by the gold-letter scribes of the Armoury
Chamber shortly after the coronations of 1645, 1676, and 1682. Ironically, it is
precisely this book that is not authentic: it is a kind of model for coronation books,
produced on the orders of Chancellor Matveev in the 1670s.

1547, they were “constructed” on the basis of their predecessors, with
gradual changes motivated by the development of ideas about the state
and about the meaning, foundations, and significance of tsarist authority.

Textual problems in this sequence are minimal. Some difficulties
had to be overcome in determining the original recensions of the rites
for Dmitry the Grandson and Ivan IV. But with the Expanded Recen-
sion of Ivan IV’s rite, produced in the early 1560s in the Posolsky Pri-
kaz, and the coronation rite of Feodor loannovich of 31 May 1584 based
upon it, we possess an almost uninterrupted series of original copies:
only the rite of False Dmitry, dated 30 July 1505, is missing, and it can
be reconstructed from the coronation rite of Marina Mnishek of 8 May
1606°. The abolition of the Posolsky Prikaz in 1720 introduced a cer-
tain degree of confusion into this process. The coronation of Catherine
I on 7 May 1724 was prepared with little regard for tradition. Peter II,
however, was crowned on 25 February 1728 according to the model of

3 Bozdarno6 A.I1. aps-pedpopmarop. C. 296—306.
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the coronation rite of Ivan and Peter Alexeevich of 25 June 1682, and
thereafter the tradition was not interrupted*, except that the official
coronation rites were not brought together in a single sequence in the
state archive’, but were immediately published, with the sole exceptions
of the rites of Paul [ and Alexander L.

Having compared the well-published archival texts of the fifteenth
to seventeenth centuries, we acquired the right to be ironic about col-
leagues who, for a century and a half, based their judgements about the
evolution of state ideology on E.V. Barsov’s 1883 publication, tellingly
entitled Old Russian Monuments of the Sacred Coronation of Tsars in
Connection with Their Greek Originals®. After all, this outstanding ar-
chaeographer had not set himself the task of tracing the history of the
text of the coronation rites! Barsov concentrated on publishing manu-
scripts that had not previously been introduced into scholarly circula-
tion and constituted only a small part of the archaeographical tradition,
without mentioning published rites and recensions, confident that ev-
eryone knew them from the Ancient Russian Bibliotheca, the Collection
of State Charters and Treaties, the Acts of the Archaeographic Expedition,
and the Supplements to the Acts of History. He himself did not once re-
produce editions that had already been published.

Modern scholarship has overcome this characteristic late-nine-
teenth-century conception of erudition by requiring scholars to indicate
how a publication relates to all previous editions. It should be remem-
bered that colleagues may fail even to recognise texts published in the
Complete Collection of Laws and the Collection of State Acts and Treaties,
or may regard the provisions of Chapter One, Article One of the Sobor-
noe Ulozhenie of 1649 as the product of malicious intent in 1681, not
to mention the text of the Stoglav’. The fact that Barsov’s book came to
be perceived not as one stage in the development of archaeographical

Bozdaro6 A.I1. Beraanme pyccxkmx rocypapeit. C. 18—51.

5 PIAAA. ©.135. Ora. IV. Py6p. L.

Bapco6 E.B. ApeBHe-pycckume IAMSITHUKM CBSIIJEHHOTO BEHUYAHMS Ljapen Ha
LJAPCTBO B CBSI3U C IPEYECKUMU MX opurnHasami: C MCTOPUIECKUM O4EPKOM
YMHOB JAPCKOTO BEHYAHNMS B CBS3U C PasBUTHEM mAen napst Ha Pycu. M., 1883.
[4], IT, XXX VI, 160 c.

BozdaroB A.I1. Aucuyt o ITpusnaermm Mockosckont Akasemnun XVII Bexa //
Kano: >Kypnaa aas yaensrx. 2016. Ne 5. C. 60—76.
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scholarship but as a solution to the question of the Byzantine origin of
the Russian coronation rite is not his fault, but that of his epigones, who
regarded his work as a comprehensive synthesis.

Barsov presented the first coronation rite in Russian history — that of
Dmitry the Grandson upon his accession to the grand-princely throne —
from the Synodal copy he had discovered (the Formulary Recension),
while the rite of Ivan the Terrible was presented from the previously un-
published Vakhrameev and Posolsky copies (the Expanded Recension).
He then had to omit the most important, though already well-published,
texts: the coronation of Feodor loannovich, a decisive stage in the devel-
opment of the rite, as well as the rites of Boris Godunov, Marina Mnishek,
Vasily Shuisky, and Mikhail Fedorovich. For the seventeenth century, all
the rites had in fact already been published, but Barsov discovered previ-
ously unknown chancery “lists” of the principal events of the coronation
of Alexei Mikhailovich (with “cancellations” relating to the coronation
of Ivan and Peter) and of Feodor Alexeevich. Both “lists” were inferior to
the rites on which they were based. They had been created in the course
of the Posolsky Prikaz’s “rite-builders™ deliberations about the organ-
isation of the coronation of Ivan and Peter Alexeevich and lacked the
semantic component: the speeches of the patriarch and the tsar setting
out the new foundations of tsarist authority. Their sole advantage was
that they had not previously been published.

Barsov then “leapt over” the coronation of Catherine I in the Krem-
lin, the rite of which was known from an official publication. He did,
however, discover and publish an extract from the coronation rite of the
thirteen-year-old Emperor Peter II, preserved in a manuscript produced
in the same year, 1728, at the Yaroslavl Archbishop’s House. It reflected
contemporary thinking about the Byzantine roots of the Russian coro-
nation ceremony and included two sources whose publication opened
Barsov’s book: the treatise of Pseudo-Kodinos on the Byzantine rite of
imperial coronation and an extract from the Journey (to Constantinople)
of the hierodeacon Ignatius of Smolensk, containing his observations of
such a coronation®. Both were known to scholarship, but the publication
of their texts from the newly discovered Yaroslavl copy was a worthy con-
tribution.

8 Bapcob E.B. Apesne-pycckue namstaukm. C. 1—24.
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The first and, to this day, principal source on the later rite of the Ba-
sileus’s coronation consisted of the sections on the coronation ceremo-
ny in Pseudo-Kodinos’ treatise On Offices of the Constantinople court,
dating from the 1350s—1360s. In Western Europe, the treatise had been
published since the late sixteenth century and was falsely attributed to
the Constantinopolitan kouropalates George Kodinos, supposedly de-
ceased in 1450 on the eve of the city’s fall, who was believed to have de-
scribed the final stage in the development of imperial ceremonial, which
European monarchs were expected to emulate. In the Russian coronation
rites, however, Barsov detected the influence of this treatise only from the
rite of Feodor Alexeevich of 1676, which, in his conclusion, represented
“the greatest completeness of the Greek ceremonial order™.

Today we know of two further detailed descriptions of the Byzantine
coronation ceremony of the basileus: the History of the Romans by the
commissioner of Pseudo-Kodinos’ treatise, Emperor John VI Kantakou-
zenos, written after his abdication in 1354—1364, and the Florentine
manuscript discovered and published in 1913 by Kh.M. Loparev, which
transmits the Constantinopolitan coronation rite in its form of the
1360s!°. But the source used by the Duma dyak (clerk) of the Posolsky
Prikaz, GK. Bogdanov, when he “constructed” the coronation rite of
Feodor Alexeevich on 18 June 1676, was specifically the 1648 edition
of Pseudo-Kodinos’ treatise, with the Greek and Latin texts printed in
parallel'’.

In the Florentine manuscript, after the main text, the names of Em-
peror Manuel II Palaiologos and his wife Helena, who were crowned in
1392, were inserted in an unskilled hand'. A description of their coro-
nation has survived in the Journey of the hierodeacon Ignatius of Smo-
lensk (to Constantinople in 1389—1393). It broadly corresponds to the
picture of the coronation ceremony found in Byzantine sources, is known
in numerous copies, and has been published repeatedly since the time of

?  Bapcob E.B. Apesue-pycckume namsitanxu. C. XXVIIIL

10" TToaaxo6cxas M.A. TTo3AHEBU3AHTUICKII YMH KOPOHOBaHMs Bacuaesca // Bu-

saHTUiCKII BpemeHHNK. T. 68 (93). M., 2009. C. 5-24.

Bozdano6 A.IT. T1ceBpo-KoamH 1 TaMHCTBO BeHYaHMs pycckux napen // Karre-
peBckue urenns — 22. M, 2024. C. 110—-141.

Aonapel X.M. K unny yapckoro koporosauwus B Buzantun // CoopHMK cTaTen
B uecTh Anumntpns Qommuaa Kobexo ot ero cocayskusies 1o Mmir [Tybananon

6ubanorexe. CI16,1913.C. 1-11.
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Tsar Feodor Alexeevich. Parsuna (portrait) by court icon painter Bogdan Saltanov,
commissioned by Tsarevna Sophia Alekseevna in 1685.
State Historical Museum, on display

VN. Tatishchev. When publishing the newly discovered Yaroslavl copy,
Barsov wisely refrained from commenting on its similarity to the Russian
coronation rites because, first, in Ignatius’s account the basileus conducts
the entire coronation ceremony in the sanctuary together with the cler-
gy, whereas in Russia the sovereign was regarded as a secular person until
the coronation of Feodor Alexeevich in 1676; and, most importantly, the
basileus is crowned together with the empress. In Russia, such an expe-
rience before 1724 was unique and scandalous: False Dmitry I, having
styled himself Caesar, crowned Marina Mnishek without having convert-
ed her to Orthodoxy.

It thus appeared that the connection between the Russian coronation
rites and their “Greek originals” could be discerned only from 1676 on-
ward. In the rites preceding this date, it was emphasised that the sover-
eign was crowned of his own will and according to the native “custom of
old”™: “By God’s will, from our forefathers, the great princes, this has been
our custom down to the present: the great princes of old gave the great
principality to their first-born sons”. The assertion that this “custom of
old” went back to the time of Vladimir Monomakh appeared only in the
sixteenth century, in a later recension of the rite for Dmitry the Grand-
son. Barsov, working before A.A. Shakhmatov developed his conception of
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textual history, was even puzzled as to where N.I. Novikov had obtained
the reference to Monomakh’s coronation in 1114 when publishing his
copy of the rite in the Ancient Russian Bibliotheca. He remarked ironically
that the attempt to trace the coronation rite of the grand princes back to
the rite of the “Greek tsars” in the time of Monomakh or even, as “some
scholars” believed, to Vladimir the Saint, was refuted by the impossibility
that the Roman emperors and the Greek Church could have approved
the coronation of the ancient Russian princes according to the model of
the basileis, or that the Russian metropolitan could have replaced the
patriarch in the ceremony®.

We have been able to confirm Barsov’s view through a direct source!,
but this does not diminish the boldness with which, in a publication timed
to coincide with the coronation of Alexander III, the archaeographer re-
futed the official conception that the coronation of Russian autocrats ac-
cording to the Byzantine model had begun with Vladimir Monomakh —
a conception voiced at the coronation of 1883 and in the historical essay
accompanying it', and traceable, astonishingly enough, to the Expanded
Recension of the rite of Ivan the Terrible from 1560. Moreover, he did so
speculatively, on the basis of a historical understanding of the nature of
grand-princely authority, “over which ... there could not have been per-
formed ... that rite of coronation which embodied an already established
and broad state ideology of the Tsar and which, according to Greek laws,
could be performed only by the Patriarch of the Great Church™.

According to Barsov, the Greek model could have been used in Rus-
sia only after the fall of Byzantium in 1453. And, as it seemed, the ar-
chaeographer found its direct influence on the Russian rites beginning
with the coronation of Dmitry the Grandson in the form of a body of
Greek texts, which he published from the Euchologion (in Goar’s edi-
tion), together with their Russian translation in a Trebnik based on the
Slavonic parchment manuscript of the fourteenth century'’. The ‘four-

Bapco6 E.B. Apesre-pycckue mamsatamuki. C. XI—XIII

4 BozdarnoB A.I1. EB. Bapcos B moncke MMIIepCKMX KOPHENM KOPOHALUIM POCCHIA-

ckux rocypapent // Pocemmekas neropumst. 2025. Ne 1. C. 98—108. C. 104.
BeHuaHme pyccKmxX rocyaaper Ha JapcTBO HaumHas ¢ gaps Muxamaa Qepopo-
Buda A0 Mmneparopa Aaexcanapa III. CT16,, 1883. C. 1-2.
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Bapco6 E.B. Apesre-pycckue mamstauxu. C. XIT—XIIL
17 Ibid. C. 25-31.
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teenth century’ in the edition looks like a typographical error, but it
was repeated twice'8, so it was probably an archaeographical miscon-
ception contradicting Barsov’s own conception. Otherwise, why would
the texts he called the Ancient Rite of the Coronation of Tsars have been
translated in Russia long before the physical fall of Constantinople into
Turkish hands and even before the moral fall of the Greeks through the
Union of Florence?

Indeed, the manuscript containing these texts!?, carefully described in
1868 by A.V. Gorsky?, dates from a century later. In an article published
posthumously in 1882, the Rector of the Moscow Theological Academy
and distinguished archaeographer emphasised the significance of the
prayers translated from Greek for the coronation of the tsar (“O Lord
our God, King of kings and Lord of lords” and “To Thee, the only King of
ages”), which had been used in Russian coronation rites since the corona-
tion of Dmitry the Grandson®'. Yet he did not mention the homily placed
alongside them in the coronation rites, which Barsov regarded as a “pure-
ly Russian feature”, in which “the voice of the Church itself, breathing
sacred solemnity”, was heard?2. Why Gorsky passed over this text was ex-
plained with considerable sarcasm by Kh.M. Loparev, who pointed out
that Barsov had mistaken for an original composition excerpts from the
Testament of Basil, King of the Greeks, which had been popular in Russia
since the late fourteenth century and had been published many times by
1883%.

Thus, of the Byzantine legacy, only two prayers for the coronation of
the tsar from the Greek Euchologion were actually incorporated into the
Russian rites of the fifteenth through the first half of the seventeenth
century. They had been translated into Russian in a Trebnik in advance,

8 Ibid. C. 1, 25, 116.

1 TM. Cunopassnoe cobp. Ne 501 /468.
2 Topckuit A.B., He6ocmpye6 K.M. Onmcanme caaBsiHckux pykonmcein Mockos-
ckont Cunopaapont 6mbanorexn. Ota. III. Kaurn Gorocayskebusie. Y. 1. M,
1869.C. 146—-147.

Topcxuit A.B. O CBSIIJEHHOACTACTBUM BEHYAHMS M IIOMAa3aHMs Lapen Ha Lap-
crBo // I'lpnbaBaeHMS K M3AAHMIO TBOPEHMI CB. OTLEB B PYCCKOM IIEPEBOAE.

9.29.Ku. 1. M, 1882.C. 117—151.
Bapco6 E.B. Apesre-pycckue mamsatauxi. C. XXIX—XXXI
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% Aonape6 X.M. O unne eryanmst pycckux yapeit // Kypuaa Munucrepcersa

HapoaHoro npocsergennst. CI16., 1887. 4. 253. C. 312—-3109.
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but only after the fall of Constantinople. In other words, arguments about
the “Greek originals” of the Russian coronation rite before the reform of
1676 are nothing more than fabrications*!. Church materials concerning
the coronation of the basileus, unknown to Barsov and brought to Mos-
cow by Greeks in December 1560 at the tsar’s request, were not used in
the Expanded Recension of the rite of Ivan IV. They lay gathering dust in
the archives until the first half of the 1640s, when they were beautifully
copied into a manuscript of the Posolsky Prikaz, together with the Tale of
the Seven Liberal Arts and the coronation rite of Feodor Ioannovich, which
was produced in preparation for the coronation of Alexei Mikhailovich?’.
Yet they were not used in the preparation of the substantive coronation
rite for his coronation on 28 September 164 5%.

Nevertheless, Barsov was right to entitle his book Monuments of the
Coronation of Tsars in Connection with Their Greek Originals. For while
initially only two prayers were used in Russia, attesting to the enduring
Greek-Russian tradition of the Orthodox Church, beginning with the
coronation of Feodor Alexeevich in 1676, the rites of the tsars and em-
perors were indeed remodelled according to the Greek rite, taken from
Pseudo-Kodinos.

Drawing on the brief “lists” he had published alongside the complete
and already published coronation rites of 1645, 1676 and 1682, Barsov
described with remarkable accuracy the changes in the traditional Rus-
sian ceremony between the coronation of 1645 on the one hand*” and
those of 1676 and 1682 on the other. He clearly demonstrated that, as
a result of the reform of 1676, the sacred nature of the autocrat’s authori-
ty came to the fore in place of its dynastic foundations. “After the speech”,
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Bozdaro6 A.I1. Benuanne pycckux rocyaapeit. C. 34—35.
25 PTAAA. ©.357. Caposckoe cobp. Ne 30(294). 4°. 459 a.

26 Versions of the rite: PTAAA. ®. 135. TocyaapcTBEHHOE APEBAEXPAHUAMITE XaP-

i u pyxormmcen. Ora. IV. Py6. 1. Ne 12. A. 1-290 (tpu crmmeka). Books of
official records drawn up following the ceremony: Ibid. Ne 10. A. 1-67; Ne 11.
A. 1—48. Coronation file: PTAAA. ®@. 156. Mcropuaeckne u jepeMOHMAAbHBIE
aeaa. Om. 1. Ne 95,

Having compared all the extant rites of the coronation of Dmitry the Grandson
in all their recensions, we demonstrated that the coronation of 1645 indeed
represented the culmination of the development of the tradition of dynastic
antiquity, incorporating and multiplying all the achievements of state thought
accumulated within it and within the rite of Filaret Nikitich’s installation as
patriarch on 22 June 1619. See: Bozdaro6 A.I1. Llaps-pedpopmatop. C. 301—302.
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the archaeographer wrote, “in which the sovereign expressed his desire
to be crowned, the Patriarch asked him: How do you believe and confess
the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit? And the sovereign solemnly re-
cited the Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed. In addition to the aforemen-
tioned insignia of royal dignity, a royal vestment was placed upon him,
following the example of the Greek tsars. The anointing began after the
patriarch and all the bishops had received Communion, but before the
deacons had done so. Moreover, whereas under all the previous tsars the
Holy Gifts were administered after their anointing not within the sanc-
tuary but before the Royal Doors, where the anointing itself took place,
now the tsar, following the example of the Greek tsars, was led into the
sanctuary directly through the Royal Doors, where he received the Body
and Blood of Christ, like the priests™.

The full text of the coronation rite of Feodor Alexeevich? also reveals
a radical change in the semantic content of the dialogue between the
tsar and the patriarch, whose speeches were omitted from the “lists” pub-
lished by Barsov. Yet it was precisely this dialogue between secular and
ecclesiastical authority that had originally, from the late fifteenth century
onward, formulated their symphony in legitimising the authority of the
grand sovereign®. Not only did the patriarch, rather than the sovereign
as before, assume the leading role in the ceremony from 1676 onward.
More importantly, Tsar Feodor Alexeevich was crowned “according to
the tradition of the holy Eastern Church” and only secondarily “accord-
ing to the custom of the ancient tsars and grand princes of Russia”. This
new formula of coronation was repeated three times during the coro-
nation of 1676 and five times during the coronation of Ivan and Peter
in 1682%". The idea of the sacred nature of the Russian state, which the
Russian national anthem continues to affirm to this day, decisively pre-
vailed over the conviction in the uniqueness of its own “custom of old”,

28 Bapcob E.B. Apesue-pycckue namstankn. C. XXVIII-XXIX.

2 PTAAA. ®.135. Ora. IV. Py6p. I. Ne 15. A. 1—161. Published in: Bozdaro6 A.I1.
aps-pedopmarop. C. 458 —486.

30 We established this immediately after comparing all the rites of the 15th—
17th centuries: Bozdaro6 A.I1. Ynnsr Beruanms poccumckux gapen // Kyabry-
pa cpeanesexosort Mockssr. M, 1995. C. 211-224.

1 PTAAA. @. 135. Ora. IV. Py6p. I Ne 19. A. 1-123; IToaroe cobpanue 3aKOHOB
Poccmrickon mmnepun, ¢ 1649 r. Cepwms 1. CI6. Turr [T Oraeserns Cobersen-
von EJ.B. kaageaspun, 1830. T. II. Ne 391. C. 412—439.
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Tsar Feodor Alexeevich. Parsuna (portrait) by court icon painter Bogdan Saltanov,
commissioned by Tsarevna Sophia Alekseevna in 1685.
State Historical Museum, on display.

although no one abandoned any of the previous dynastic foundations of
tsarist authority accumulated in the coronation rite of Alexei Mikhai-
lovich in 1645%2.

We confidently attributed authorship of this radical and success-
ful reform, which for two centuries determined the entire ideological
and ceremonial trajectory of the coronations of Russia’s autocrats, to
Tsar-Reformer Feodor Alexeevich, the initiator and implementer of
radical transformations in state and church administration, military
affairs, taxation, finance, and culture (1676—1682)*. Naturally, the
Tsar almost never acted alone, except when preparing strictly secret,
personalised decrees®®, known only to himself and the person carrying
them out. He relied on advisers in the Boyar Duma and on officials
in the considerably expanded central state apparatus, who prepared

32 BozdanoB A.I1. Viaen pyccKoit IyGAMLMCTURI: MESKAY JAPCTBOM M UMIIEPUETAL.
M, Bepanm: Aupexr-Meana, 2018.482 ¢. C. 22—48.

These transformations and their rationale are the subject of an extensive
monograph: bozdaro6 A.I1. Llaps-pedopmarop.

Bozdaro6 A.Il. Ynraem moantmaeckni AOKyMeHT: yka3 uyaps Pepopa Arexcee-
Buua o paspymerun durmpmua // VcTouHnkoBeadeckas KOMIAPATUBUCTUKA
Y MCTOPUIECKOE ITOCTpOeHMe. Te3mchl AOKAAAOB M coobigennii XV HaydHOW
rkoHpeperyun. B vects Oaprn Muxariaosusr Meayesckornt. M, 2003. C. 61—66.
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detailed memoranda on particularly important matters at his request.
The sovereign responded to initiatives put forward by outstanding
assistants: the boyars, Princes Yu.A. Dolgorukov, who oversaw the
army’s transition to a ‘regular’ system (1679—1680), and V.V. Golit-
syn, who carried out especially important and secret assignments and
completed his senior colleague’s military-district reform by assigning
young members of the Sovereign’s Court to army ranks and abolish-
ing mestnichestvo (1681—1682); or General G.I. Kosagov, whose plan
and map for the Izium Abatis Line the Tsar personally examined and
approved despite opposition from prominent figures (1680). In any
event, the hand of the young tsar lay firmly on the helm of govern-
ment: his will is evident in all the reforms, which remained consis-
tent despite changes in the composition of administrators, advisers
and ‘close representatives’. The historiographical notion of a ‘weak
and sickly’ young man on the throne does not square with the actual
image of a lover of horse racing and archery, capable of acting against
the collective will of the Boyar Duma, something even his father had
not dared to do*. The Tsar was also responsible for introducing a mo-
tivational element into public decrees, explaining the ‘common good’
served by the measures he adopted — the predecessors of Peter the
Great’s celebrated ponezhe (‘because’).

The young tsar’s persistence is evident in the documented process
of radical transformations which, by their very nature, were bound to
encounter resistance from some members of the elite and consequently
extended over a number of years. This applies not only to the introduc-
tion of compulsory military service for the nobility, including the Mos-
cow nobility; the reform of ranks, with the establishment of new grades;
and the transition from land-based to household taxation and redistri-
bution of the tax burden, all of which required appeals to representatives
of the zemstvo and the estates. If the introduction of a uniform working
schedule for the central offices was possible soon after Feodor Alexeevich
ascended the throne, and the reform of official dress in 1681 proceeded
without friction, the tripling of the central state apparatus, establishment
of a permanent government, formation of a hierarchy of departments, and

35 Taruna I.B. Laps Arexcert MmxariaOBUY: AMIHOCTD, MBICAUTEAD, TOCYAAPCTBEH-
HBIN AesTeab. M., 1996.
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elevation of their status proved long and difficult. So much so that many
of the Tsar’s initiatives were completed only under his younger brother
Peter, in the eighteenth century, and even then with enormous difficul-
ty. And the great struggle for comprehensive land surveying that Feodor
Alexeevich waged from 1677 to 1682 was not won even by the Father of
the Fatherland (the victory eventually fell to Catherine the Great).

More often than not, when comparing the Tsar-Reformer’s successive
decrees on the same issue in different years, we cannot determine what
obstacles a particular reform encountered, who delayed it, or who op-
posed it. Feodor Alexeevich’s arguments concerning ‘the common good’
are invariably positive; he never named his opponents. This was true even
when scoundrels, violating the ban on duelling, brazenly fought with
swords beneath the windows of the Kremlin Palace, which the Tsar had
transformed at considerable effort into a paradise garden. Only occasion-
ally can we infer from later accounts, corroborated by the removal of the
guilty parties from office, who was obstructing the reforms. For example,
some were against the rebuilding of Moscow from wood into stone, which
the Tsar carried out with the help of interest-free (or even non-perform-
ing) loans to property owners.

Only one rock against which his efforts crashed with a deafening roar
stands out clearly and visibly in the documents. It was the Consecrat-
ed Council of bishops headed by Patriarch Joachim (Savelov) of Moscow
and All Russia. Having assumed the patriarchal see under Alexei Mikhai-
lovich and Chancellor A.S. Matveev in 1674, by the time Feodor Alexeev-
ich ascended the throne in 1676, His Holiness had the church hierarchy
firmly in his hands, ruthlessly rooting out dissent and severely punishing
any bishop who dared to behave ‘out of keeping with the rank’ of a sub-
ordinate to the ‘higher ecclesiastical authority™®.

It was Joachim who, ostensibly sheltering behind the decisions of
the Consecrated Council, spectacularly derailed the diocesan reform of
1681, which was necessary for the ecclesiastical unification and Chris-
tian enlightenment of Russia. The Patriarch greeted the Tsar’s plans for
the education and higher learning Russia so desperately needed — from
vocational schools for orphans to the uncensored Upper Printing House
and the Moscow Academy open to all estates — with outright hostility.

3¢ Bozdano6 A.I1. Pycckme marpuapxm. M., 2022. C. 589—840.
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And when the Tsar sought to bring the church hierarchy into conformi-
ty with the state structure of a great power, the Patriarch stood like a wall
against him. The carefully developed plan devised by the Tsar called for
replacing the existing system of 17 dioceses (1 patriarchate, 9 metropol-
itanates, 6 archbishoprics and 1 bishopric) with a system of 83 dioceses
covering the entire country (a patriarchate, 12 metropolitanates with
70 archbishoprics and bishoprics subordinate to them). Even this was
insufficient to provide proper pastoral care for Russia’s nearly two hun-
dred districts (uyezds), but it could have served as the foundation for the
subsequent development of church administration. All the documents
have survived in which the Consecrated Council successively told the
Tsar ‘no’ to each of his attempts at compromise. Even its agreement to
establish 11 new dioceses was never implemented, so the sovereign, with
his customary persistence, began establishing them himself, though not
according to the planned system of strict hierarchy®”.

The studies the author conducted at the end of the twentieth centu-
ry showed that just as Tsar Feodor Alexeevich was a greatly underrated
reformer, Patriarch Joachim was an outstanding defender of ‘antiquity’,
and an exceptionally active one at that. The description of his activities
exceeded in volume everything that had to be said about the ideas and
deeds of any of his predecessors, from Job through Nikon. Both the books
on the Tsar-Reformer and Russian Patriarchs, with its extensive study of
Patriarch Joachim®, were repeatedly revised and republished and have
long since become classics. We cite the latest editions because our assess-
ment of the roles of the Tsar and the Patriarch in the reform of the sov-
ereigns’ coronation rite in 1676 remained unchanged. The reform had
to be attributed to the reformer; the conservative could only have con-
sented to it — and that in itself was a considerable achievement for His
Holiness, who disapproved of or even rejected a substantial portion of the
young Tsar’s initiatives.

‘There are no grounds for suspecting’, we assured the reader, ‘that
the Patriarch personally participated in composing the new coronation
rite. Its development was carried out in the Posolsky Prikaz, whose senior

37 Bozdano6 A.I1. Laps-pedopmarop. C. 356—364; Ibid. Pycckme marpuapxm.
C.671-677.

38 Bozdano6 A.I1. Pycckue narpuapxn. C. 589—840.
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Patriarch Joachim. Parsuna (portrait) by court icon painter Karp Zolotarev,
an outstanding artist who succeeded in capturing the Patriarch’s character. 1678.
Tobolsk Historical and Architectural Museum-Reserve

scribes served as chinostroiteli (“rite-builders”, that is, they developed the
ceremonial order and supervised its observance during the ceremony)
for the coronations of all the first Romanovs. Feodor Alexeevich himself
took a direct and highly energetic part in preparing the coronation ...
Yet without Joachim’s approval the reform of the coronation rite under
Feodor would evidently not have taken place, and still less could it have
developed further at the coronation of Ivan and Peter amid the Moscow
uprising and the divided rule of the summer of 1682 ... In his confron-
tations with the already established Tsar-Reformer, the Patriarch stood
like a wall, immovable not only in ecclesiastical but also in secular affairs.
All the more capable, then, was he of flatly refusing a young man who
had only just entered his “mature years” at the beginning of June 1676.
Joachim did not refuse; moreover, he assumed the leading role in the
solemn demonstration of the innovations and responsibility for violating
“antiquity”. Consequently, Feodor’s coronation rite also reflected the Pa-
triarch’s view™.

It is precisely this logical conclusion that the archaeological dis-
coveries now compel us to reconsider. The initiator of the reform of
the coronation rite — which gave the Patriarch the leading place in the

% Ibid. C. 632—633.
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ceremony instead of the Tsar and was based on an unprecedented inte-
gration of the Byzantine model into established Russian practice, name-
ly the treatise of Pseudo-Kodinos in its 1648 Greek-Latin edition*® —
turns out to have been Joachim, while Feodor Alexeevich was the one
who agreed with him, recognising the importance of proclaiming Great
Russia a sacred realm. In retrospect, we can understand our mistake: we
had denied the reforming energy of conservatives, an energy evident in
the tireless labours of the Patriarch’s adviser, the outstanding Greeko-
phile Euthymius Chudovsky*'. An equally creative, though less radical,
Greekophile who did not demand the Hellenisation of the Russian lan-
guage or the ‘abolition’ of Latin learning (of which he was the greatest
expert) was Joachim’s friend, Archimandrite Ignatius Rimsky-Korsakov
of the Novospassky Monastery, author of numerous remarkable works,
including Genealogy, the first scholarly monograph in Russia*.

The decisive argument for revising our assessment of the respective
roles of the Tsar and the Patriarch in the reform of the coronation rite in
1676, confirmed and consolidated in 1682, was a deeper understanding
of Joachim’s historical views. The idea of the sanctity of the Great Russian
realm, the legitimate and sole heir to the pious Greek Tsardom, was for-
mulated in the Russian Chronograph®. The idea that Great Russia — so
named precisely in the Russian Chronograph** — inherited the sanctity
of the Tsardom had already been declared in the first recension, created
by Dositheus Toporkov, a monk of the Joseph-Volokolamsk Monastery,
in 1516—1522, and carried down to the fall of Byzantium in 1453. It was
then developed and substantiated in the seventeenth-century recensions:
the second, which carried the narrative down to 1613, and the third, to

40 BozdaroB A.I1. I'lcespo-Koamu. C. 111.

4 Bozdanob A.I1. «I'pexodpuas» n «sarnncrByromgme» XVII B: TEKCTHI B KOHTEK-

cre // Genesis: ucropmnaeckme nccaeposanmst. 2021. Ne 4. C. 1—-46.

* BozdanoB A.Il. Or aeTomMcaHMsI K MCCACAOBAHMIO: PYCCKIME MCTOPUKI TIOCACA-

uent yerseptn XVII Beka. 2-e m3a., uctp. n por. M.; bepans, 2020. C. 44—262.
* On the place of this monument in the development of the Russian historical
conception of the eleventh—seventeenth centuries, see: bozdaro6 A.IT. «Ipe-
s ¢ rpexkamn o sepe» 1650 r: Ornomenns Pycckon n ['pedeckont yepksen
B XI—XVII B8. M, 2020. C. 233—406.
The Chronograph served as the basis for the Zemsky Sobor’s adoption in 1612
of the name Great Russia for the state: Bozdano6 A.Il. Xponorpad Pycckuri
B XVII Bexe // Caoecuocts 1 ncropust. 2025. Ne 1. C. 149—-176, 151-152.
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Beginning of the New Patriarchal Chronograph, brought up to 1696.
Russian State Library. V.M. Undolsky Collection, no. 726, A. 17.

1617%. All three recensions of the Russian Chronograph, with their vari-
ants and razryady (classes/categories/groupings, sing. razryad. — Ed.),
were studied, and their Russian articles and chronicle continuations
were published by the outstanding archaeographer AN. Popov as early
as the 1860s*.

Later archaeographers invariably noted the presence of recensions
of the Russian Chronograph within major chronicle compilations, com-
pilations and miscellanies of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries,
where they usually occupied a prominent place at the beginning. Yet
they did not delve into the meaning of these chronographic texts, apart

45

BozdanoB A.I1. Pycckas xpoHorpaduueckas Korgenymus Ao 1660-x rr. // I'ep-
MEHEBTUKA ApeBHEPyccKon antepatypsl. Coopumk 24. M., 2025. C. 549—589.
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IonoB A.H. O630p xpororpados pycckon peaaxymu. Beimr 1—2. M., 1866—
1869; Ibid. M360pHMK cAABSIHCKMX M PYCCKMX COYMHEHWI M CTATEN, BHECEHHBIX
B XxpoHOrpadsl pycckont peparymn. M., 1869.
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from studies of the origins, composition and sources of the first recen-
sion?. We proceeded in much the same way during our half-century of
research into seventeenth-century chronicle writing. We can therefore
explain the motives of colleagues for whom the Russian Chronograph
was of little interest as a source of historical information. Its accounts of
ancient times are derivative. The original chronicle-like continuation of
the second recension, covering the period from the late fifteenth to the
early seventeenth century, was superseded by richer and more detailed
chronicles, as well as by authorial histories of the Time of Troubles, on
which the text from the 1580s onward in the third recension was based.
The chronicle continuations found in individual manuscripts of the Rus-
sian Chronograph in the seventeenth century are rare, and almost all are
short and concise. We established the reasons for this only after turning
to the study of the monument’s extensive archaeographical tradition in
the seventeenth century, the labour involved in which required serious
motivation.

That motivation arose when N.V. Belov, studying the Undolsky Co-
dex no. 726%, established that the only substantial chronicle continua-
tion of the Russian Chronograph from the ‘rebellious century’, published
by Popov?, was a recension of the Chronicler of 1619— 1691 discovered
and published by V.I. Buganov™. This crucial source on the Moscow up-
rising of 1682, produced by the scribes of Patriarch Joachim, was by then
known in the recensions of 1691 and 1690°!. It always had the Russian
Chronograph at its beginning; this fact simply failed to attract attention.
Moreover, the Chudov Monastery monk Bogolep Adamov had at his dis-
posal a codex without the Chronicler of 1619— 169 1, which prompted him
in 1688, after drastically abridging the earlier text, to write an original
chronicle continuation of his own Chronographer’*. The chronographic
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T6opoz06 O.B. Apesuepycckue xpororpadsr. A., 1975,

* PI'B. . 310. Cobp. B.M. Yup0ABCKOTO. No 726.
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recension of the Chronicler represented by the Undolsky Codex extends
to 1696%. Textual comparison of all its copies made it possible to reliably
distinguish recensions up to 1682 and 1686, in addition to those already
known’*. This disproved our earlier assumption that Joachim, while gen-
erously patronising chroniclers, nevertheless preferred their work not
to touch upon current political events after the uprising of 1682, with
the exception of the gratifying-to-him submission of the Metropolitanate
of Kiev to the Moscow Patriarchate, which brought to completion both
our 1686 chronographic compilation and the patriarchal Chronicler of
1686%.

The establishment of the chronographic recension enabled us to un-
derstand how deeply the creators of the Chronicler of 1619— 1691 anal-
ysed, in 1682 and 1686, the history of popular uprisings in Russia after
the Time of Troubles, together with the history of wars and diplomatic
relations, an overview of which was provided by their colleagues in the
Chronicler of 1686. The original and true ending of the protograph of the
Chronicler of 1619— 1691 was the catastrophe of 1682, when the rebels,
‘ignorant commoners’, held power in the capital for several months, in-
tending to establish permanently the parity of influence between the slu-
zhilye po priboru (‘service men by recruitment’) and the nobility, thereby
altering the social foundations of the state and encroaching upon au-
thority over the Church, where not only the patriarch but almost all
the hierarchs were of noble origin (as, incidentally, were almost all the
chroniclers’).

It was easy to observe that the first recension of the Russian Chrono-
graph ended with a catastrophe — the fall of Constantinople — and with
emergence from that catastrophe in the form of a prophecy of the rise of
a new sacred realm, ‘our Russian land™®. The enormous chronological
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gap beginning in 1453 remained unfilled for almost a hundred years
after Dositheus, until the second recension, continued by an unknown
genius in 1617 to the coronation of Mikhail Fedorovich and the end of
the catastrophe of the Time of Troubles, established the conception of
Great Russia’s place in contemporary history as the spiritual centre of
the world. The third recension, carrying the text only slightly further, to
the actual conclusion of the Time of Troubles with the Truce of Deulino,
restored to the Chronograph its original form as a vivid literary work in
which every article that appeared to be ‘chronicle-like’, beginning with
the words ‘in the year of such-and-such, was in fact a novel (as in the
accounts of Troy and Alexander the Great), a tale, or a novella conveying
a moral lesson to the reader®.

The significance of social and political catastrophe and the fortunate
emergence from it as the ending of each recension of the Russian Chrono-
graph required confirmation through a study of its manuscript tradition.
First and foremost, this applied to the third recension, whose text, in the
chronographic manuscript combined with the Chronicler of 1619— 1691,
reveals structural features®. Were these changes in the classical text the
result of the reflections of Patriarch Joachim’s scribes, who were creat-
ing a new Russian Chronograph for their own times? Or did they borrow
a text composed by someone else as the basis for continuing the Chro-
nograph with the Chronicler to 1682 (and subsequently to 1686 and be-
yond)? Popov’s work offered no answer, particularly since some of the
25 copies of the third recension of the Chronograph that he discovered
belonged to private collections and were subsequently lost. Even tak-
ing these losses into account, a new archaeographical search produced
50 copies®!, enabling us to reconstruct the history and social functions
of the monument in greater detail and clarity than is possible for most
historical works of the seventeenth century®?.

The attitude of scribes and readers towards the Russian Chrono-
graph as a completed and perfect literary monument determined the
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extraordinary stability of its text, beginning with its structure. This was
noted by the first Russian scholarly historian, A.Ya. Lyzlov, who cited the
chapters of the Russian Chronograph with the same confidence with which
he cited the pages of the many Western European editions he used®. And
he was right, because seventeenth-century scribes considered it unthink-
able to alter the structure of the Russian Chronograph, even when adding
texts they particularly liked, such as the Tale of the Capture of Azov by
the Don Cossacks, to the supplementary material. Even continuing the
Chronograph with new chronicle articles — something that would seem-
ingly have been quite natural in the decades following the Time of Trou-
bles — was regarded as an exceptionally bold undertaking and remained
extremely rare until Joachim’s patriarchate (1674—1690)*.

Consequently, the radical restructuring of the Russian Chronograph
in the chronographic compilation of Undolsky no. 726, from the tradi-
tional 169 chapters® to 182%, encompassing the entire text rather than
merely its chronicle continuation from 1619 to 1696, was a deliberate
act by the scribes to create a new recension of the Russian Chronograpbh.
[t was not a fourth recension, continuing Popov’s numbering, but at least
a sixth, since, having established the exceptionally high stability of the
monument’s text, we could not avoid studying deviations from this rule
in the seventeenth century.
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By 1 September 1650, Archbishop Pachomius of Astrakhan, having
decided that altering the generally accepted text was more difficult than
writing a new Chronograph, simply did the latter within a single year®.
Pachomius’s Chronograph is a new and highly personal work and cannot
be included in the manuscript tradition of the Russian Chronograph, al-
though it was used by patriarchal scribes for several pointed judgements
and for borrowing the Chronicler of E.F. Volkonsky in the chronographic
compilation with the Chronicler of 1686%.

Two creative recensions of the Russian Chronograph, supplemented
with an enormous quantity of material drawn from various sources, were
discovered by B.M. Kloss, who rightly identified them not as the fourth
and fifth recensions, continuing Popov’s numbering, but as authorial
works: the Chronograph of Arseny Sukbanov and the Patriarchal Chronicle
Compilation of the 1670s™.

The outstanding seventeenth-century archaeographer Arseny
Sukhanov, treasurer of the Trinity Monastery and head of the Print
Yard, substantially supplemented and reworked the first razryad of
the third recension of the Russian Chronographin 1661—1663"". After
the accession of His Holiness on 26 July 1674, the Patriarch’s scribes
took Sukhanov’s Chronograph and the Trinity Miscellany of the 1640s
as their basis and began work on an even richer text, supplement-
ing it from the Nikon Chronicle and other sources. In addition to the
protograph, to which, as Kloss’> demonstrated, the patriarchal scribes
repeatedly returned, they created two manuscripts of the new Chro-
nograph™ by the early 1680s, changing its customary format — which
we have established for the seventeenth century as the ordinary sheet
folded in half (in folio, 2°)* — to the enormous ‘Alexandrian sheet’
(1°). This work, interrupted in the 1680s, probably because of efforts
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to create the Chronograph with chronicle continuations to 1682, 1686
and 1690, was resumed in the 1690s under Patriarch Adrian, when
two more equally large codices were produced”, their scribes once
again consulting older copies’. This work did not achieve popularity.
In the following century, the five copies (counting the protograph)
were joined by another three (two of which have survived””), whereas
the Russian Chronograph, third razryad of the third recension, which
appeared in the same 1670s, is known from 15 copies dating from the
seventeenth century alone’®, although its content was considerably
simpler.

The experiment with the 182-chapter Chronograph, born of the up-
heaval of the Moscow uprising of 1682, was somewhat more successful.
Belov and I were able to establish, on firm evidence, a stemma of seven
copies dating from 1682—1696" for the continuation of the chroni-
cle, four of which have survived®, but to these should be added the
Rumyantsev Chronograph of the last quarter of the seventeenth century,
without a continuation®, written and divided into chapters exactly like
the Undolsky codex®?. Work on the enormous patriarchal compilation
with the Chronicler of 1686, so brilliant that L.V. Cherepnin mistook
it for a work of the Posolsky Prikaz®?, also included a recension of the
Russian Chronograph®*, combined with another of the most popular
monuments of the seventeenth century, the Book of Royal Degrees. This
chronographic compilation by Joachim’s scribes was also copied under

7> Kopexcor 1690-x rr.: PHB. Cob6p. M. I'T. TToroamna. Ne 1404°; PHB. F.IV.236.
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Adrian®. Of the eleven manuscripts established textologically, six have
survived®e.

Moreover, it was precisely on the basis of the third recension of the
Chronograph that the remarkable Mazurin Chronicler’” was created by
the end of 1682 by the patriarchal scribe Sidor Snazin, who had moved
to Moscow from Veliky Novgorod and set out to prove, with the help
of a Novgorodian legend®®, that Rus was not only holier but also older
than all the kingdoms of the world®. The Legend of Sloven and Rus used
by Snazin had been incorporated by Arseny Sukhanov into the text of
his 16611663 Chronograph and became part of the third razryad of
the third recension, which Popov was inclined to attribute to Joachim’s
scribes, as having been created in the second half of the 1670s. Yet,
despite our wish to “embellish” Joachim’s record of service with this
extremely popular monument, doubts are raised by manuscripts resem-
bling this razryad that can be dated to an earlier period™.

Thus, in its seventeenth-century recensions, the Russian Chrono-
graph was the fundamental basis for the historical works of Patriarch
Joachim’s scribes, who persistently sought to improve it and bring it up
to date, extending world history — which after 1453 had become above
all the history of Russia — to the new Time of Troubles of the Moscow
uprising of 1682, and subsequently to the incorporation into Moscow
of the metropolitanate of Kiev “and all Rus”, confirmed by the Eternal
Peace of 1686.Joachim’s death and the accession of Adrian to the patriar-
chal see in 1690, followed by Peter I's capture of Azov in 1696, were the
next “finishing” dates for chronographic compilations under the new
patriarch. This corresponded to the official state position that the major
events of contemporary Russian history had universal significance, as
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had been emphasised at the coronation of Alexei Mikhailovich in 1645
and reinforced at the coronation of his son in 1676°!. But what mean-
ing did the Russian Chronograph have for the scribes and for Joachim
personally, when, as we have established”?, he exercised control over
everyone and everything within the sphere of his supreme ecclesiastical
authority?

A discovery made long before the interest in the Russian Chronograph
that arose after Belov’s breakthrough helped to answer this question.
In the appendix to a Chronograph of the second recension”, which at the
time had not attracted our attention, we found as early as the last century
the autograph of the most striking Old Believer pamphlet of the seven-
teenth century, Arseny Sukhanov’s Disputations with the Greeks on the
Faith, in two of the author’s earliest recensions, written by him in Molda-
via and Wallachia during those very disputations with the Greeks in the
summer of 1650°*. The recension submitted by Arseny to the Posolsky
Prikaz, which enabled S.A. Belokurov to prove that this extraordinarily
compelling work had not been attributed to Sukhanov by the leaders of
the Schism and had not been created in the enlightened eighteenth cen-
tury”, turned out to be the third recension, revised by the author on the
basis of the second.

It took considerable time to publish all the authorial recensions and
study monographically the process by which the work was created. It turned
out not to be a piece of polemical writing, as it entered Russian literary cul-
ture, but rather the ecclesiastical part of Sukhanov’s report on yet another
embassy. It was vivid and persuasive, but no more dramatic than his intelli-
gence reports and his description of the struggle against the machinations
of Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky in the political section of the report. Yes,
Sukhanov left no stone unturned in demolishing the conviction of the
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Greeks of the Orthodox East that they had been and remained “teachers
of the faith” for Rus. Arseny proved with facts in hand that Saint Vladimir
had received the faith as an inheritance from the Roman popes, who had
been first among the patriarchs before falling into heresy, while the Greeks
had subsequently lost the true faith and, with it, their kingdom, since the
only reliable guarantor of the true faith is an Orthodox tsar. There is only
one such ruler in the world: in Rus, which has been glorified by its saints,
gathered holy relics from throughout the world, and where the Church
flourishes under the protection of the sovereign rather than languishing
in bondage to the Turks, as in the Orthodox East. But all this was said and
written by a diplomat for the purpose of saving the Greek hierarchs, who,
through pride and ignorance, had violated the first and strictest article of
the Sobornoye Ulozhenie of 1649 by insulting Russian Orthodoxy through
their actions — by burning books printed in Moscow and issued by the sov-
ereign’s Print Yard with the blessing of the Patriarch of Moscow and All Rus,
on the charge of heresy, namely the propagation of the two-finger sign of
the cross. To admit their mistake and repent: that was all Sukhanov sought
from the Greeks, so that their action would not be recognised in Russia as
the gravest of crimes™.

In seeking the origins of the conception of the primacy of the Rus-
sian autocratic tsardom in the Orthodox world, which the Russian dip-
lomat expounded so richly and eloquently, it was necessary to exam-
ine the development of the entire concept of state power in Russian
writings of the eleventh to seventeenth centuries”. It was impossible to
avoid the Russian Chronograph, with its system of recensions, although
it had initially been touched upon only in general terms. Yet only af-
ter a specialised study of the Chronograph’s manuscript tradition in the
seventeenth century did it become clear that there was no need to look
far. That is, one did need to look closely in order to understand where
everything in the Chronograph had come from. But to understand the
sources of Sukhanov’s ideas, a single manuscript was sufficient: the very
Chronograph to which he attached his ecclesiastical report, later known
as the Disputations. In the 1640s, after becoming the steward of the
Epiphany Monastery, a metochion of the Trinity Lavra of St. Sergius

% BozdanoB A.I1. «ITpenms». C. 211—-232.
7 Ibid. C. 233—406.
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near the Print Yard in Moscow, Arseny commissioned a group of mo-
nastic scribes to copy this Chronograph. He personally supervised the
scribes, corrected their errors, wrote the table of contents, inserted
omitted headings, and added several pages of supplementary material.
Judging from the fact that he wrote the first recension of the future
Disputations in a beautiful book hand and on full-sheet paper (2°), as
in the Chronograph, rather than on a chancery roll, and completed the
second recension while still on his journey, inserting the quires into
this codex, the codex may have travelled with him, while the author’s
copy of the report was originally intended as an appendix to the Chro-
nograph. Sukhanov submitted a scribal copy in chancery cursive to the
Posolsky Prikaz”.

It follows that, instead of speculating about the meaning that the
Russian Chronograph held for its diligent copyists and readers, it was
enough to read the conclusions that Sukhanov himself drew from its
text. Indeed, in his ecclesiastical report, which we now perceive as
a summary of the Chronograph, he began as far back as the Kingdom
of Israel, which had also perished in order to make way for the future
sacred Russian tsardom. This is understandable if one turns to the
Chronograph, but unnecessary within Sukhanov’s own depiction of
the succession of the world centres of Orthodoxy: Rome, Constantino-
ple, and Moscow. How widely this interpretation of the Chronograph
was accepted is demonstrated by the colophon to the Russian saints’
calendar”, written shortly afterwards, in the early 1650s, by Sukha-
nov’s associate and his predecessor as cellarer of the Trinity Lavra,
Simon Azaryin. As we have recently shown!®, this outstanding writer
and publicist formulated the chronographic conception of the trans-
fer of the centre of world Orthodoxy to the Russian tsardom even
more clearly and uncompromisingly.

Unlike Simon, who was sent into exile after coming into conflict
with the new Patriarch Nikon, who had suddenly decided to rely on
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the “Greek teachers”, the experienced diplomat Arseny reasoned quite
properly: “for among us the head of Orthodoxy is the Orthodox tsar” —
and whatever he approved was therefore pious'!. After his further ad-
ventures in the Orthodox East, he consequently found his way into the
preface to the Nikonian Service Book of 1655 and its subsequent editions
as an outstanding scholar who had acquired great treasures of ancient
Greek book learning, which were supposedly to become the foundation
of Nikon’s reforms!®. It was through Sukhanov that the treasures of
historical learning preserved at the Trinity Lavra, including the Trinity

103 reached Patriarch Joachim’s

Chronographic Miscellany of the 1640s
scribes after 1674.

His Holiness could hardly fail to welcome the chronographic idea of
the world primacy of Russian Orthodoxy, and he was also comfortable
with the idea of the sacredness of the Russian tsardom, especially since
it made it possible, by drawing on the Greek treatise of Pseudo-Kodinos,
to take the first place at the coronation, rather than the second place
after the tsar, lawfully and in accordance with ancient tradition. But the
idea, present both in the Chronograph from its very first recension and
in Sukhanov’s work, that the Orthodox Greeks had lost their piety after
losing their kingdom could not suit Joachim politically. The Patriarch
was by no means a Nikonian. When, in 1681, the now adult Tsar Feodor
Alexeevich decided to recall Nikon from exile, Nikon having been de-
prived of his rank by the Great Council of 1666—1667 with the partic-
ipation of the Eastern patriarchs, Joachim was so strongly opposed that
even after Nikon had been recalled by the Tsar’s will and died on the
way, the Patriarch forbade him to be commemorated!'™. Yet His Holiness
could neither permit Nikon’s reforms to be challenged by denigrating
the Greeks nor provide weapons to the Old Believers, against whom he
was waging a determined struggle.
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Arseny Sukhanov’s final journey to the Orthodox East in search of manuscripts.
Artist: O.1. Grosse. Book illustration of the early 1960s.

It is possible that the chronographic work of Joachim’s scribes in
the 1670s failed to satisfy readers because, through narratives and ex-
plicit statements, they affirmed that the Greeks had preserved their
piety even after the loss of their kingdom!®. Joachim’s scribes also re-
produced the Chronograph of Pseudo-Dorotheos of Monemvasia, trans-
lated by Arseny the Greek at the Print Yard in 1665'%, immediately
after Sukhanov’s departure from it. This Chronograph continued the
history after the fall of Constantinople in 1453 with articles on the
Republic of Venice and the Eastern patriarchs, who were supposedly
pious even in the absence of an Orthodox tsar. In the 1680s, when Ven-
ice was an ally of Russia, these scribes copied a miscellany containing
a translation of the Chronograph of Pseudo-Dorotheos and the Brief
Chronicler from Adam, compiled by the Chudov Monastery monk Ro-
man Pospelov on the basis of the first razryad of the third recension
of the Chronograph”’. They also produced four finely executed codices

105 Kaoce B.M. HukonoBckmit cBoa m pycckme aetormen. C. 283.

106 Tndications of this in the manuscript copies: BAH. 16.12.14. A. 3 (in the title);
BAH. 174.15. A. 1 (1692 recension); TIM. CunopaasHoe cobp. Ne 343, A. 5—6;
Ibid. Ne 399; PTB. ®. 228. Cobp. A.B. ITuckapesa. Ne 170. A. 1; PTB. ®. 138. Ko-
cTpomckast obaactHas 6bubanorexa nm. HK. Kpymexort. Ne 184.

See the manuscript copies: PI'B. ®. 218. Cobp. Otaena pykormceit. Ne 753; Ibid.
ITocr. 1973 1. Ne 20; PHB. @. 536. Cobp. OAATL FA476. Cf. eighteenth-century
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of the Chronograph of Pseudo-Dorotheos without additions!®. None of
these works could displace the popularity of the Russian Chronograph.
Nor did the question of whether somewhere some Greeks were pious
or not particularly concern readers, since the centre of Orthodoxy was
unquestionably in Russia.

The idea that Moscow was the centre of the world was shared by
Patriarch Joachim and his chroniclers, as well as by the authors of the
brief chronicles popular among the people!®. Unfortunately, Tsar Fe-
odor Alexeevich, by virtue of his outlook and official responsibilities, did

10 written in his name — which

not share it. The Historical Instruction
would have been impossible without the Tsar’s will — declared all Rus-
sian “tales and chronicles” obsolete and called for the creation of a new
printed history of Russia on a scholarly basis, grounded in the doctrine
of the succession of the “four monarchies™!!. We can infer what was
meant by recalling this concept, well known in Europe, and examine
it more closely by considering the extensive publishing activity of the
Posolsky Prikaz under Chancellor Matveev!'!2 The Chrysmologion, that
is, @ Book ... concerning the Four Monarchies of the Universe, commis-
sioned from N.G. Spathari and P.V. Dolgovo in 1672—1673 and repeat-
edly revised!®, concluded its history not with the Orthodox autocrats
of Russia but with Leopold, Emperor of the Holy Roman Empire of the
German Nation (1670). The book Vasiliologion, or an Enumeration and

copies from other manuscripts: PTAAA. ®. 181. Co6p. MTAMIMA, Ne 2 /2 (with
a note stating that the protograph was written by Roman Pospelov, a monk of
the Chudov Monastery); PI'B. ®. 178. Myserinoe cobp. Ne 1256. .

108 FAH. 16.12.14; Apxanreanckoe cobp. C.133 1 C.134; PHB. ®. 536.Cobp. OAATL
F476.

199 Bozdanob A.Il. Teopns «MockBa — LEHTp MMpa» B ACPIKABHOM KOHLCIILIIM
1 y kpatkux aerormcies XVII Bexa // EBpomerickme cpaBHUTEABHO-UCTOPHYE-
ckue nccaeaoBanmst. Boim. 2. 'eorpadmst n moantnka. M.: Hayka, 2006.C. 91—-111.

110 published in: 3amwvicrobexuit E.E. 1apereoBarne Qepopa Asexceesmua. Y. 1.
Beeaenne. O630p ncrournkos. CI16., 1871. ITpuaoskerne IV. C. XXXV —XLIL

1 Bozdarno6 A.I1. aps-pedpopmarop. C. 80—83.

12 Kydpabue6 V.M. <«3paTeabckasy» AESTEABHOCTH | lOCOABCKOrO IpMKasa.
(K mcTopun pycckom pyKoOmmcHOM KHUIHM BO BTopon moaosmue XVII Bexa) //
Kunra. MccaepoBanms n matepuaast. M., 1963. C6. 8. C. 179—-244.

113 PHB. ®. 885. Dpmuraskaoe cobp. Ne 27 (presentation copy); PI'B. ©. 256. Cobp.
H.IT. Pymsngesa. Ne 465; PI'B. ®. 178. Myserinoe cobp. Ne 2615; PTB. @. 173.L
Cobp. MAA. Ne 25; TM. Cunopasssoe cobp. Ne 192; u Ap.
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Boyar Artamon Sergeevich Matveev, posthumous portrait by Johannes Vollevens
the Elder, reflecting the contemporary image of the Chancellor as a Westerniser.
1700. State Historical Museum

Description of All the Tsars, was written by the same authors on Matveev’s
orders in 1674. It provided descriptions of the monarchs of the world
from Nebuchadnezzar to Theodosius the Great, alongside those of the
Russian autocrats from Vladimir Monomakh to Alexei Mikhailovich!'.
It is evident that neither Tsar Feodor Alexeevich nor A.S. Matveev —
whom the sovereign, contrary to the tradition of immediately replacing
the chancellor upon a new tsar’s accession, retained in office until the
coronation and even for some time afterwards — viewed Russia’s place
in the world in quite the same way as the admirers of the Chronograph.

At the same time, the Tsar was familiar with the Russian Chrono-
graph, if only through its text in the Illustrated Chronicle, which he or-
dered to be assembled, restored, completed, and rebound!*>. He simply
did not regard it as an exemplary book, unlike Joachim. For their part,
the patriarchal scribes saw no conceptual danger to the Russian Chro-
nograph in Matveev’s “editions”. Without hesitation, they entered the
Vasiliologion in the appendix to their Chronographic compilation with

114 Presentation copies: PTAAA. @. 135. Ora. IV. Py6. 1. Ne 44; BAH. Apxanrean-
ckoe cobp. C. 129.

15 Bozdano6 A.I1., INermxobekuii A.M. Ceperns o 6prroBarmm Kanrn Lapersen-
nont («Aungesoro csopa») B XVII 8. // VccaeaoBannst o MCTOYHUKOBEAEHUIO
ncropmun CCCP XIII—XVIII BB: eskeropunk OTA. MCTOYHUKOBEACHMSI AOOK-
Ts6psekoro mepuopa. M., 1983. C. 61-95.
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the Chronicle of 16861, Extracts from the 1679/80 recension of the
Chrysmologion were placed by the cellarer of the Novospassky Monas-
tery, Trifillius, together with the brethren, at the turn of the 1680s and
1690s, in a codex containing the first razryad of the third recension
of the Chronograph'’. And the Chudov hieromonk Bogolep Adamov,
author of the Chronographets, based on the patriarchal Chronographic
Compilation of the 1680s, made extracts around 1692 from his com-

118 and entered them into a monastic

plete copy of the Chrysmologion
miscellany!".

Knowledge of Western ideas about the sacredness of authority and
the transmission of the Roman imperium did not prevent our scribes
from believing in the truth of the Russian Chronograph. Conversely, the
pious young tsar and the experienced Westernising chancellor, know-
ing that the coronation rite of the emperors of the Holy Roman Em-
pire of the German Nation derived from Byzantine ecclesiastical rather
than Roman secular heritage!'?, did not object to the idea that the cor-
onation of an Orthodox sovereign according to the Byzantine model
would be still more correct. The sole organiser of the 1676 coronation
who was convinced of the validity of the ideas of the Russian Chrono-
graph was Patriarch Joachim. These ideas were also shared by his circle,
in particular the Chudov archimandrite and future Patriarch Adrian,
who had a splendid copy of the third recension of the Russian Chrono-
graph made for himself'?!. In addition to members of the clergy, copies
of this Chronograph were owned in the last quarter of the seventeenth
century by boyars, nobles, and clerks, not to mention merchants and
commoners'?.

The “ceremonial architects” of the coronations, who supervised the
drafting of the ceremonial script and its execution during the ceremony,

116 Pr'B. @. 256. Cobp. HIT. Pymsunera. Ne 413. C. 1-78.

7 BAH. Venenckoe cobp. Ne 191.4° 683 a. A. 671—-683.

118 TAM. Cobp. A.C. Veaposa. Ne 1325 (408).

119 PTB. @. 218. Cobp. Otaeaa pyxommceit. Ne 65.1. A. 77—86 06. History of the co-
dex: BozdaroGB A.I1. Keaenupit cbopumk emmckona Beankoycrioskekoro n To-
Temckoro boroaena Ayamosa // Vlcropmdaeckmit SKypHaA: HAyIHbIE MCCACAOBA-
mnst. 2021, Ne 2. C. 130—147.

120 TToaaxoBcxas M.A. TTozaueBusanTuiickmil uns. C. 5—24.

121 PHB. @. 588. Cobp. M.IT. [Toroamua. Ne 1447.

122 Bozdano6 A.I1. PykonmcHas tpapnnms Pycckoro Xponorpada. C. 291—308.
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had been clerks of the Posolsky Prikaz since the late sixteenth century.
On 18 June 1676, the rite was “constructed”, standing “opposite the sov-
ereign”, by Grigory Karpov, son of Bogdanov, a dumny dyak (Duma clerk)
of the Posolsky Prikaz; on 25 June 1682, by the dumny dyak Yemelyan
Ignatyevich Ukraintsev!?. The former headed the administration of the
Posolsky Prikaz from 22 February 1671, when A.S. Matveev replaced the
exiled chancellor A.L. Ordin-Nashchokin as chancellor; the latter rose
to prominence in May 1682, when the rebellious streltsy and soldiers
executed Matveev and the dumny dyak L1 Ivanov, and the unfortunate
office of chancellor was assumed by V.V. Golitsyn'*. Judging from the
circumstances of their service in one case and the correspondence in the
other, both dyaks enjoyed the confidence of their superiors, but their
work was supervised down to the smallest detail by the tsar personally or,
in 1682, by Tsarevna Sophia'®.

When Ivan and Peter Alexeevich were to be crowned in June 1682,
only one of the organisers of the previous coronation was still alive: Pa-
triarch Joachim. Sophia had not participated in the 1676 ceremony, while
Golitsyn had been far removed from it: at the time he had been hurriedly
dispatched to capture Chigirin'*. Ukraintsev, who was already serving in
the Posolsky Prikaz, had likewise not participated in preparing the corona-
tion rite of 1676. Between 17 May and 25 June 1682, he and Golitsyn were
struck by the differences between the coronation rite of Feodor Alexeev-
ich and the coronation of his father, Alexei Mikhailovich. In drawing up
the coronation rite for Ivan and Peter, as was customary, on the basis of
Feodor’s preceding rite, they wanted to establish precisely what the reform
of 1682 had involved. The result was a copy of the 1645 rite marked with
the “cancellations” of 16827, and a “list” of the acts prescribed by the

125 BozdarnoB A.I1. At the end of his reign, Feodor Alexeevich ordered that dum-
nye dyaki (Duma clerks) be addressed respectfully, with the patronymic suffix
“-vich”.

124 BozosiBrerncxuii C.K. MOCKOBCKMI IPUKA3HBIN AIIIapaT U ACAOIIPOU3BOACTBO
XVI—XVII Bexos. M., 2006. C. 133, 221, 296; Beceaobcxuit C.b. Apsaxmu n mo-
abstune XV—XVII BB. M,, 1975. C. 56—57, 531.

125 Boccranme B Mockse 1682 r. C6. pooxymentos / Cocr. HI. Casnu. M., 1976.
C. 60—69.

126 Bozdaro6 A.I1. Uaps-pedpopmarop. C. 152—153.

127 PTAAA. @. 135. Ota. IV. Py6. L. Ne 13. 16 ., ciimcox XVIII ; published in: Bap-
co6 E.B. Apesre-pycckue mamsataukn. C. 91-97.
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128 These documents sup-

rite of Feodor Alexeevich, published by Barsov
plemented the already rich body of materials relating to the coronation
of Alexei Mikhailovich. As a result of their deliberations, the reform of
1676, which had given Patriarch Joachim precedence in the ceremony,
was reinforced at the 1682 coronation. In particular, the new formulation,
introduced in comparison with 1645, that the tsars were crowned “ac-
cording to the tradition of the holy Eastern Church” and only secondarily
“according to the custom of the ancient Russian tsars and grand princes”
was repeated not three times, as in 1676, but five times'%.

The participation of the patriarch and his offices in the documentary
work on the coronation rites was traditionally not recorded, even when
the “ceremonial architect”, Grigory Vasilyev, son of Lvov, a dumny dyak
of the Posolsky Prikaz, inserted into the 1645 rite of Alexei Mikhailovich
a prayer for the enthronement of the Russian sovereign over the Uni-
verse from the rite for the consecration of Filaret Nikitich Romanov as
Patriarch on 22 June 1619%%°. This time, however, thanks to the archae-
ographical work of N.G. Savich, we were fortunate. Almost immediately
after the coronation of Ivan and Peter on 25 June 1682, no later than
30 June, Golitsyn wrote to Ukraintsev: “Yemelyan Ignatyevich, greetings!
...Order that work begin on the Book of the Rite of the royal coronation
and consult with the Patriarchal Prikaz, so that the scribes may begin
writing. And the previous Book of the Rite of the coronation of the bless-
ed memory of the great sovereign, Tsar and Grand Prince Feodor Alexeev-
ich, Autocrat of All Great, Little and White Russia, is in the chambers of
the great sovereign, Tsar and Grand Prince Peter Alexeevich, Autocrat of
All Great, Little and White Russia. And inform Rodion Matveevich, so
that he may hand it over to you from the chambers™3!.

This letter directly connects the royal palace and the patriarchal
chambers in the conduct of the coronation, as might have been expect-
ed. Boyar Rodion Matveevich Streshnev had played an important role in
the coronation of Feodor Alexeevich in 1676: he had carried the Tsar’s
crown into the Dormition Cathedral and held it on a gold dish before

128

Published in: Bapco6 E.B. Apesue-pycckue namsramkn. C. 98—106.
129 Bozdano6 A.I1. Llaps-pedopmarop. C. 348.
130 Tbid. C. 301—302.

BT PTAAA. ®. 159. Ipuxasusre poeaa Hosou pasbopxu. Ca. 1682 1. Ne 949. A. 4.
Published in: Boccranme B Mockse 1682 1. C. 67.
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the anointing!®% At the 1682 coronation, he supervised the actions of the

ten-year-old Tsar Peter as his dyadka (tutor). It is therefore unsurprising
that he had the 1676 Book of Rites. The Patriarchal Prikaz was headed by
the Duma nobleman and patriarchal boyar Ivan Feodorovich Lyzlov!®,
father of the historian A.I Lyzlov. It was necessary to “consult” him before
the Posolsky Prikaz scribes began preparing the fair copy of the official
book recording the 1682 coronation, so that the final text could be ap-
proved by Patriarch Joachim!.

The matter did not end there. During the turbulent events of the
Moscow uprising, when a substantial portion of the officials, from boyars
to scribes and court servants, fled the capital, and even such a master of
administration as the dumny dyak of the Razryadny Prikaz F.L. Shaklo-
vity'®> could not locate the necessary people and documents, it proved
impossible to produce the Book of Rites discussed in the letter. Work
resumed on 31 March 1683, when the Posolsky Prikaz sent an inquiry
to the new head of the Patriarchal Prikaz, the Duma nobleman and pa-
triarchal boyar Mikhail Ivanovich Glebov, requesting the text of “what
ecclesiastical rite and how entire ceremony was to be performed”. Such
matters were always decided by the patriarch; it was simply not proper
for either clerks or the chancellor himself to write to him personally. An-
gered that the Posolsky Prikaz could not locate the draft original of Ivan
and Peter’s coronation rite, Joachim on 2 April “did not order that a reply
be sent to the Posolsky Prikaz in response to that memorandum”. His
Holiness was right to be strict: the Posolsky Prikaz found the original™¢,
engaged illuminators, and produced a splendid illuminated manuscript

in Alexandrian format!?’.

132 Bozdanob A.I1. Llaps-pedpopmarop. C. 463—464, 478.

133 Bozosbaencxuit C.K. Mockosexkmii mpmkasusiv amnmapar. C. 117.

134 The alternative interpretation that the patriarchal junior clerks were sup-
posed to do the writing is impossible, because all official documents of the
Ambassadorial Chancery were written exclusively by its own scribes, in a dis-
tinctive writing style.

135 Bozdarno6 A.I1. Posxpenne Xosanmuust // Vlcropmiaeckoe o6ospenne. M., 2022.
Boi. 23. C. 13-53.

136 PTAAA. @.135. Ota. IV. Py6p. I Ne 19. A. 1-123.

157 Aeao I'Tocoabckoro mpuxasa o Harmcauum YnHOBHOM KHMIM KOpoHaumn Msa-
Ha u ITerpa: PTAAA. @. 135. Ora. IV. Py6p. 1. Ne 21. A. 1—-13; Published in:
Bapco6 E.B. ApesHe-pycckme mamstauxn. C. 142—144.
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Boyar, court voivode, and chancellor V.V. Golitsyn.
Engraved portrait. Artist A. Tarasevich. 1687 or 1689.

Thus, Patriarch Joachim was not only aware of the new corona-
tion rite, which could not have been conducted without him playing
the leading role, but also, through his administration, controlled the
coronation documents of 1682. There is no comparable evidence for
the 1676 coronation, but it is noteworthy that the treatise of Pseu-
do-Kodinos, without which the reform of the coronation rite accord-
ing to the Byzantine model could not have taken place, is not found
in the Posolsky Prikaz. It has survived in Russian translation only in
a manuscript of the Spaso-Yaroslavsky Monastery dating from 1728,
The translation would not have been difficult: the 1648 edition, like
the earlier editions dating back to the late sixteenth century, was bi-
lingual, in Greek and Latin'®. The Posolsky Prikaz had excellent Lat-
in translators, while Greek was mastered exceptionally well by people
close to the Patriarch, including Euthymius of Chudov and Ignatius
Korsakov, whom Joachim sent in March 1676 to restore the Solovetsky
Monastery after its destruction in January, and subsequently appointed
archimandprite of the Spaso-Yaroslavsky Monastery, whose library later
contained the translation of Pseudo-Kodinos. It was Ignatius, who, be-
ing exceptionally well versed in Latin, demonstrated in his Genealogy

138 Published in: Bapcob E.B. Apesne-pyccxkne mamsirangn. C. 1—-18.
139 On the 1596, 1625, and 1648 editions: Fozdaro8 A.IT. TlceBao-Koann. C. 111.
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an extraordinarily broad familiarity with scholarly Western European
publications; in 1677, Tsar Feodor Alexeevich ordered that his family
be called the Rimsky (= Roman. — Ed.)-Korsakovs'*.

But this is already speculation. The important point is that, in light of
the new understanding of the significance of the Russian Chronograph in
shaping the concept of the sacredness of the Russian Orthodox tsardom,
and of Joachim’s scribes’ enormous work on the Chronograph, Golitsyn’s
indication of the participation of the Patriarchal Prikaz in preparing the
coronation rite acquires considerable significance. Patriarch Joachim
played the decisive role in reforming the coronation rites of 1676 and
1682, from which all subsequent coronation rites of the Russian emper-
ors developed, together with the conviction that “Russia is our sacred
realm”. His leading role in reforming the coronation rite of the Russian
tsars could have been inferred from the fact that the “tradition of the holy
Eastern Church” and the patriarch himself first came to the forefront.
But logic is poorly suited to explaining the conduct and assessing the mo-
tives of prominent historical figures. Only the study of manuscripts can
provide convincing evidence.

Conclusions

The reform of the coronation rite of the Russian sovereigns in 1676,
confirmed at the coronation of 1682, was undertaken on the initiative
of Patriarch Joachim. Claiming first place in the most solemn and sig-
nificant state ceremony, a position previously occupied by the sover-
eign, His Holiness relied on the arguments of his scholarly associates,
chroniclers, and Hellenophiles, and implemented the Russian Chrono-
graph’s conception of the Russian Orthodox autocratic tsardom with the
aid of Pseudo-Kodinos’s treatise on the coronation rite of the basileus
of the Romans in the mid-fourteenth century. The secular authorities
may be credited with approving and formalising the new coronation
rite, which was constructed for the first time in Russia according to the
Byzantine model and officially established the recognition of Russia as
a sacred kingdom. The misconceptions involved in assessing the work

140 BozdanoB A.IT. Ot aeTormmcanmsa K nccaesosagmio. C. 44—262.
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of E.V. Barsov, who discovered the reform of 1676 but was unable to
trace the entire tradition of the coronation of the grand prince and the
tsars from 1498 back to its Byzantine origins, as well as the decisive role
attributed to the reforming Tsar Feodor Alexeevich in transforming the
rite in 1676, were overcome through archaeographical research. This
discipline, devoted to locating, describing, and publishing manuscripts,
helped clarify the significance of Barsov’s work on the coronation rites
and of the seventeenth-century scribes’ work on the Russian Chrono-
graph, as well as the work of the tsar’s and Chancellor A.S. Matveev’s as-
sociates on historical writings based on the concept of the “four monar-
chies”. The unpredictable turns taken by our research over nearly half
a century as manuscripts were discovered and studied demonstrate the
futility of preconceived assumptions and allow us to view the prospects
for further scholarly inquiry with optimism.
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Counterfeiting in Tyumen from the
Seventeenth to the Early Twentieth Century

Abstract

The article examines the phenomenon of money counterfeiting in Tyu-
men from the seventeenth to the early twentieth century, when the city
became one of the key centres for the sale and circulation of counterfeit
coins in Siberia. Drawing on investigative and court records, the article
examines the legislative measures adopted in the Russian Empire against
counterfeiters and distributors of counterfeit money. It traces the evolu-
tion of Russian imperial legislation, from the harsh measures of the Sobor-
noye Ulozhenie of 1649 and the decrees of Tsar Alexei Mikhailovich to the
provisions of the 1845 Code of Criminal and Correctional Punishments and
the New Criminal Code of 1903. Particular attention is paid to the trans-
formation of legal terminology, from the term “money-makers/masters”
to the established term “counterfeiters”. The article analyses the social
composition of the offenders, ranging from streltsy and posad townspeo-
ple in the seventeenth century to exiled peasants and petty townspeople
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in the early twentieth century. It identifies the channels through which
counterfeit money was circulated, including trade in livestock and goods,
debt repayment, and the payment of state taxes, and identifies local cen-
tres of counterfeit circulation in Tyumen, including Yamskaya Sloboda
and the Trading Row, as well as their connections with metallurgical pro-
duction in the Urals and Siberia. Specific criminal cases — involving the
streltsy Ignaty Cherepashkov in 1699, the group led by Dorofei Veselkov
in 1721, and Dmitry Fefilov and Sidor Cherepashkov in the 1740s — are
used to demonstrate how criminal networks operated. The article also ex-
amines the tools and materials used for counterfeiting, including copper,
tin, silver, and, more rarely, lead and crushed glass, as well as the technol-
ogies employed in the production of counterfeit coins. A separate section
addresses methodological difficulties arising from the fragmentary nature
and loss of archival documents, including losses caused by fires and the
deliberate destruction of records in 1919, as well as discrepancies be-
tween archival inventories and the actual contents of archival collections.
The findings demonstrate the existence of a stable and organised network
of counterfeiters in Tyumen that adapted to changing legal and economic
conditions. The article makes a significant contribution to the study of the
economic history of Siberia, the history of law, and the everyday life of the
population of Tyumen during the imperial period.
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ounterfeiting of currency has throughout history posed

a serious threat to any state, capable of undermining its

economic and socio-political stability both under the in-

fluence of external factors (the importation of counterfeit

currency from abroad) and as a result of internal process-

es (the circulation of counterfeit money among the population). The con-
sequences of such a phenomenon could be catastrophic: currency deval-
uation, growing social discontent, mass unrest, disturbances, and even
coups détat. Individuals caught manufacturing or distributing counter-
feit coins were referred to in official and everyday sources as “counterfeit-
ers” (“false coiners”) while the crime itself was known as “counterfeiting”.
The modern concept of counterfeiting emerged as a result of the
gradual evolution of legislative terminology, which developed through-
out the seventeenth to early twentieth centuries under the influence of
changing legal norms, criminal practice, and socio-economic conditions.
The Sobornoye Ulozhenie (Law Code) of 1649 confined the definition

of counterfeiting to the general heading “money craftsmen who begin
to make counterfeit coins™. The personal decree of Tsar Alexei Mikhai-
lovich, On the Cutting Off of the Left Hand (1672), brought money-mak-
ers and monetary counterfeiters together under the general term “thief,
which was synonymous with “unlawful”. The Military Articles (1715) re-
moved “money craftsmen” from legislative usage and replaced the word
“money” with “coins”, adding the qualification “of false and fraudulent
quality” as part of a violation of the military oath’. The Code of Penalties
(1845) defined counterfeiters as makers of “counterfeit” and “false” mon-
ey, distinguishing them in criminal provisions according to the classifica-
tion of the offense*. The New Criminal Code (1903) continued the tradi-
tion of distinguishing counterfeiters according to the method by which

Complete Collection of Laws of the Russian Empire. First Collection. T. L.
1649-1675 / M.M. Cneparckuii. CI16. Tunorpadms II Oraeaenns Cobersen-
sow Ero Mimnepatopcekoro Beanuecrsa Kanueaspun, 1830. C. 7.

2 Ibid. C. 876.

Russian legislation of the 10th—20th centuries. B 9 . T. 4. 3akonopaTeabcTBO
nepnoaa cranosaeHnst Abcoarotnama / A.I. ManvxoB. M:: FOpuanaeckast anre-
patypa, 1986. C. 363—364.

Code of criminal and correctional penalties. CIT6. Tunorpadmst II Oraesenns
Cobersennont Ero Mimneparopekoro Beanuectsa Kangeaspun, 1845. C. 260.
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the finished coin was produced, classifying it as either “counterfeit” or
“altered™.

Before writing the article, the authors examined extensive archival
material, including old and new archival inventories; the periodical press
of Tyumen and Tobolsk Governorate was also reviewed.

Documents from the seventeenth century concerning the activities of
money craftsmen in the territory of Tyumen are not found in the origi-
nal inventories of the records of the Tyumen Voivodeship Chancellery,
petitions, investigation records, or interrogations. The exception is an in-
vestigative case from 1699 discovered in the inventories of the archival
collection of the Tyumen Voivodeship Office (Collection of 1.Ya. Slovtsov)°.
Eighteenth-century documents are extensively represented by investiga-
tive cases and materials concerning counterfeiters in the archival funds
of the Tyumen Voivodeship Chancellery, the Tyumen Chancellery of Ju-
dicial Affairs, the Tyumen District Court, and the Tobolsk Ecclesiastical
Consistory. The remaining materials are represented in the original regis-
ters of cases only by brief descriptions. Nineteenth-century documents are
often likewise represented by brief descriptions in the original registers
of cases held in the archival funds of the Tyumen City Police and the Tyu-
men District Court; complete criminal cases are rare. The press of Tobolsk
Governorate often did not publicize hearings of criminal cases concern-
ing counterfeiters because such proceedings were conducted in secrecy.
During the presence of Kolchak’s army in Tyumen (1919), many criminal
cases of the former Tyumen District Court (1856—1897) were written off
and destroyed. This was recorded in an accompanying sheet and a final
note by the acting archivist V. Anosov and the chief clerk Tarasov: “Cas-
es, files, correspondence, and books covered by this inventory, from No. 1
through No. 9315 inclusive, marked with red ink, are subject to destruction
without seeking permission from the Ministry of Justice. Correct™. Twen-
tieth-century documents are represented in the archival funds of the Tyu-
men Branch of the Tobolsk Governorate Gendarmerie Administration and
the Tobolsk District Court; investigative proceedings concerning coun-
terfeiting were only rarely reported in the Siberian Commercial Gazette.

> New criminal code. CI'16.: Kavoxubmt marasus BIT. Auncnmosa, 1903.C. 138—141.
¢ PCHWMA CITB M1 PAH. ®.187.Om. 1. A, 1083.
7 TATO. ®.1M-183.0m. 2. A, 406. A. 1, 396.
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The collection of archival documents revealed a number of prob-
lems: the absence of criminal and investigative cases due to their physi-
cal loss (seizures, fires, uprisings, mold, and rodents); the absence of such
cases because only brief summaries (fabulae) were preserved in the reg-
isters of chanceries and courts; the fragmentary preservation of archival
documents, with disrupted causal connections and materials scattered
across other archival files; the small number of surviving criminal and
investigative cases; discrepancies between the titles of archival files and
the actual contents of the documents; and the interpretation of decree
titles in accordance with the historical context in which the Complete
Collection of Laws of the Russian Empire was compiled and published.
Thus, a decree concerning money masters and thieves’ money was para-
phrased as one concerning counterfeiters and counterfeit coins.

The social composition of counterfeiters detained in the territory
of Tyumen varied according to the historical period: in the seventeenth
century, they included foot streltsy and posad people (meshchane /town
dwellers/petty bourgeoisie); in the eighteenth century, residents, Cossack
children, prisoners, peasants, retired soldiers, posad people, raznochintsy
(commoners), Yamskaya Sloboda drivers, and, more rarely, merchants;
in the nineteenth century, prisoners, peasants, meshchane, retired rank-
and-file soldiers, exiled settlers, and exiled peasants; and in the early
twentieth century, peasants, meshchane, retired non-commissioned offi-
cers, exiled peasants, and exiled meshchane.

Throughout the seventeenth to early twentieth centuries, the ma-
jority of counterfeiters originated from Tyumen and Tyumen Uyezd or
from neighboring uyezds of Tobolsk Governorate. Only rarely did they
come from neighboring governorates (Perm and Vyatka) or towns such
as Olonets.

The archival documents of the eighteenth to early twentieth centuries
do not reveal the specializations of counterfeiters, limiting themselves to
lists of tools discovered during searches (blacksmithing, silversmithing,
and smelting equipment). We may hypothesize that the organized crim-
inal group was structured as follows: manufacturer (unknown); distribu-
tor (little known); buyer (known); victim (widely known).

The materials most commonly used to manufacture counterfeit
(thieves’) money were copper, tin, and silver. Lead and powdered crys-
tal were used more rarely. Based on indirect archival evidence, we may
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assume that materials for counterfeiting were obtained through the pur-
chase and theft of metal objects from the local population (tin dishes®, cop-
per kettles’, bells'®!! and silver'?). Correspondence between the Tyumen
Voivodeship Chancellery and smelting works in the Urals (Alapaevsk
and Yekaterinburg) and Siberia (Nerchinsk and Kolyvano-Voskresensk)
concerning the movement of metal through Tyumen contains no in-
formation about criminal incidents involving the theft of raw metal by
members of the population!>!413,

Tools used to manufacture counterfeit (thieves’) money in the terri-
tory of Tyumen are described in detail in investigative documents dat-
ing from the eighteenth to early twentieth centuries and included the
following: scissors for cutting silver, an iron hammer (1708)'; an anvil,
hammers, tongs, a vise, pointed pliers, and scales (1717)"; bellows, an

iron mold, and an iron hammer (1721, 1722)'%; a birchwood mold for
melting and stamping money (1742, 1744)"%; an iron mold for produc-
ing money (1900, 1910)*'%2 Tools seized during searches of money crafts-
men (counterfeiters) and their accomplices, together with finished coun-
terfeit (thieves’) money, were sent to the Berg Collegium (in Moscow and
St. Petersburg) for destruction.

The denominations most frequently counterfeited were kopecks

(1721)%, twenty-kopeck coins (1883)*, and Siberian ten-kopeck coins

8 TATO. ®.11-47.0m. 1. A, 2466. A. 1.

2 Ibid.

10 Tbid. A. 1729. A. 11 ob.

1 Tbid.

12 Tbid.

13 Ibid. A. 3585.

4 Ibid. A. 3561.

15 Tbid. A. 3557.

16 Tbid. A. 1729. A. 1-1 06.

17 Ibid. A, 4368. A. 1 06., 2.

18 Ibid. A, 1650. A. 8, 25, 40 o6.

19 Tbid. A. 4374. A. 35.

20 Tbid. A, 4375. A. 9 06.

2 TATO. ©. 1-239.Om. 1. A. 100. A. 70.
22 Cubupcxkas toprosas razera. 1900. 23 aex. (Ne 282.) C. 2.
2 TATO. ©.11-47.0m. 1. A. 1650. A. 8.

2 Ibid. ®.11-183. Om. 2. A, 364. A. 10 ob.
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(1771)%. Less frequently counterfeited were altynniki (three-kopeck
coins) (1720)%, grivenniks (ten-kopeck coins) (1785,1883)*"%, roubles,
half-rubles (1722)%, and five-kopeck coins (1744)*.

A distinctive feature of counterfeiting in the city of Tyumen, Tyumen
Uyezd, and Tobolsk Governorate was the frequent purchase by members
of the population of ready-made counterfeit (thieves’) money from coun-
terfeiters (money craftsmen/masters), with the intention of subsequently
putting it into circulation “among the people” at low prices. This can be ex-
plained by the absence of natural deposits of ore (copper, tin, lead, and sil-
ver) within Tobolsk Governorate, with the exception of the Urals and the
Altai Mountains. Counterfeit money was circulated in the following ways:
through the purchase and sale of cattle, horses, and hay from peasants and
residents of nearby villages and settlements; through debt payments and
the provision of loans; through the sale and purchase of goods from trad-
ing rows and stalls; through the payment of compulsory state taxes; and
through payment for excise goods (state-produced wine and vodka).

In the eighteenth century, the principal hub for the circulation of
counterfeit money was the provincial city of Tobolsk, the center for the
collection and dispatch of the state treasury to the Siberian Chancellery.
This is supported by information contained in investigative cases involv-
ing the money masters Veselkov®! and Ryabov*. Particularly noteworthy
is an official correspondence document between Irkutsk voivode Lar-
ion Sinyavin and clerk Vasily Yurotsky and the Great Sovereign Peter
Alexeevich, addressed to the Chancellery of the Siberian Governorate
(1711). The document specifically distinguishes among the silver money
being sent those that had not been declared and those defective to vary-
ing degrees (poor-quality, smooth, and one-sided coins). Danila Nikitin,
acommissioner of the Siberian Chancellery, issued an order to the Siberian
governor, Prince Matvey Petrovich Gagarin, proposing that poor-quality

25 TA BT. Toboancke. ®. 1M-156.0m. 2. A. 2677. A. 2.
26 TATO. . 1M-47.0m. 1. A. 4368. A. 5 0b.

27 TA B T. To6oabcke. @. M-152. Om. 37. A. 800. A. 46.
28 Tbid. ©.11-10.0m. 1. A, 3217. A. 1.

2 TATO. ®. 1M-167.0m. 1. A. 2. A. 10 o6.

30 Ibid. ©. M-47.0m. 1. A, 4361. A. 1.

31 Ibid. A, 1650.

32 Tbid. ©. M-167.0m. 1. A, 2.
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money be exchanged for good silver coins, “and those poor coins, seven-
ty-three roubles and ten altyns, be given to the Siberians™* (Fig. 1).

The Siberian governor’s response is unknown and most likely perished
in the Tobolsk fire of 1788. It may be assumed that the exchange constitut-
ed a policy aimed at removing counterfeit (thieves’) money from the eco-
nomic circulation of the Russian state and transferring it to the territory of
the Siberian Governorate. No similar information has been found among
the reports and charters of the Tyumen Voivodeship Chancellery.

The Russian state could not remain indifferent to the growth of
counterfeiting. Throughout the seventeenth to early twentieth centuries,
legislative measures were introduced and investigative actions undertak-
en to combat the circulation of counterfeit (thieves’) money among the
population. Depending on foreign-policy circumstances, legislative mea-
sures concerning the state’s own currency were sometimes compelled to
ease restrictions on counterfeiters as a means of ensuring the continuous
reissuance of genuine currency.

A sovereign charter issued by Tsar Vasily Shuisky to Tobolsk (1609)
prohibited the use of copper money in trade within Siberia** as a mea-
sure intended to promote the introduction of new currency during the
Time of Troubles®’. A charter issued by Prince W adys aw IV Vaza (1610)
brought the minting of copper money to an end*®.

By the end of the Time of Troubles, the monetary system of the Rus-
sian state had been severely disrupted. It became necessary to recoin silver
money struck to a four-ruble standard into coins struck to a three-ruble
standard using foreign metal. Money craftsmen, taking advantage of the
difference between the rouble standards, saw an opportunity to produce
high-quality counterfeit silver coins in exchange for the new silver®” cur-
rency. This created the threat of a new Trouble period.

The Zemsky Sobor adopted the Sobornoye Ulozhenie (1649). The new
code of laws of the Russian state introduced a separate Chapter Five con-
cerning money craftsmen, consisting of two articles divided according to

3 PC HMA CITb MM PAH. ®. 168. Om. 1. A. 420. A. 1-1 06.
3 PTAAA. @.199.0m. 1.T1. 133. 4. 3. A. 254.

35 Ibid. A. 255.

3¢ Ibid. A. 264.

37 Legislative acts of the Russian state from the second half of the sixteenth to the
first half of the seventeenth century / H.E. Hoco6a. A: Hayka, 1987. C. 139.
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professional specialization: money craftsmen (Article 1) and gold- and
silversmiths (Article 2). Money craftsmen were subject to the death pen-
alty for causing losses to the state through various offenses, including the
manufacture of copper and tin money and the addition of base metals to
silver (copper, tin, and lead)?s.

A charter issued by Tsar Alexei Mikhailovich to the Tyumen voivode
Ivan Timofeevich Shadrin (1657) ordered that, in order to prevent the
use of copper money in Siberia, the salaries of Tyumen service people
were to be paid in imported silver coins and efimk*’. The Siberian towns
received charters (1657) describing the denominations of the new silver
money and stipulating that it was to circulate freely alongside copper
money throughout the Russian state, while large denominations (efimki
and chetvertiny) were prohibited in trade, except for small-scale transac-
tions. Customs duties were thereafter to be paid in the new currency®.
Copper money (efimki, altyny (altyns), groshi, and kopecks) was strictly
prohibited in urban trade (the charters do not mention villages or settle-
ments), but was subsequently permitted again (1659)*.

The Siberian Chancellery repeatedly prohibited the circulation of
copper money in trade. The Tobolsk Voivode Ivan Andreevich Khilkov
was instructed to combat merchants from Novgorod, Yaroslavl, and Ve-
liky Ustyug who purchased goods with copper money instead of silver
(1662)*. At the request of the Siberian towns, an order was issued requir-
ing goods to be sold only for silver and gold money (1662)*. The Verk-
hoturye Voivode Ivan Bogdanovich Kamynin was instructed not to allow
merchants entering Siberian towns to exchange copper money for silver

3 Complete Collection of Laws of the Russian Empire. First Collection. T. L

16491675 / M.M. Cneparckuii. CI16. Tunorpadms 11 Oraesenns Coberpen-
non Ero Mmmneparopcekoro Beanvecrsa Kaneaspun, 1830. C. 7.

I'ypvanoba H.C. Axrossle mctounmnkm mo ucropun Poccun m Cnbupn XVI—
XVIII Bexos B ponpax I['D. Muasepa. Ommen kormiasix kaur. T. 1. Ommcs Tro-
menckon apxussl. Ku. 1 / H.C. T'ypvano6a, H.H. IToxpoGcxuii. HoBocnbupcek:
Cubnupcknn xponorpad, 1993. C. 144.

Complete Collection of Laws of the Russian Empire. First Collection. T. 1.
16491675 / M.M. Cneparckuii. CI16. Tunorpadms 11 Oraesenns Cobersen-
Hon Ero Mmmneparopekoro Beangecrsa Kaneaspun, 1830. C. 421—-422.

4 PC HMA CITE MM PAH. @. 28.Om. 1. A, 785. A. 3—4.

2 PTAAA. ©.214. O 3. A. 604.

¥ PTAAA. ©.214.0m. 3. A. 618.

40



61

without purchasing goods and, upon their return from Siberia, to confis-
cate both the goods and the silver money (1662)*.

The personal decrees of Tsar Alexei Mikhailovich, On the Destruction
of Copper Money in Moscow and Other Towns and the Introduction of Sil-
ver Currency (1663)*, On the Collection of Customs Duties and All Other
Revenues in Silver Money (1663)%, and On the Probibition against Anyone
Keeping Copper Money (1663)*, informed the population of the Russian
state that copper money was being withdrawn from circulation and that
a period would be established for disposing of copper money from the
second half of the year at the rate of one copper rouble to two silver coins.
After the expiration of the term, copper money would no longer be ac-
cepted into the sovereign’s treasury and would instead be transferred to
contractors for the remelting into copper objects. A charter issued by Tsar
Alexei Mikhailovich to the Tyumen Voivode Mikhail Danilovich Pavlov
(1663) ordered that the salaries of Tyumen service people were not to be
paid in copper money, but only in silver*,

It may be assumed that the legislative measures of the seventeenth cen-
tury had an underlying economic rationale: the absence of domestic deposits
of silver and copper was compensated for by the acquisition and recoinage
of foreign currency; the regulation by the Russian state of the circulation of
copper money in Siberia’s commercial turnover; efforts to prevent the im-
portation of copper money into Siberia; and attempts, beginning in the sec-
ond half of the seventeenth century, to prospect for silver and copper ores
in the Urals and Eastern Siberia***. A surge in domestic silver and copper
production would have created a crisis for the recoinage of foreign curren-
cy and could have facilitated the emergence of large-scale counterfeiting.

# PC HMA CITb MM PAH. ®. 28. Om. 1. A. 979. A. 8—16.

4 Complete Collection of Laws of the Russian Empire. First Collection. T. L.

1649—-1675 / M.M. Cneparckuii. CI16. Tunorpadms II Orpaeaenns Cobersen-
uon Ero Mmneparopcekoro Beanuecrsa Kangeaspun, 1830. C. 578.

4 Ibid. C. 578-579.
47 Tbid. C. 580.

% TypvanoBa H.C. Axrossie mcrourmkn 1o mucropun Poccmun n Crubupn XVI—
XVIII BexoB B porpax [O. Muasepa. Ommen xormiinpix KHUr. T. 1. Ommes Tro-
menckon apxussL. Kuura 1 / H.C. I'ypvaroBa, H.H. IloxpoGcxuit. HoBocnbupcek:
Cubnpckuri xponorpad, 1993. C. 146.

* PC HMA CITb 1 PAH. @. 187.Om. 1. A. 419.

%0 PC HMA CITB MM PAH. ©.28.0m. 1. A, 1356. A. 8.
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To prevent the repeated appearance of copper and tin money as
a result of the activities of money craftsmen in the Russian state, Tsar
Alexei Mikhailovich issued the decree On Exile to Siberia for Permanent
Settlement (1663)°!. Upon the first established instance of the offense,
this decree ordered counterfeiters to be exiled with their families to
Siberia for agricultural labor. If the offense was repeated in Siberia, the
offender was to be sentenced to death, with the guarantors required to
pay a monetary penalty; the fate of the executed person’s family was not
addressed.

The early history of counterfeiting in Tyumen is documented by
the only seventeenth-century criminal case discovered: The Case of the
Counterfeiting of Silver Money from Copper by the Tyumen Streltsy Ignaty
Cherepashkov and Luka Serebrenik (1699), comprising 33 stolbtsy [archi-
val columns]. The case contains the following documents: interrogation
statements of the Tyumen foot streltsy Alexei Mikhailovich Voloshnikov,
Ignaty Cherepashkov, Dementy Voroshilov, Luka Fedorov Serebrenik,
and the Tyumen posad man Ivan Fedorov Reshetnikov; a draft report by
the Tyumen Voivode Tit Vasilyevich Raevsky to the Tobolsk voivodes,
Princes Mikhail Yakovlevich and Pyotr Mikhailovich Cherkassky; inven-
tories of the households and possessions of Ignaty Cherepashkov, Luka
Fedorov Serebrenik, and other individuals.

At the beginning of the eighteenth century, the prohibition on
copper money was abolished by the personal decree of Sovereign Peter
Alexeevich, On the Minting of Copper Denezhbki, Polushki, and Half-Polush-
ki (1700)*. In order to supplement the shortage of small-denomination
money for retail trade and the collection of duties in the towns, prohibi-
tions were introduced against various forms of counterfeit money (leath-
er money, tokens, and cast and hammered copper money). Cut silver
kopecks, which had been used for the convenience of retail trade, were
withdrawn and sent to the Prikaz of the Grand Treasury (Moscow) to be

1 Complete Collection of Laws of the Russian Empire. First Collection. T. L

16491675 / M.M. Cneparckuii. CI16. Tunorpadmst 11 Orpaesenns Cobersen-
Hon Ero Mimneparopcekoro Beanuecrsa Kanyeastpun, 1830. C. 583.
2 PC HMA CITB MM PAH. ©. 187.Om. 1. A. 1083.
% Complete Collection of Laws of the Russian Empire. First Collection. T. IV.
1700—1712 / M.M. Cneparcxuit. CI'16. Tummorpadmst 11 Otaesenms Cobersen-

non Ero Mmneparopcekoro Beanuecrsa Kangeasspun, 1830. C. 19-20.
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exchanged for newly minted stamped copper money. The Siberian towns
were likewise required to surrender cut silver money™.

To circulate counterfeit copper money among the population on a large
scale, money craftsmen used an inferior grade of green copper, which creat-
ed problems for the mint. The personal decree of Sovereign Peter Alexeev-
ich, On Rewarding Informers Regarding Makers of Counterfeit Copper Coin
and Punishing Those Who Conceal Them (1711)%, obliged members of the
population to bring people in for interrogation if counterfeit copper mon-
ey was discovered during purchases or sales, with the aim of identifying
the money craftsmen. If such individuals were discovered, the population
was instructed to report them to the Chancellery of the Governing Senate

> PC HMA CIIB MM PAH. . 168. Om. 1. A, 140.

55 Complete Collection of Laws of the Russian Empire. First Collection. T. IV.
1700—1712 / M.-M. Cneparicxuii. CI16. Tumorpadmst 11 Oraesenmst Cobersen-
sHon Ero Mmneparopcekoro Beangecrsa Kangeaspun, 1830. C. 741—742.



64

without fear, in return for a reward and the sovereign’s favor. Those who
concealed money craftsmen were punished in the same manner as the
makers themselves. The specific form of punishment was not stated.

The Senate decrees On the Obligation of Commissioners to Report to Gov-
ernors Those Accused of Making Counterfeit Coin and to Send Such Persons
to Moscow for Investigation at the Mints (1712), On the Free Circulation of
Money of the Old Die (1712)7, and On the Purchase of Copper at a Fixed
Price for the Minting of Copper Money (1712) ordered that counterfeit
money be identified at the mints; that commissioners report to governors,
before sending to Moscow those who had been accused; that defective and
counterfeit money be separated from silver and copper money when col-
lecting duties in the governorates; that those responsible for producing
defective coin be subjected to severe torture without mercy; and that fixed
prices be established for the purchase of copper from townspeople for de-
livery to the mint: red shipbuilding copper (7 roubles, 8 altyns, and 2 den-
gas), cauldron copper (7 roubles), and foam copper (6 roubles and 50 ko-
pecks). The purchase of copper by merchant stalls was prohibited.

The personal decree of Sovereign Peter Alexeevich, On Probibiting
Foreigners from Importing Russian Copper and Small Silver Money (1714)%,
established supervision over the transportation of silver money into the
Russian state in order to combat small-denomination coins lacking mint
marks and produced by hammer striking. Foreigners were permitted to
purchase goods only with their own currency, and the export of silver
scrap abroad was prohibited.

The first evidence of counterfeiters detained in Tyumen is recorded in
the inventory of cases of the Tyumen Voivodeship Chancellery (1712—
1714): a report from Tyumen to Tobolsk concerning the dispatch of Mo-
ses (Moisey) Antonov, a resident of the town of Olonets, who possessed
counterfeit copper and lead money (1712)%; and the bringing of the inn-
keeper Semyon Reshetnikov, the beer tax farmer Osip Kolmogorov, and
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a service man concerning the Yamskaya Sloboda driver Leonty Lupindin,
who possessed counterfeit copper money, together with interrogation
statements (1714)°1.

The Military Articles (1715),in Article 199 of Chapter 22, On False Oaths
and Similar Offenses®?, established measures against makers of counterfeit
coin, providing for execution by burning, as well as deprivation of honor
and property. This article identified three methods of producing counter-
feit (“false”) coin: the use of another person’s counterfeit die, the improper
addition of ore or metal, and reducing the weight of the coin.

In 1715, the commandant of the Tyumen Prikaz Office, Dmitry Bor-
isovich Zubov, examined a letter from the Tyumen posad man and cus-
toms official Melenty Obramov, together with the copper money he had
brought and the widow Akilina Fedorova Barabanshchikova whom he
had brought before the authorities. Melenty Obramov reported that he
had noticed a suspicious purchase by Akilina Fedorova Barabanshchiko-
va in the Trading Row from a resident of a settlement: a pud of flour for
ten dengas per pud. He approached the seller, examined the money he
had received, and identified it as “copper”; the female buyer was detained.
Upon examining the copper money, the commandant established that it
was counterfeit. Akilina Barabanshchikova’s interrogation revealed that
she had obtained the copper money in the room of the house of the bai-
liff Ivan Kolov. Because the surviving text is interrupted, the substantive
continuation of Akilina Barabanshchikova’s interrogation is lost; it might
have identified the probable distributor or maker of the copper money®.

In 1717, an investigation was conducted in Tyumen in the case
known as “The Sovereign’s Word and Deed” (="“state crime”. — Ed.).
Gerasim Polubabin was interrogated, and the Tyumen resident Afanasy
Starchikov was questioned. The interrogation statement records con-
versations among Tyumen residents Afanasy Starchikov, Ivan Polbabin,
and Alexei Cherepanov at the tavern, in the presence of the beer sell-
er Dmitry Kolmogorov, concerning the distribution of counterfeit tin
money to a retired soldier, Ivan Rudakov, for the purpose of purchasing

1 Ibid. A. 63 ob.

2 Russian legislation of the 10th—20th centuries. B 9 . T. 4. 3akonopaTeabcTBO
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Counterfeit coins from excavations in Tyumen (2024). Polushka, 1768.
From open sources

cattle in villages of Tyumen Uyezd. However, the distributor was caught.
Gerasim Polubabin refused to identify the place where Ivan Rudakov
had been captured, did not disclose what goods had been purchased
with the counterfeit money, and knew nothing of any state criminal
case involving Afanasy Starchikov. The interrogation statements record
mutual denials by the accuser and the accused: Alexei Cherepanov stat-
ed that Afanasy Starchikov possessed two money bags for purchasing
linen and exchanging money in the Trading Row. He did not know the
name of the linen seller or whether Afanasy Starchikov had distribut-
ed counterfeit tin money. The opening text naming the government
authority and the final verdict are absent from the investigative case®.

In 1717, Tyumen commandant Ivan Vasilyevich Voronetsky and com-
missioner Semyon Prasolov, acting on the denunciation of the silversmith
Danila Kuropoltsev, sent the assistant clerk of the Tyumen Prikaz Office,
Osip Barashkov, together with service people and neighbours, to search the
households of retired soldiers Alexei Kiselev and Grigory Palapezhentsov
for counterfeit money and tools used in money-making. Their possessions
were then sealed pending the issuance of an order. Nothing was found
during the search except a set of tools belonging to Alexei Kiselev: silver-
smithing equipment, an anvil, two hammers, one and a half pairs of copper
molds, tongs, a vise, scissors, twelve pairs of pointed pliers, twelve files, iron
molds, and one and a half pounds of unrefined copper in pieces®. Tyu-
men commandant Ivan Voronetsky and commissioner Semyon Prasolov

¢ Ibid. A. 4258. A. 1 06. — 4.
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Counterfeit coins from excavations in Tyumen (2024). Polushka, 1759.
From open sources

submitted a petition to the Siberian governor, Prince Matvey Petrovich
Gagarin, reporting that they had received his order, transmitted by the To-
bolsk boyar son Alexei Shaposhnikov, to send the apprehended peasant
[van Patrin and the silversmith Danila Kuropoltsev, together with the ac-
cused persons and the investigative case [to Tobolsk], on charges of purchas-
ing counterfeit money®. The Siberian Governorate Chancellery reported
back to the Tyumen Voivodeship Chancellery that it had received Danila
Kuropoltsev and fifteen accused persons together with copper money®”.
The opening portion of the interrogation statement of the peasant Ivan
Patrin and the verdict in the investigative case have not been found.

The inventory of cases of the Tyumen Voivodeship Chancellery (1719)
contains two investigative cases that have not survived to the present day:
an unfinished case, consisting of two sheets of the interrogation statements
of the prisoner Ivan Dedyshev, who threw tin money through the bars, as
reported in a formal appearance by the assistant clerk Ivan Belyaev; and the
testimony and interrogation statement of the Tyumen service man Koz-
ma Ognev, who had obtained counterfeit copper money from an unknown
source and brought it to the Tyumen Voivodeship Chancellery®®.

In 1720, the peasant Pyotr Titov Tolmenin of Maslyanskaya Sloboda
submitted a petition with counterfeit money to the Tyumen commandant
Larion Gavrilovich Vorontsov. He wrote that in the village of Zubareva,
Tyumen Uyezd, in the presence of fellow peasants Nikifor Tabarsky and

% Tbid. A. 3 0b.
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Averky Popov, he had sold eight puds of wheat flour to a local resident,
Dorofey Cherepanov, for 15 altyns and 4 dengas, at a price of 7 kopecks
per pud. Without leaving his own house, the buyer paid him in coun-
terfeit money without counting it. The victim, Pyotr Tolmenin, requested
that Dorofey Cherepanov be located and interrogated. The detained driv-
er, Dorofey Cherepanov, stated that he had paid eighteen altyns and four
dengas in silver in his own house for eight puds of flour, without witnesses.
He had received the money from an unknown soldier in payment for the
sale of his own horse; the soldier had subsequently departed for Moscow.
The text of the investigative document ends at this point, and it is un-
known how the case against the driver Dorofey Cherepanov concluded®’.

In 1721, the Tyumen Voivodeship Chancellery investigated a major
case involving a group of persons accused of manufacturing and distribut-
ing counterfeit copper money, concealing offenders, failing to report them,
and making false accusations. The proceedings were initiated on the basis
of a personal decree sent from Tobolsk ordering the arrest and exile of Do-
rofey Veselkov, a Tyumen Cossack son who had been accused of denounc-
ing individuals in a case concerning the discovery of counterfeit copper
money in Tobolsk. Dorofey Veselkov was detained and placed under guard,
but a Tyumen military servant, Stepan Kudryashev, persuaded the Tyumen
boyar son Gavriil Chyurilov to release the prisoner “in chains” to the bath-
house of the military servant Ivan Kolov Sr., where his wife, Akilina Fedor-
ova Dorofeeva, was waiting with their belongings and a horse. This is a no-
table coincidence with an earlier interrogation case’, in which the house
of the bailiff Ivan Kolov and the widow Akilina Fedorova Barabanshchiko-
va, who had come to obtain counterfeit money, also appear. Upon arrival,
they took the horse and went to sell it to a Swedish prisoner in Zatyumen-
ka, where they disappeared in an unknown direction. Following the ac-
tual escape from Tyumen of Dorofey Veselkov and Stepan Kudryashev, the
relatives and acquaintances of the fugitives were arrested at the petition of
the Swedish prisoner Sven Okuntsov’* the Tyumen Cossack son Trofim
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Veselkov and his sister Marya Lukina; the driver Osip Mikhailov Kalinin;
the ploughland peasant Vasily Fedorov Svikha; the peasant Astafey Krylov;
Maria Savina, sister of Terenty Ryshkov, and his mother Irina Yakovle-
va; his daughter-in-law Maria Maksima and his sister Fedosya Mikhailova;
Domna Maksimova, wife of Pavel Shulev; and the retired soldier Danilo
Rychkov. They were accused of assisting the escape, harboring fugitives,
and self-incrimination”. The Tyumen Voivodeship Chancellery ordered
the military servants Ivan Kolov and Yegor Chemyakin to search for the
fugitives Stepan Kudryashev and Dorofey Veselkov in the Karmaki area,
but without success™. A rent-paying peasant from the village of Kulakova,
Sergei Nikiforov Tomilov, told the Tyumen Voivodeship Chancellery that
his fellow villager Pavel Vasilyev Kiselev had come to the tavern and told
him that he had seen the fugitive military servant Stepan Kudryashev near
Balairskaya village together with Antip Zaborsky, a ploughland peasant
from the village of Zaborskaya in the Krasnoslobodsk fortress™. By order
of the Tyumen Voivodeship Chancellery, the Tyumen boyar son Alexei
Nikitin set out with service people for the Fetkovsky Works (known as
the Nevyansk Works since 1702)’¢ in order to capture the fugitives Ste-
pan Kudryashev and Dorofey Veselkov. Only Stepan Kudryashev was de-
tained, together with his accomplices: mounted Cossack Sofron Godenov
Pushnikov and his son Nikifor and daughter Maria; Cossack sons Grigory
Yeliseev Koksharov and Fedor Osipov Kulpin; freemen Ivan Khariton-
ov Kulikov and Stepan Cherny with his wife Avdotya Denisova; and the
driver Sava Puteninov with his wife Alena Ivanova. The search uncovered
the following evidence: counterfeit money-making equipment, thirteen
kopeck dies, six small graving tools with gridded surfaces, silver money,
three copper rods, a copper box, two molds, bellows, and an anvil””. Ac-
cording to another inventory, the evidence consisted of eleven kopeck
dies, two graving tools with gridded surfaces, nineteen alfyns in counter-
feit copper money, three copper rods, a copper box, two molds, bellows,
and an anvil’®. Interrogations and examinations were conducted. Through
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the self-incriminating statements of those brought before the authorities,
it was established that counterfeit copper money had been produced in
a forest near the village of Uspenskoye in Tyumen Uyezd” and was sub-
sequently moved to the village of Maltsova, to the house of the Cossack
son Fedor Osipov Kulpin®®. The statements also indicated that the princi-
pal figures in the case had departed across the Pyshma River toward the
Ostrovnye Yurts, to the house of the freeman Stepan Cherny, in the di-
rection of the Bashkir settlements®. The Tyumen Chancellery of Judicial
Affairs sentenced the money craftsmen Dorofey Veselkov and Terenty
Ryshkov in absentia to imprisonment. Dorofey Veselkov’s property was
inventoried and sold, while the relatives of those sentenced were arrest-
ed pending their actual apprehension. Those accused of harbouring fugi-
tives, providing assistance, and failing to report the offenses were flogged
with the knout, fined half a rouble each, and released on surety®. The
document on the basis of which the Tyumen Voivodeship Chancellery
was able to trace the fugitives to the Fetkovsky (Nevyansk) ironworks is
unknown. The individuals involved in the investigative case — Dorofey
Veselkov, Terenty Ryshkov, Afanasy Vlasov, and Pavel Shulev — most
likely remained at the Ural ironworks. The petition of the Swedish pris-
oner Sven Okuntsov has not been found among the investigative records.

The Imperial Decree of Peter Alexeevich, On the Minting of Small and
Large Coins According to the Established Fineness and Standards (1718)%,
discontinued the issuance of small-denomination coins throughout the
Russian state, transferred coin production from striking to stamping,
required silver coins (grivennik, poltina, and rouble) to be made exclu-
sively of pure silver, introduced thin copper polushki to prevent their
casting by counterfeiters, and established the use of edge lettering (gur?)
on silver and copper coins.

In 1722, Ivan Avramov, Commissioner of the Krasnoslobodsk Zemstvo
Office, informed Tyumen Voivode Alexander Dementyevich Isupov that
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he had received a petition from the office of the Krasnoslobodsk Ostrog,
submitted in 1721 by peasants Konstantin Ivanov Mandrygin, Fadei Afa-
nasiev Mandrygin, and Vasily Fedorov Menshikov. The petitioners stated
that they had sold ten head of cattle to the Tyumen townsman Stepan Ry-
abov for 7 roubles, 26 altyns, and 4 dengas. They handed the money re-
ceived from the purchaser over to the customs office of Krasnoslobodsk
Ostrog to pay obligatory dues into the Imperial Treasury. In the presence
of the nobleman Eftifei Zavyalov, the officials receiving the payment dis-
covered that the petitioners possessed two roubles and three poltinas in
counterfeit copper coins. The counterfeit money was sent to the Tyumen
Office of Judicial Affairs for examination, where the fiscal Vasily Makarov
and burgomaster Yakov Volskikh confirmed that the coins were coun-
terfeit. The Tyumen townsman Stepan Loginov Ryabov was detained and
brought to the Tyumen Zemstvo Town Hall for interrogation. The detain-
ee confirmed that he had purchased ten head of cattle from peasants of
Krasnoslobodsk Ostrog, clarifying that he had paid 12 roubles, 3 altyns,
and 2 dengas. He claimed that he regarded the counterfeit copper coins
presented to him — two roubles and three poltinas — as genuine silver
coins, which he had borrowed from Matvei Ludanin, head of the Tyumen
artillerymen®. The interrogation statements of Matvei Ludanin have not
been found among the investigative materials®. To avoid further inter-
rogation, Stepan Ryabov began accusing Ivan Avramov, commissioner of
the Krasnoslobodsk Zemstvo Office, of a state crime, alleging that he had
appropriated part of the funds collected from peasant households for the
Tyumen Voivodeship Office. During interrogation, Ivan Avramov denied
the accusation, since no appropriated funds were found in his possession®®.
For slandering a government official, Stepan Ryabov was interrogated
again to determine the origin of the counterfeit money; however, the de-
tainee evaded answering the question®. During a confrontation with the
peasants of Krasnoslobodsk Ostrog, Stepan Ryabov, in the presence of fiscal
Vasily Makarov, burgomaster Yakov Volskikh, the junior volost headman

According to the Census Book of the City of Tyumen (eighteenth century), the
head of the gunners, Matvei Ludanin, died in 1724: TATO. ®. 1-47. Om. 1.
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Dmitry Kuznetsov, and the soldier Osip Shishkin, again claimed knowl-
edge of an unspecified state crime, which he wished to report to the Siberi-
an governor, Prince Alexei Mikhailovich Cherkassky. The Tyumen Office
of Judicial Affairs requested permission from Tyumen Voivode Alexander
Dementyevich Isupov to send Stepan Ryabov under guard to Tobolsk for
a personal interrogation by the voivode. No marginal notes by Tyumen
Voivode Alexander Dementyevich Isupov authorizing Stepan Ryabov to
travel under guard to Tobolsk have been found among the investigative
materials relating to any state crime®. In 1724, Stepan Ryabov became
a defendant in a criminal case concerning the distribution of counterfeit
coins in Tyumen. The burgomasters of the Tyumen Zemstvo Town Hall
conducted an interrogation during which the accused Stepan Ryabov gave
a detailed account of the origin of the counterfeit money. In 1722, he had
gone to Tobolsk for local work to visit his kinsman, the Tobolsk townsman
Gerasim Fedoseev Ryabov, who offered him counterfeit copper coins — two
roubles and four poltinas — for distribution among the settlements in order
to purchase livestock, on the condition that the money be returned if no
purchases were made. Stepan asked Gerasim about the origin of the coun-
terfeit copper coins, and Gerasim identified the Tobolsk townsman Ivan
Sorogin, without providing further details. Without suspecting anything,
Stepan Ryabov distributed the counterfeit copper coins he had received
from Gerasim Ryabov in 1722 among the peasants of Krasnoslobodsk Os-
trog in payment for cattle. In 1723, after being detained in Tyumen with
counterfeit copper coins, Stepan Ryabov immediately went to Shadrinska-
ya Sloboda to see Gerasim Ryabov and inform him of what had happened,
without mentioning Gerasim during his interrogation. Gerasim Ryabov,
unaware of the full circumstances surrounding Stepan Ryabov, went to
Tobolsk to locate the Tyumen townsman Sila Galkin and send him to
Tyumen to settle his debt obligations to Gerasim, without mentioning the
counterfeit copper money. The settlement failed: Sila Galkin did not come
to Tyumen, and Stepan Ryabov did not hand over the money intended for
the settlement. Sila Galkin was detained and interrogated at the Tyumen
Zemstvo Town Hall. He stated that he had gone to Tobolsk at Stepan Ry-
abov’s instruction to secure Gerasim Ryabov’s release, while remaining in
Tyumen himself to settle the debt. Upon arriving in Tobolsk, he found
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Gerasim and tried to persuade him to travel to Tyumen. Gerasim replied
that he would come to Tyumen to settle his debts with Stepan after his own
departure for Tyumen, and gave him seven grivnas he received from a hired
contract. The final judgment of the Tyumen Zemstvo Town Hall concern-
ing the accused Stepan Ryabov has not been found among the investiga-
tive materials®’. In 1736, Stepan Ryabov again became a defendant in state
crime proceedings, this time accused of making counterfeit money. The in-
cident occurred at the Krasny Tavern in Tyumen, where Vasily Mikheev,
a retired soldier of the Preobrazhensky Life Guards Regiment, beat Stepan
Ryabov with a rifle stock for an unknown reason, saying: “I accuse him of
a state crime, for he formerly made small coins”. The subsequent criminal
proceedings against Stepan Ryabov, however, remain unknown?.

The Senate Decree On the Destruction of Counterfeit Money Found in
Circulation (1722)°! established supervision over money collectors in the
provinces and districts (uyezds) to identify counterfeit silver and copper
coins; defined the characteristics of counterfeit money — counterfeit sil-
ver coins struck with copper dies, in denominations of up to five altyns
(15 kopecks), from a single die — and established the threshold for crim-
inal liability: counterfeit money amounting to less than one grivna per
rouble was to be confiscated without initiating an investigation. The de-
cree also required information concerning counterfeit money to be pub-
licly announced in order to inform the population and ordered that tools
found together with counterfeit money be sent to the Berg Collegium.

The Imperial Decree of Peter the Great, On Beheading (1723, ex-
pedited the execution of counterfeiters. A subsequent Imperial Decree,
On the Minting of New Five-Kopeck Coins (1723)”, introduced measures
to protect coins against counterfeit casting through the use of fine en-
graving and high-quality dies. The Senate Decree On the Strict Probibition
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of Remelting Old Coins (1724)* prescribed exile to hard labour for those
who remelted old coins for personal profit by selling the resulting metal
to mints. The Senate Decree On the Manufacture and Stamping of Rouble,
Poltina, Half-Poltina, and Grivna Plates (1726)’’ instructed Siberian facto-
ries to produce coins exclusively from pure red copper at a fixed price of
10 roubles per pud and with an eagle stamp as protection against coun-
terfeiting,

In 1726, Colonel Dmitry Ugrimov of the Tyumen Voivodeship Of-
fice sent a promemoria to the Tyumen Office of Judicial Affairs together
with a copy of the monetary case concerning Yegor Petrovykh, a peasant
from Pokrovskaya Sloboda, who had been brought before the authorities
by Grigory Kotelnikov, a Tyumen boyar son and road supervisor, after
a skull(-shaped) container containing counterfeit tin and copper coins
had been found in his possession. Persons connected with the counterfeit
money — amounting to 5 roubles, 28 altyns, and 2 dengas — were brought
in and interrogated over six sheets: the yamshchik (driver) Maksim Liskin,
tavern keeper Dmitry Petoshkin, yamshchik Pantelei Shchukin, and the
townsmen Fedor Metelev and Ivan Makrylkin. The opening portions of
the interrogation statements and confrontations included in the monetary
case have not been found”. According to a surviving fragment of the inter-
rogation, Yegor Petrovykh, a peasant from Pokrovskaya Sloboda, stated that
he had received 10 roubles in pure silver coins from the Tyumen resident
Ivan Andreev Lepeshkin in payment for fish he had sold. He then went to
count the money at the house of an unnamed factory stonemason, where
he discovered 6 roubles in counterfeit tin coins. Fearing prosecution, he
kept the counterfeit money in his possession without informing anyone
and did not inquire about its origin from the purchaser, Ivan Lepeshkin.
He denied having accepted or manufactured counterfeit money. For mak-
ing false accusations against Maksim Liskin and others, the interrogated
Yegor Petrovykh was subjected to torture”. The peasant Yegor Petrovykh’s
file stated that he lived in Zatyumenka, in Yamskaya Sloboda, lodging with
the familiar mounted Cossack Ivan Chirkov and his son Yakov Chirkov,
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who regularly travelled between Tyumen and Tobolsk. He traded in fish
at the Yekaterinburg Works, dealing in small white pike, roach, perch, and
salted ide, and kept twenty sledges without weight records at the house
of the yamshchik Andrei Shchukin. Acting under instructions, the Tyu-
men Office of Judicial Affairs sent an elderly clerk, a fiscal, bailiffs, and
witnesses to the house of the yamshchik Andrei Shchukin to inspect the
fish loads and property, with a written undertaking under threat of lia-
bility. The judgment of the Tyumen Office of Judicial Affairs has not been
found among the investigative materials”®. The monetary case concerning
the peasant Yegor Petrovykh of Pokrovskaya Sloboda, initially connected
with the discovery of the skull container and counterfeit money, ultimate-
ly developed into a case concerning the inventory of twenty unregistered
loads of fish found at the houses of Chirkov and Shchukin.

The large quantity of counterfeit money circulating alongside silver
and copper coins of the Russian Empire during the first quarter of the
eighteenth century contributed to the depletion of the State Treasury’s
resources and the emergence of public distrust.

The Imperial Decree of Peter 11, On the Punishment of Counterfeit Coin
Makers, the Rewarding of Informers, and the Pardon of Those Who Volun-
tarily Confess Their Guilt (1727)”, established the voluntary surrender of
monetary tools without fear of prosecution in the presence of a voivode,
magistrate, or governor. It prescribed investigation upon direct suspicion
and various forms of punishment: execution with a record sent to the
Mint Office and the Supreme Privy Council; flogging and exile to mining
works in Siberia; reporting to voivodes and governors if counterfeiters
had been released; and confiscation of their property. The decree also
established conditions under which mercy could be obtained through
the surrender of the “counterfeiting ring” and defined the tasks of the
Supreme Privy Council: a counterfeiter who voluntarily appeared was to
be relieved of guilt on the condition of perpetual subsistence in distant
Siberian towns, while a captured counterfeiter was not to be executed but
instead exiled to remote Siberian towns.
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The Senate Decree On Sending Coiners from the Mint Office to the
Provinces and Districts (uyezds) (1730)!% established supervision over
money counters in every province and district by dispatching mint offi-
cials from the Mint Office to combat the acceptance of counterfeit copper
kopecks into the State Treasury.

During the reign of Empress Anna loannovna, a series of Senate de-
crees was issued to address shortages of small change, thereby creating
a shortage of metal for counterfeiters (1733)'%%; to combat the import of
copper five-kopeck coins from abroad, ordering their confiscation and
transfer to the mint and requiring detailed information about their source
(1735)1%%; and to return counterfeit money to the population (1736)1%,

In 1738, dispatch officers of the Tyumen Voivodeship Office, Ivan
Dvoryansky and Ivan Roskazov, brought before the authorities the Tyu-
men townsman Trifon Grigoriev Legostaev, who was caught in the Trad-
ing Row with counterfeit small-denomination tin coins while attempting
to distribute them by extending loans to the commoner Yelesei Mineev
and the yamshchik Fedor Bormotov, residents of the village of Zubare-
va in Tyumen Uyezd. Trifon Legostaev stated that he had purchased the
counterfeit tin money for 10 roubles, having learned about it through
acquaintances, from the peasant Ulyan Mineev in the village of Lyapikh-
ina, Isetsk Uyezd, for 2 roubles. Legostaev had not asked Ulyan Mineev
where the money came from or whether he had manufactured it himself.
He distributed the counterfeit money by purchasing small goods from
shops in Tobolsk and Kurgan, while selling part of it mixed with genu-
ine currency to residents of nearby settlements and villages. He kept the
remainder in Tyumen at the lodgings of the widow Paraskeva Posnikova,
intending to distribute it later in the Trading Row. The Tyumen Voivode-
ship Office found Trifon Legostaev guilty and placed him under guard as
a prisoner, under the seal of Her Imperial Majesty, and sent him to the
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Isetsk Provincial Office. The inventory of the property and belongings of
the Tyumen townsman Trifon Legostaev has not been found among the
investigative materials!®410>

The Imperial Decree of Empress Elizabeth Petrovna On Accepting
Silver Coins with Clippings and Defects (1742)'% provided for combating
discovered counterfeit coins by conducting investigations in provincial,
district, and voivodeship offices.

In 1744, Vasily Eyaikov, a street constable from the village of Us-
penskoye in Tyumen Uyezd, brought before the Tyumen Voivodeship Of-
fice alocal resident, Sidor Cherepashkov, with twelve kopecks in counterfeit
tin money'””. The detainee Sidor Cherepashkov stated that he had received
eleven kopecks from the Tyumen commoner Dmitry Fefilov in payment
for tar he had sold, but because of poor eyesight he had not noticed that
the coins were counterfeit. The Tyumen Voivodeship Office sent dispatch
officers Ivan Dvoryansky and Fedor Bulygin to the village of Mesedova, to
Dmitry Fefilov’s house, to search for counterfeiters’ tools and money, but
nothing was found. Dmitry Fefilov denied having purchased tar from Sidor
Cherepashkov with counterfeit money, citing the absence of any tools!®.
A confrontation between Sidor Cherepashkov and Dmitry Fefilov was ar-
ranged. Sidor Cherepashkov stated that in 1743 he had travelled to the fair
at Irbit Sloboda, where he saw Dmitry Fefilov and his brother-in-law Fed-
ot Kuroptev. Dmitry offered Sidor the opportunity to distribute 1 rouble
and 50 kopecks in counterfeit money at the Irbit Fair, and Sidor agreed.
He distributed the counterfeit money at the fair at a markup, making an
additional 50 kopecks from it. After distributing the counterfeit money, he
went to Fefilov’s house to sell a horse for twenty counterfeit roubles. Fedot
told Sidor that he had thrown some of the unsold counterfeit money into
the Pyshma River. Sidor abandoned the sale of the horse, denied any in-
volvement with counterfeit money, and returned home. In 1744, he again
went to Fefilov’s house to purchase fish. Dmitry offered Sidor 1 rouble and
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50 kopecks in counterfeit money for 60 kopecks. In the presence of Fefilov’s
wife, Maria Ivanova, he purchased 1 rouble and 40 kopecks in counterfeit
money for 45 kopecks in silver, without counting the coins, leaving aside
eleven kopecks. He tied the purchased money into a small bundle and re-
turned home to the village of Uspenskoye, where he distributed it at the
house of the resident Osip Shestakov. A local resident, Nikifor Yelkin, saw
the counterfeit money in his possession and brought him before the street
constable. After his arrest, he was taken to Tyumen with eleven kopecks;
he had thrown the remainder of the counterfeit money away near a birch
tree along the road!””. Dmitry Fefilov stated that in 1743 he had come to
the Irbit Fair together with Fedot Ivanov Kuroptev to sell soap. He denied
that Sidor Cherepashkov had been in Irbit Sloboda and denied offering him
counterfeit money for purchase or distribution. In 1744, he claimed, he had
found counterfeit money while relieving himself under a hill beside the
road to the Kalachinsky Yurts. He took the money to the village of Mese-
dova and buried it in his garden. In order to get rid of it, he offered Sidor
Cherepashkov the entire amount for 20 kopecks. The Tyumen Voivodeship
Office ordered dispatch officers Alexei Lobazerov and Arkhip Filyaev to
g0 to the village of Mesedova to apprehend Fedot Kuroptev and search for
counterfeit money, but they found nothing'"°. Alexei Strekalovsky, a guard
corporal of the Tyumen Voivodeship Office, discovered a canvas pouch
containing counterfeit tin coins worth 87 kopecks ten versts from Tyumen
on the Karmatskaya Road near Talovoy Kolok. Pursuant to the Imperial
Decree of 1722, Dmitry Fefilov and Sidor Cherepashkov were subjected to
torture!!!, Under torture, Dmitry Fefilov stated that in 1739 he had melted
tin in a small farmstead hut of his own and struck kopecks using a birch
die, mixing them with silver coins at a ratio of five counterfeit kopecks per
rouble, and distributed them among the population. By 1741, owing to the
success of the operation, he had involved his brother-in-law Fedot Kurop-
tev in making counterfeit money for distribution at the Irbit Fair. Sidor
Cherepashkov was paid 50 kopecks for distributing it. Under torture, Sidor
Cherepashkov stated that in 1742 he had travelled with Yakov Kolmogor-
ov, a rent-paying peasant from the village of Tugulymskaya, to the village
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of Luchinkina in the Tyumen administrative district, to the house of the
commoner [van Vasilov, in order to sell leather. Ivan Vasilov purchased the
leather from him for 1 rouble and 20 kopecks in counterfeit copper money,
which was divided equally between Sidor and Yakov Kolmogorov. During
the torture, Sidor recalled that earlier Ivan Vasilov had also paid him 1 rou-
ble in counterfeit money for meat he had sold him!'2 The persons named
under torture by Dmitry Fefilov and Sidor Cherepashkov were brought in
for interrogation. The Tyumen commoner Fedot Kuroptev stated that in
1743 he had come to visit his brother-in-law Dmitry Fefilov, who showed
him counterfeit money and admitted that he had manufactured it for the Ir-
bit Fair. He denied giving counterfeit money to Sidor Cherepashkov or par-
ticipating in its manufacture!'®. The Tyumen commoner Ivan Vasilov stated
that he had not seen Fefilov or Kolmogorov in the village of Luchinkina,
had not purchased leather or meat from them with counterfeit money, and
did not manufacture counterfeit money because he lacked both the skills
and the tools. Yakov Kolmogorov, a rent-paying peasant from the village of
Tugulymskaya, stated that he had never been in the village of Luchinkina
and did not know the commoner Ivan Vasilov''. Under torture by burning,
Sidor Cherepashkov confessed that he had falsely accused Yakov Kolmog-
orov and Ivan Vasilov while in a state of unconsciousness. He stated that he
had received 1 rouble and 50 kopecks in counterfeit money from Dmitry Fe-
filov for distribution at the Irbit Fair. Under torture by burning, Dmitry Fe-
filov completely retracted his own accusations and statements against Sidor
Cherepashkov, claiming that he had made them in order to conceal a found
handkerchief containing 1 rouble and 50 kopecks in counterfeit money,
the origin of which he did not know!!>. In 1746, Tyumen Voivode and Col-
legiate Councillor Mikhail Lodygin, acting pursuant to the Imperial Decree,
exempted Sidor Cherepashkov and Dmitry Fefilov from public punishment
upon their providing formal surety bonds, in order to prevent similar trade
in counterfeit money found in their possession. Fedot Kuroptev, Ivan Vasi-
lov, and Yakov Kolmogorov were released from custody, while the coun-
terfeit money brought by Vasily Evaikov, the street constable of the village
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of Uspenskoye, was sent to the Berg Collegium!'. It is noteworthy that the
original sequence of folios in this investigative search case is fragmentary
and disordered: the opening folio containing the interrogations of Vasilov,
Fefilov, Kuroptev, and Cherepashkov bears number 33, while the final folio
containing Mikhail Lodygin’s judgment is numbered only 48; folio 3 of the
present archival case was formerly numbered 38 and is dated 1746. The
remaining 32 folios of the original investigative search case are unknown
to us. A note accompanying the investigative case of the Shchipunov family
states that a previously initiated secret case had existed against the Tyumen
commoner Dmitry Fefilov, apparently because the suspects shared one geo-
graphical connection — the village of Mesedova (1744)'".

After Dmitry Fefilov was released on surety, dispatch officers Ivan
Dvoryansky and Fedor Bulygin reported to the Tyumen Voivodeship Of-
fice that in 1744 they had discovered the house of the Shchipunov fam-
ily in the village of Mesedova, Tyumen Uyezd. It is unknown how they
had followed the trail to the Shchipunovs, since the Shchipunovs do not
appear in the surviving investigative case concerning Dmitry Fefilov!!s.
It may be suggested that Dmitry Fefilov had given evidence against the
Shchipunovs in the secret case that has not survived. The dispatch of-
ficers did not find Grigory Shchipunov, as he had left for the villages
under the jurisdiction of Isetsk, but they did find a fugitive recruit, Kirill
Shchipunov, and his brother Denis Shchipunov. During the search of the
house, they found clay molds, a stone slab, a pot for melting metal, a tin
rod, pieces of copper, and 40 kopecks in counterfeit tin money. No infor-
mation concerning Grigory Shchipunov’s arrest has been found in the
investigative case!".

The detained Shchipunovs were brought to the Tyumen Voivodeship
Office for questioning and torture in order to establish their involvement
in the manufacture of counterfeit tin money. Under questioning and tor-
ture, the Tyumen commoner Kirill Shchipunov stated that he had learned
from his father, Grigory Shchipunov, how to cast counterfeit money in
a birch die for distribution among the population (at a price of 1 rouble
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10 kopecks). After being subjected to torture by burning, Kirill retracted
his earlier statements, claiming that he had made them while in a state of
unconsciousness, and again implicated his father in the manufacture of
counterfeit money. Under torture and burning, the Tyumen commoner
Denis Shchipunov implicated his father in the manufacture of counter-
feit money, claiming that he had done so out of fear. Under torture and
burning, the Tyumen commoner Grigory Shchipunov stated that he had
learned to cast counterfeit ten-kopeck coins from the Tyumen commoner
Maksim Dolgikh and his sons. Grigory did not know whether Maksim
Dolgikh himself had learned to cast counterfeit money or whether he had

120 The Tyumen common-

personally demonstrated the process to Grigory
er Maksim Dolgikh of the village of Tseposhnikova stated under question-
ing and torture that in 1729 he had not visited the Shchipunovs’ house
and had not brought counterfeit tin money there; he had not told Grig-
ory Shchipunov about his own production activities and had not taught
Grigory how to cast counterfeit money'?!. On the basis of the Sobornoye
Ulozhenie (1649) and the decrees of Peter the Great (1717, 1722)'%, the
Tyumen Voivodeship Office sentenced the Tyumen commoner Grigory
Shchipunov to death. His sons Kirill and Denis Shchipunov, for fleeing
service and failing to report the crime, were sentenced to public flogging
with the formal provision of surety bonds. The counterfeit money was to
be sent, together with an extract from the investigative search case, to the
Siberian Provincial Office so that an Imperial Decree of Her Imperial Maj-
esty could be requested'”. The Siberian Provincial Office informed the
Tyumen Voivodeship Office that it had received an Imperial Decree of
Her Imperial Majesty releasing the Tyumen commoner Grigory Shchi-
punov from the death penalty and replacing it with exile, without corporal
punishment, to the nearest Yekaterinburg Works under the jurisdiction
of the Chancellery of the Chief Administration of the Siberian and Kazan
Works. He was to be escorted by the Tyumen Cossack Fedor Knyazhev
and the Tyumen serviceman Grigory Skorobogatov, in accordance with
the prescribed instructions for the transportation of prisoners!?.
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Senate Decree On the Exchange in Siberia of Small Silver Coins under the
Supervision of Governors and Voivodes, without Sending Assay Apprentic-
es and Smelters for This Purpose (1752)'% prescribed the establishment of
centres in Tobolsk and at the Yekaterinburg Works for the withdrawal of
small silver kopecks from the surrounding towns for remelting, with a lim-
it of up to 25,000 roubles. Counterfeit coins not subject to remelting were
to be confiscated and placed in a special chest bearing the state seal, under
the responsibility of the governor and voivodes. The Personal Decree of
Her Imperial Majesty Catherine Il On the Circulation of the New Copper
Coinage Made in Siberia at the Kolyvano-Voskresensk Works in All State and
Private Collections and Payments (1763)!%° provided for the circulation of
Siberian coins of various denominations exclusively within the territory of
the Siberian Governorate. In addition to addressing the problems of trans-
porting finished coinage from the mints of Central Russia and promoting
local industry, its principal aim was to combat the circulation of counterfeit
coins of various denominations within the Siberian Governorate itself.

These measures did not guarantee that new counterfeit Siberian
coinage would appear, particularly if the existing quantity was large.

Denis Ivanovich Chicherin, Governor of Siberia, General of the Leib
Guard, and Prime Major, sent an order and authorization to the Tobolsk
Ecclesiastical Consistory (1771) requiring that persons of any rank or
status under its jurisdiction who were suspected of possessing counter-
feit Siberian ten-kopeck coins be handed over to the Siberian Provincial
Chancellery. Chicherin’s order was justified by the fact that “a great num-
ber of counterfeit copper coins has now been found to have been made
by criminals™?.

In 1769, the Tyumen Voivodeship Chancellery, acting on a report
by the nobleman Andrei Reskin, initiated criminal proceedings against
Vasily Fedorov Skilov, a peasant from the village of Pokrovskoye, after
a counterfeit coin had been discovered. During interrogation, Vasily
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Skilov stated that he had received the coin from a fellow villager and
commoner, Andrei Kartashev, who did not say where he had obtained
it!%, In secret, the sub-chancellor Churilov was sent to search the homes
of Skilov and Kartashev for coin-making tools and counterfeit coins. The
search revealed nothing except a stone mold for casting clasps and but-
tons!?. The Tyumen commoner Andrei Kartashev denied using the stone
mold for anything other than casting buttons and clasps, explaining that
these were made for sale to local residents. He stated that he had received
the counterfeit coin from an unknown merchant passing through to To-
bolsk and had given it to the peasant Vasily Skilov in payment for hay,
despite Vasily’s stipulation that he be paid in silver rather than copper
coins'®. The Tyumen posad man Yakov Shuvalov told the Tyumen Magis-
trate that an unknown merchant had passed through Tyumen on his way
to Tobolsk and had lodged at the home of the yamshchik Pyotr Galkin
in Zatyumenka. Yakov Shuvalov received 22 roubles in silver coins from
the unknown merchant for transporting baggage, without examining
the coins. Of these, he gave three coins to Ivan Andreev Kartashev, while
two were taken by the commoner Golykh; the remaining coins he gave
directly to Andrei Kartashev'?!. The Tyumen boyar son Mikhail Reskin
conducted an inquiry in the village of Pokrovskoye, obtaining the signa-
tures of 20 residents. They stated that a woman named Avdotya Voroby-
ova had repeatedly borrowed Kartashev’s mold for casting buttons and
clasps, while there had been no suspicion against Andrei Kartashev him-
self'?2, In the case concerning Andrei Kartashev’s denial of receiving and
passing counterfeit coins, the Tyumen Voivodeship Chancellery, noting
the absence of tools suitable for their manufacture, released him from
custody and sent him home on surety under discreet secret surveillance,
on the condition that if anyone exposed Andrei Kartashev as a counter-
feiter, appropriate action would be taken!.

The Personal Decree On the Cessation of the Striking of Siberian Coin-
age at the Kolyvano-Voskresensk Works and the Production of Copper
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Money at Yekaterinburg under the Common State Coat of Arms (1781)*
suspended the production of Siberian copper coinage for 1781 because
of its widespread circulation throughout the Russian Empire. The princi-
pal purpose of the decree was to transfer the Kolyvano-Voskresensk and
Yekaterinburg Works to the striking of state coinage, without extract-
ing precious metals (gold and silver) from Kolyvan copper, at a price of
16 roubles per pud.

In 1786, the Tyumen Lower Zemstvo Court informed the Tyumen
Town Magistrate that the office of the Pokhodyashin Uspensky Distill-
ery had sent it a counterfeit grivennik, supposedly “of Kolyvan striking”,
which they had discovered in 1785 at the state-owned drinking house
in the village of Zemlyanoye in the possession of the tavern manager Vi-
kula Kolobov. The police officer of the Tyumen Lower Zemstvo Court,
Captain Nikolai Kalinin, questioned persons possibly connected, albeit
unknowingly, with the circulation of the counterfeit grivennik: the tavern
managers Vikul Kolobov; Prokopy Yegorov Krivoshein, a Tyumen town
dweller’s son, and his mother Marfa Krivosheina; Ivan Kryukov (Markov),
a peasant at the Uspensky Works, and his daughter; Danila Tyulyapkin,
a peasant of the Gulyayevskaya Volost in the Irbit Uyezd; and Elena Petro-
va and Praskovya Ivanova, household women belonging to Second Lieu-
tenant Alexei Cherkasov. It was established that the counterfeit grivennik
had been received by the household woman Elena Petrova from an un-
known Tatar in exchange for a cotton garment at the Uspensky Distillery,
which he had called “Siberian”. Elena Petrova did not know where the
Tatar had come from. Police officer Kalinin informed the Tyumen Town
Magistrate that those he had questioned had no doubts about the authen-
ticity of the counterfeit grivennik. An inquiry was made to the Tyumen
Town Magistrate to determine whether similar grivenniks appeared in ear-
lier criminal cases. The response stated that there was a case against the
Tyumen town dweller Alexei Krivoshein for manufacturing counterfeit
grivenniks, although the year in which the case had been opened was not
specified. The confiscated counterfeit grivennik was sent to the Tyumen

Town Magistrate and attached as evidence to Alexei Krivoshein’s case!®’.
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It is unknown when or how the investigation ended. The territorial iden-
tification of the town dweller Alexei Krivoshein, the town dweller’s son
Prokopy Yegorov Krivoshein, and his mother Marfa provides a starting
point for determining the approximate location where the counterfeit
grivenniks were manufactured and for establishing the existence of family
ties. The Register of Townspeople of the Tyumen Police Administration
(1785) identifies Alexei Krivoshein as the son of the Tyumen town dwell-
er Yegor Vasilyev Krivoshein, a maker of soft leather footwear and the
owner of a house in the 1st section, 2nd quarter, listed under No. 547. Ye-
gor Vasilyev Krivoshein’s household included his daughter-in-law Marfa
Ivanova Krivosheina (née Voanova), but not her son Prokopy'*. It may
therefore be concluded that the family relationship recorded in the Reg-
ister of Townspeople corresponds unequivocally to the Krivosheins ques-
tioned in the investigation. According to the quarter plan (1808)"” and
numbered plan (1804)"8 of the city of Tyumen, the household of the town
dweller Yegor Vasilyev Krivoshein had not yet been marked. The Potaskuy
quarter was repeatedly surveyed from 1799 onward'®; therefore, the lo-
cation of the house where counterfeit grivenniks of Kolyvan striking were
manufactured is tentatively identified with the present-day odd-num-
bered side of Vanzetti Street, at the corner of house No. 30 on Sacco Street.

The Senate Decree On the Free Circulation of Copper Coins of Siberian
Striking in All Governorates (1802)"° sought to counter the reluctance to
permit the circulation of Siberian copper coinage among the population
in all towns and uyezds of the Russian Empire, placing it on an equal
footing with current state coinage, with the subsequent aim of withdraw-
ing it from circulation. The Senate Decree On the Delivery of Counterfeit
Coin to the Mint Department (1809)"! prescribed that counterfeit coins
discovered by government offices, provincial administrations, and state
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chambers be sent to the Mint Department in order to prevent their fur-
ther circulation.

It is noteworthy that before the introduction of the Code of Punish-
ments (1845), the Russian Empire actively developed legislative measures
against counterfeiters, whereas after its introduction no further specific
legislative measures were adopted until the enactment of the New Crim-
inal Code (1903).

The secret registers of incoming and outgoing documents of the Tyu-
men Police Administration from the first half of the nineteenth centu-
ry record documents relating to criminal cases concerning the discovery
and manufacture of counterfeit coins by the inhabitants of Tyumen: the
case of the town dweller Golovkova concerning a silver rouble that had
been sent to the authorities (1811)!*%; the case of a counterfeit copper
rouble found in the possession of the town dweller Nikonor Savateev
and the priest’s widow Kochengana (Kochenevna) (1811)!*; the case of
the settler Kopeikin, accused of manufacturing counterfeit coin and sen-
tenced by the Tobolsk Provincial Court (1839)!*; and the case of a coun-
terfeit copper coin made in the form of a silver rouble, discovered while
dealing with the disputed estate of the peasant Yakov Anikin (1839)!%.

The new code of laws of the Russian Empire, the Code of Punishments
(1845), which replaced the Sobornoye Ulozhenie (1649) and remained
in force until 1918, introduced, in Section VII, On Crimes and Offenses
against the Property and Revenues of the Treasury, Chapter 1I, On Viola-
tions of the Mint Statutes, of Part One, On Counterfeiting and Diminishing
the Value of Coinage, containing 14 articles intended to combat counter-
feiting and specifying the applicable penalties': counterfeiting Russian
coinage from precious metals stolen from mining works (Arts. 588—589);
counterfeiting foreign coinage (Art. 590); complicity in counterfeiting
(Art. 591); failure to report the discovery of counterfeit coin (Art. 592);
remelting state copper coinage (Art. 593); possession of tools and ma-
terials for manufacturing coin (Art. 594); knowingly importing Russian
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coin from abroad (Art. 595); exporting old-strike copper coin abroad
(Art. 596); importing counterfeit foreign coin (Art. 597); clipping coins
(Art. 598); silver-plating and mercury-plating coins (Art. 599); putting
knowingly counterfeit coin into circulation and transferring it to distrib-
utors (Art. 600); and ordering from abroad prohibited low-fineness for-
eign coinage (billon, representative /token coins) (Art. 601).A distinctive
feature of the Code was that counterfeiters apprehended and convicted
within the Russian Empire for failure to report counterfeit coin, clipping,
or altering the colour of coins were exiled either to the confined territo-
ries of two governorates — Tomsk and Tobolsk (Arts. 592, 598—599)147 —
or to remote parts of Siberia (Art. 593)!5,

The inventories of criminal cases of the former Tyumen District
Court from the second half of the nineteenth century record secret cases
concerning counterfeit coins in Tyumen and Tyumen Uyezd, classified
according to the nature of the offense: possession of counterfeit coin —
Nekapov (1871)*, the exiled peasant Moldanov (1876)'*, Grigoriev
(1877)1, the peasant Pichugin (1880)!%, the prisoner Nepomnyashchy
(1880)'%, the peasant Gromov, Vatman (1882)!%, the peasant Vasech-
kin, Zhuravlev (1883)!%, retired private Chernykh, Tiunovka (1883)!%,
the exile Triguba, Kozmin, Kravchenko (1884)!%7, Gribanov, the peasant
woman Kaigaradova (1885)"%, Lebedikhin (1886)'¥, Stepan Nosyrev
(1892)1°, Yarkmavtsev (1892)!¢!, Martynov (1892)!%2, Zotnin, Snigirev,
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162 Tbid. A. 116 06.
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Ostapenko, Uteshev (1892)'%, and Andreychenkova (1899)'¢%; passing
counterfeit coin — the peasant Nikitin and Seryupin (Seryukov) (1883)!¢3,
Lebedev (1883)!, the settlers Prokhorov and Lipachev (1884)'7, Alexei
Dimitriev and Yegor Deev (1893)!%, the peasant woman Yechina and the
peasant Pochuchmev (1899)!%’; manufacturing counterfeit coin — Ivan
Yegorov (1880)!7%; putting counterfeit coin into circulation — Korchom-
kin and Novoselov from the Bogoslovsk Works (1865)!"!, Reshetnikova
and Vyatkina(1880)!7%; discovery of counterfeit coin by an informant —
Stefutin, 103 coins (1871)!'7%; tools for manufacturing counterfeit coin —
Lesupov (1878)'7%. Most of the criminal cases listed in the inventory have
not survived.

In 1883, the Tyumen District Court, sitting in secret, heard the crimi-
nal case of Mikhail Vasilyev Vasechkin, a peasant from Troshkova village,
Yelanskaya Volost, Tyumen Uyezd, who was accused of passing a coun-
terfeit twenty-kopeck coin. The circumstances of the case were as follows:
the peasant Mikhail Vasechkin bought half a shtof (1.23 litres) of vodka
from the tavern manager Gorbatenko at a drinking establishment in the
village of Antipina. After receiving payment, the manager discovered that
one of the coins was a counterfeit twenty-kopeck piece and reported it to
the village elder Ivan Osipov Antipin. Vasechkin’s house was searched
for counterfeit coins, tools, and metals, but nothing was found. The inves-
tigation established that the seller had no reliable evidence that Mikhail
Vasechkin had actually paid with the counterfeit coin. The Tyumen Dis-
trict Court, finding insufficient evidence against the peasant Mikhail Va-
sechkin, dismissed the charge and released him from custody. The case

163 Tbid. A. 117, 118 ob.
164 Thid. A. 75.

165 Tbid. A. 392.
166 Thid. A. 392 ob.
167 Tbid. A. 394 oO.
168 Thid. A. 138.
169 Tbid. A. 66.

170 Thid. A. 389 ob.
171 Tbid. A. 384 oO.
172 Tbid. A. 389 ob.
173 Tbid. A. 385.
174 Tbid. A. 387.
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has survived only in the lists of judgments of the Tyumen District Court
concerning various criminal cases (1895)!7>,

In 1897, a search was conducted in Zatyumenka, at No. 8 First
Monastyrskaya Street (1907)!7¢, the home of the town dweller’s widow
Pelageya Ivanova, for evidence that Ivan Yegorov Merezhnikov, a peas-
ant from Osinsky Uyezd of Perm Governorate, had been manufactur-
ing counterfeit silver coins. Nothing was found except crushed crystal.
The town dweller’s son Alexander Ivanov initially became aware of Ivan
Merezhnikov’s counterfeiting activities, but subsequently they jointly
organized the manufacture and distribution of counterfeit silver coins.
It is unknown how the arrest ended or what sentence was imposed, since
the Tyumen District Court’s archival inventory contains no further in-
formation on the matter!”.

In 1900, at Mashkov’s shop on Spasskaya Street, the Tyumen District
Police Administration arrested Avdotya Vorontsova, a peasant wom-
an from the Troitskaya Volost, while she was making a purchase with
five counterfeit silver 20-kopeck coins. During interrogation, Avdotya
stated that she had received the counterfeit money from an unknown
woman in payment for carpets. The outcome of the case is unknown.
However, owing to the frequent appearance of such counterfeit silver
20-kopeck coins in Tyumen, they were characterized by the following
features: a light colour, low weight, coarse engraving, and a crude ap-
pearance!’s,

In parallel with the Code of Criminal and Correctional Penalties, the
New Criminal Code (1903)!7? was issued, containing Chapter 20, On the
Counterfeiting of Coins, Securities, and Tokens. It introduced liability for
counterfeiting Russian coinage from legally prescribed metal alloys,
provided that the counterfeiting was not carried out on a significant
scale (Art. 427-1); issuing or presenting counterfeit currency for pay-
ment, transferring, accepting, possessing, transporting, and exporting it
abroad, as well as putting it into circulation (Art. 430); participation in

175 TATO. ®@. 1-183. Om. 2. A, 364. A. 10 06. — 11.

176 TA B 1. Toboanscke. ©. M-159. Om. 1. A. 234. A. 141 o6.

177 Cubmpcerkas toprosast rasera. 1897. 30 uroa. (N219). C. 2.
178 Cubupcerkas toprosast rasera. 1900. 12 dpesp. (Ne29). C. 3.

17 New criminal code. CIT6. Kuwskusii marasua BJII. Ammncumona, 1903.
C.138-141.
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a criminal association of accomplices (Art. 431-2); altering the fineness
or weight of any coin with the acquisition of metal for this purpose
(Art. 432); and possessing tools and materials intended for counterfeit-
ing coins, with their confiscation (Art. 436). The terms of imprisonment
imposed on counterfeiters were significantly reduced and were no lon-
ger restricted to the territories of the Tomsk and Tobolsk Governorates.
After the abolition of the Tyumen District Court in 1897, the Tobolsk
District Court began hearing criminal cases involving counterfeiters in
Tyumen and Tyumen Uyezd. These cases were subsequently deposited
in the corresponding archival funds of the Tobolsk branch of the State
Archive of the Tyumen Region and arranged chronologically: the case
against retired non-commissioned officer E.I. Yemelin from the village
of Zhiryakova, Antropovskaya Volost, Tyumen Uyezd, and S.V. Kulomz-
in, an exiled townsman from Turinsk, for counterfeiting and distribut-
ing silver coins (1899—-1901)"°; the case against Tyumen townsman
MF. Koshkarov and peasant Ya.M. Yarmolin from Lipchinskaya Volost,
Tyumen Uyezd, for counterfeiting and distributing counterfeit coins
(1900—1903)'8%; the cases against exiled peasant D.S. Ayupov from Tav-
dinskaya Volost, Tyumen Uyezd, and peasant woman A.E. Chulina from
Lopatinskaya Volost, Kurgan Uyezd, for counterfeiting and distribut-
ing silver coins (1905—1910)'821%3; and the case against exiled peasant
F. Serostanov (Serostanov) from Tara Uyezd and Tyumen Uyezd peas-
ants Ivan and Pyotr Fugaev for counterfeiting and the illegal circulation
of counterfeit silver coins (1912—1913)!%* In 1910, the Tyumen Uyezd
Police Officer submitted a report to the Assistant Head of the Tobolsk
Provincial Gendarmerie Directorate concerning the seizure, in the vil-
lage of Sozonovskoye, Tyumen Uyezd, from Leonty Anzhelov, a peasant
from Sarapul Uyezd, Vyatka Governorate, of iron molds intended for
counterfeiting silver rouble coins, as well as the identification of his
accomplice, local peasant Silvester Maksimov. The verdict in the case
has not been found!®>.

180 TA B 1. Toboabcke. ©. M-158. Om. 3. A, 627.
181 Thid. A. 869.

182 Thid. A. 2206.

183 Tbid. A. 1833.

184 Thid. A. 3245.

185 TATO. ®. 1M-239. Om. 1. A. 100. A. 70.
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Hkok

Despite the extremely limited archival base for the seventeenth centu-
ry — represented by a single investigative case concerning counterfeiting
in Tyumen (1699) — the legislation of the period, including the Sobor-
noye Ulozhenie of 1649 and the personal decrees of Tsar Alexei Mikhai-
lovich, testifies to a growing crisis caused by the widespread circulation
of copper money. These processes, which culminated in the Copper Riot
of 1662, led to the temporary withdrawal of copper coinage from circula-
tion and a transition to a silver-based monetary system. The replacement
of the death penalty for “money masters” with lifelong exile to Siberia to-
gether with their families, introduced in the 1660s, ultimately contribut-
ed to the formation in the Siberian regions of an environment conducive
to the development of counterfeiting, despite strict prohibitions on the
import and use of copper coinage.

In the eighteenth century, archival sources record a significant in-
crease in the number of investigative cases concerning the manufacture
and distribution of “thieves’ money” in Tyumen and Tyumen County.
This became one of the reasons for recurring monetary reforms and the
tightening of legislation governing monetary circulation. On the basis of
the investigative materials, several key areas in the Siberian Governor-
ate can provisionally be identified as centers of counterfeit-coin circu-
lation: the Irbit and Shadrinsk slobodas, the village of Uspenskoye, the
Isetsky Uyezd, as well as the cities of Tobolsk and Kurgan. In Tyumen,
the principal sites of distribution were the Yamskaya Sloboda and the
Trading Row. In addition, a distinct connection can be traced between
local counterfeiters and the Urals, particularly the Fetkovsky (Nevyansk)
Ironworks, where suspects concealed themselves and where, presumably,
counterfeit money was manufactured. State policy continued to rely on
the exile of convicted “money thieves” to Siberia; this, however, did not
restrain the growth of criminal activity.

In the nineteenth century, the legal regulation of counterfeiting
was codified in the Code of Criminal and Correctional Penalties (1845),
which established Siberia, and particularly the Tobolsk and Tomsk Gov-
ernorates, as permanent places of exile for convicts, with the stated aim
of their “correction” and retraining. The second half of the nineteenth
century witnessed a qualitative shift: the counterfeiting of silver coins,
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rather than copper ones, came to the fore, as confirmed by both archival
and judicial records. Finally, at the beginning of the twentieth century,
the abolition of territorial restrictions on the residence of convicts led to
a further expansion in both the geographical scope and scale of counter-
feiting, including in Tyumen.

Thus, a comparison of archival data, legislative acts, and judicial
practice from the seventeenth to the early twentieth century makes it
possible to conclude that Tyumen had a stable, structured, and geo-
graphically expanding network of counterfeiting that adapted to the
changing economic, legal, and administrative conditions of the Russian
Empire.

Acknowledgements

This research was conducted as part of the state-funded assignment of
the Ministry of Science and Higher Education of the Russian Federation
(No. FWRZ-2026-0030).

Author contributions
Both authors contributed equally to the conceptualisation, source analy-
sis, writing, and editing of the article.

Conflict of interests
The authors declares no relevant conflict of interests.

References

1. Act Sources on the History of Russia and Siberia in the 16th—18th
Centuries in the Collections of G.F. Miller: Descriptions of Copy
Books. Vol.1. Novosibirsk: Siberian Chronograph, 1993. 250 p.
URL: https://searchrsl.ru/ru/record /01009790951 %ysclid=mrhr
34ec6h2338863 (In Russ.).

2. GuryanovaN.S, Elert AKh, Rezun D.Ya. Act Sources on the History
of Russia and Siberia in the 16th—18th Centuries in the Collections
of G.F. Miller: Descriptions of Copy Books. Vol. 1: Description of the



93

Tyumen Archive. Book 1. Novosibirsk: Siberian Chronograph, 1993.
P. 146. https:/ /www.elibrary.ru/vwcjnr (In Russ.).

Nosova N.E, ed. Legislative Acts of the Russian state in the second
half of the 16th — first half of the 17th century. Leningrad: Nauka,
1987.266 p. URL: https:/ /search.rsl.ru/ru/record /0100138919 57y-
sclid=mrhrcu50dt536180100 (In Russ.).

3. Mankov AG, ed. Russian Legislation of the 10th—20th Centuries:
in 9 Vol. Vol. 4: Legislation of the Period of Formation of Absolut-
ism. Moscow: Yuridicheskaya literatura = Legal Literature, 1986.
P. 363—364. URL: https://archive.org/details/rossijskoezakonoda-
telstvoxxxvekovt433 (In Russ.).

Research Fellow Institute of the Problems
of Northern Development,

Federal Research Center “Tyumen Scientific Center
of Siberian Branch of the Russian Academy of Sciences”,
SPIN-code: 6598-1619,

AuthorID: 1316246

Research Fellow Institute of the Problems
of Northern Development,

Federal Research Center “Tyumen Scientific Center
of Siberian Branch of the Russian Academy of Sciences”,
SPIN-code 9411-4733,

AuthorlID: 524548

Received Revised Accepted
24.11.2025 14.01.2026 26.02.2026



94

L HIC SR HE BB S HE SHE SIBIE St 31

DOI: 10.35549 /HR.2026.2026.60.002
Original paper

Ksenia V. Vanicheva

European University at St. Petersburg, St. Petersburg, Russian Federation
E-mail: kvanicheva@eu.spb.ru

“The Case of Insulting a Sacred Object”:
Disputes over Churech Property in the
Post-Reform Courts, 1870s—1880s

Abstract

The article analyses a court case concerning ownership of the Andronikov
Icon of the Mother of God between the clergy of the Trinity Cathedral
in St. Petersburg and a private owner, Collegiate Assessor M.A. Fedorov.
The case is examined in the context of other high-profile trials involv-
ing members of the clergy in post-reform Russia, including the cases of
Abbess Mitrofania and Hieromonk Nil (Nilus), which serve as a starting
point for examining the position of the clergy within the new legal real-
ity created by the Judicial Reform of 1864. Methodologically, the study
follows the increasingly influential approach of the social history of law
in contemporary historiography. The article draws on a broad range of
archival sources from the collections of the Russian State Historical Ar-
chive and the Manuscript Department of the Russian State Library, in-
cluding administrative records and numerous petitions submitted by the
principal figure in the case, M.A. Fedorov. Particular attention is paid to
the critical narrative constructed by Fedorov, a lawyer, in his writings
concerning the legitimacy of the decisions of the reformed secular courts
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in matters relating to church property. The article demonstrates that the
issues raised by Fedorov formed part of the broader public debate over
the boundaries of the jurisdictions of secular and ecclesiastical courts, the
admissibility of Orthodox clergy participating in public court proceed-
ings in the post-reform period, and, more broadly, the consequences of
the Judicial Reform of 1864. The article concludes that the materials of
the case under examination make it possible to take a critical view of the
existing historiography of the Church during the Synodal period and to
identify a number of new questions within the legal history of the clergy.
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Orthodox clergy; Judicial Reform of 1864; Court cases in the Russian
Empire; Church property litigation; Andronikov Icon of the Mother of
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Introduction

n the research literature, the problem of church property in
the Russian Empire has generally been studied from a legal
perspective!. Scholars have noted that the question of the
legal regulation of church-property relations was a com-
plex one, and the status of the Orthodox Church as a property owner
remained unclear. This situation, together with divergent views of the

I Literature review on the subject: see: Aopcras A.A. Tpasoson peskum nmyige-

CTBA PEAUTMO3HOTO HA3HAYCHMS B Poccmnm: UCTOPpMA M COBPEMEHHOCTD. CH6,

2012.C.4-15.
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Andronikov Icon of the Mother of God.
From open sources

“proper” treatment of church property, often led to disputes. Thus, the
historian E.A. Pravilova, in her monograph on the development of the
idea of public property in the Russian Empire, examined a number of
conflicts between Synodal officials, who were interested in the Church’s
monopoly over sacred property, and art historians seeking to preserve
and turn church antiquities into museum objects?. Nevertheless, court
cases concerning church property did not figure among the researcher’s
main concerns.

Historiography has traditionally devoted considerable attention to
major public political trials in the Russian Empire®, generally leaving
in the shadows the equally high-profile cases of the post-reform period

2 [paBuroBa E. Vimmepust B monckax obmgero 6aara. Co6CTBEHHOCTD B AOPEBO-
arormonuon Poccun. M., 2022.

3 See: Tpouyxuit H.A. Llapckue cyapt nmpotus pesoatonnonHown Poccum: IToan-
tnaeckue mpoyeccsl, 1871—1880 rr. Caparos, 1976; MedGedv H.T. Martepnu-
AABI TIOAUTMYECKUX CYACOHBIX ITPOLJECCOB B AOPEBOAIOLMOHHOM Poccmm Kax
ncropndecknit mcrodnk 1o ucropun KIICC. YVuebnoe mocobue. M., 1973;
Cagponoba FO.A. Pycckoe oOigecTBo B 3epKase PEBOAIOLMOHHOTO TePpopa.
1879—1881 roasr. M., 2014. C. 94—108; bopucoba T.1O. «Heobxoammas: 06o-
poHa ob1gecTBa»: sA3bIK cyaa Hap 3acyand // HoBoe anteparyproe obosperne.
2015. Ne 5(135). C. 101—118; Py6yo6 A.A. AHTUIIPABUTEABCTBEHHOE ABUIKE-
e 1860—1870-x TOAOB M AEATEABHOCTH OPraHOB IIOAUTUIECKOTO AO3HAHMS
B Poccurickon mmmepmn (3aKOHOAATEABHBIC HOPMBI 1 CACACTBEHHAST IPAKTUKA).

Amnc. .. kaHA. nct. Hayk. CI16., 2023.
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Iconostasis of the Trinity-Petrovsky Cathedral.
Lavras, Monasteries and Churches in Holy Rus’. St Petersburg Diocese

that concerned not revolutionary activity and terrorism, but non-violent
commercial offences. In recent years, this gap has been substantially filled
by the pioneering work of the historian S. Antonov. The culmination of
this series of commercial trials was the case of the “Jacks of Hearts Club”,
analysed by Antonov*: the largest non-political trial involving a group of
fraudsters from “respectable” society, accused of dozens of instances of
fraud and forgery intended to appropriate other people’s property’.

The present article continues this historiographical trend and broad-
ens our understanding of the functioning of the judicial system in situ-
ations where members of the clergy became defendants in public trials,
with church property the subject of dispute. At the centre of attention
is one such non-political court case: the dispute over ownership of the
Andronikov Icon of the Mother of God between the clergy of the Trinity
Cathedral in St. Petersburg and Collegiate Assessor Mikhail Fedorov. The
case is noteworthy because, for the first time, a public secular court in the
Russian Empire ruled that an icon should be transferred from a cathedral

*  Antonov S. Russian Capitalism on Trial: The Case of the Jacks of Hearts //
Law and History Review. 2018. Vol. 36.No. 1. P. 35—76; Anmono6 C. Baukpo-
TBI M POCTOBIGUKM POCCmitckom mmuepun: AOAT, COGCTBEHHOCTD 1 IIPABO BO
BpemeHa Toacroro n Aocroesckoro. M., 2022.

> Antonov S. Russian Capitalism on Trial: The Case of the Jacks of Hearts //
Law and History Review. 2018. Vol. 36.No. 1. P. 35-76.
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Andronikos III Palaiologos. 14th-century miniature.
From open sources

into private hands, contrary to canon law, according to which church
property was inalienable®. The highly publicised litigation not only drew
public attention to the problem of the legal regulation of church proper-
ty, but also called into question the very principles of the judicial reform
of 1864. It is important that the central figure in the story, M.A. Fedorov,
had a legal education, and that the narrative constructed in his writings
reflected, on the one hand, a “secular” view of judicial proceedings and,
on the other, focused attention on the key points of the debate over the
legitimacy of the post-reform courts in cases affecting the interests of the
Orthodox Church. Thus, the aim of this article is to analyse public per-
ceptions of the participation of the clergy in legal proceedings and of the
role of publicity in litigation involving members of the clergy.
According to tradition, the Andronikov Icon of the Mother of God was
painted by the Evangelist Luke and belonged to the Byzantine Emperor
Andronikos III Palaiologos, who donated it to the Monemvasia Monas-
tery. In 1821, during the Greek uprising, the Monastery’s abbot, Bishop

¢ Despite the prescriptions of canon law, in practice, as E. Pravilova notes, the

Synod often turned a blind eye to the sale of objects intended for religious
purposes, while the market in church property in the nineteenth century ex-
isted “almost without supervision”. See: IlpaBuroba E. Vimnepust B monckax
obrgero 6aara. CoberBeHHOCTS B A0peBoatounonHoMn Poceun. M., 2022. C. 294.



99

Great Church of the Winter Palace. Artist E. Hau, 1866.
From open sources

Agapius, took the icon to Patras and bequeathed it to the Russian Consul
General in Greece, IN. Vlassopulo’. In 1839, the Consul’s son Alexan-
der Vlassopulo presented the icon to Emperor Nicholas I. From then on,
the icon was kept in the Great Church of the Winter Palace until 1868,
when Vlassopulo, having been declared insolvent by a court, petitioned
the Ministry of the Imperial Court either for payment of 25,000 roubles
or for the return of the gift’. By imperial decision, the icon was to be re-
turned to the petitioner’s private ownership.

The ruined Vlassopulo, aware of the gravity of his situation, drew up
a declaration transferring his property rights to his wife Seraphima and

7 For more on the history of the icon, see: I'peueckas Aupponnkosa nkona bo-

skuent Matepu B uctopun BuszanTun n Poccnn. CI16., 1999; Crasanns o Kasan-
CKO1 JKEHCKOM Ob1jesKnTeAbHOM 0bmTean 6an3 . Boraero Boaouka Teepckon
emapxmnt. Teeps: Tu. I'y6. mpasa., 1890. C. 116—130, ITpnaoskermst.

8 Poccuitcknii rocypaperBeHHbIN ncropnaeckuii apxus (PTA). @. 472. Om. 13.
A. 1757. On the presentation to the Emperor by the son of State Councillor
Vlassopulo of an icon of the Most Holy Mother of God painted by St. Luke the
Evangelist.

® PIMA..472.0m. 19 (237/1253). A. 114. At the request of the foreigner Alex-
ander Vlassopolo for compensation for the icon of the Mother of God, painted
by the Evangelist Luke, which he presented in 1839 to the late Emperor Nich-
olas Pavlovich, or for its return.
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went into hiding. His wife, in turn, assigned the rights to four bills of ex-
change and the icon to Mikhail Fedorov, one of the fifty-five creditors of
her absconding husband. Thus, the icon, which remained in the sacristy
of the Winter Palace, passed into Fedorov’s ownership.

At the same time, two of Vlassopulo’s creditors, having learned that
he held rights to the icon, decided to sell it towards repayment of the
fugitive debtor’s 3,000-rouble debt. The Rector of the Trinity Cathedral,
Archpriest A. Lavrovsky, appealed to the parishioners to raise the nec-
essary sum to transfer the icon to the creditors. In 1868, the icon was
moved to the Trinity Cathedral'®, where it remained until 1877, when, by
a decision of the St. Petersburg Court Chamber, it passed into Fedorov’s
possession and was removed from the Cathedral. Throughout the 1870s,
a succession of court proceedings initiated by the Rector of the Trinity
Cathedral, A. Lavrovsky, continued. He appeared in these proceedings on
behalf of the clergy and attempted to challenge Fedorov’s ownership of
the icon.

Fedorov himself described what had happened as a conflict between
the judicial authorities and members of the parish clergy, who defended
the canonical principle of the inalienability of church property: “From
the collision in this case of two authorities, acting simultaneously un-
der His Majesty’s decrees, a riot and bloodshed in the very church would
inevitably have resulted: on one side there would have been the bailiff,
surrounded by troops summoned by him to his aid, and on the other [sicl],
the clergy, inspired by the order of their Superior, and the parishioners,
at whose expense, by subscription, the Sacred Object kept in the Winter
Palace had been acquired in 1868 [...| The mercy of the Queen of Heaven
and Earth prevented this bloodshed, but the fact of resistance to the ju-
dicial authority, acting under His Majesty’s decree, nevertheless remains
a fact™. How accurate was Fedorov’s assessment of the essence of the
conflict, and was the case really no more than a contradiction between
canon law and an “unlawful” decision by a secular court?

10" The Bringing of an Ancient Greek Icon of the Mother of God to the Trinity
Cathedral on Petersburg Side. CIT6.: Tun. A.M. Korommnua, 1875.
11 Petition of M.A. Fedorov to Alexander I1I. 6 March 1885 // Oraea pyxkommceit

Pocenrickon rocypapersennoi 6ubanorexn (OP PTB). @. 262. Kapr. 51. A, 1.
A.72—72 06.
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In the first half of the nineteenth century, officials of the Senate and
the Synod repeatedly confirmed the prohibition on selling icons — in-
cluding any icon covers, which “had already become part of the Sacred
Object™?, — of insolvent debtors at public auction alongside other prop-
erty’®. Icons together with their adornments were to be handed over to
the creditor with the consent of the debtor or his guarantors; if such con-
sent could not be obtained, the icon was to be transferred to the parish
to which the debtor belonged. Thus, neither the transfer of the icon into
the ownership of the creditor Fedorov nor its transfer to the Trinity Ca-
thedral contradicted established practice in the resolution of court cases.
The conflict acquired particular intensity for several reasons: the events
took place in the capital, directly involved the imperial family, and the
post-reform public court brought them into the public eye.

It is necessary to examine more closely the biography of Mikhail An-
dreevich Fedorov, the central figure in this story. His endless stream of
petitions to various authorities reveals not only the details but also the
essence of the scandal that erupted. In 1848, Fedorov graduated from the
Faculty of Law at St. Petersburg University and was recommended for
a position as a rapporteur in the Consultation of the Minister of Justice.
Since this vacancy was taken by one of Fedorov’s university classmates,
he entered the service of the Police Board. The modest salary could not
satisfy an official who was obliged to support his elderly parents and their
large family. Fedorov decided to devote himself to legal practice, in the
course of which, according to his own account, he acquired a “legion of
enemies’, primarily among graduates of the Imperial School of Jurispru-
dence: “...for more than a decade, I was a victim and sufferer for speaking
the truth, and it was chiefly through the good offices of the graduates of

4 and:

the School of Jurisprudence, who sought to obstruct my career’™
“..I was repeatedly compelled to lodge complaints about the improper

actions of the Commercial Court and Civil Chambers, whose presidents

12° Memorandum compiled from the file concerning the question of whether the

vestments and other adornments from icons seized from debtors to satisfy
private and state claims should be sold at public auction. // PTMA. ®. 1330.
Om. 5. A. 1031. A. 6.

15 See: PTUA. @. 796. Om. 108. A. 1488; PTUA. . 796. Om. 117. A. 1823; PTUA.
®.1330.0m. 5. A. 1031; PTUA. ®. 1330. Or. 5. 1069, and others.

14 Petition of M.A. Fedorov to Alexander I1I. 6 March 1885 // Oraea pyxommcent Poc-
cniickon rocypapersernon 6ubanorexn (OP PI'B). @. 262. Kapr. 51. A. 1. A. 78 o6.
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and assistants were graduates of the School of Jurisprudence; these com-
plaints were submitted to the Governing Senate, where the majority of
the Chief Secretaries and Secretaries were their fellow graduates, bound
to them by the closest friendship since childhood”. The description of
the suffering that had accompanied the lawyer’s career throughout his
life enabled him to present himself as a “martyr for ideas directed exclu-
sively towards ensuring due respect for the law”¢.

Having become a party to the scandalous court case, Fedorov con-
tinued for more than fifteen years, until 1885, to submit emotional peti-
tions to various government bodies, including the Ministry of Justice, the
Senate and the Synod, as well as personally to members of the imperial
family. As noted above, the icon had long been kept in the Winter Palace,
and the participants in the case therefore attempted to secure the support
of members of the imperial family through informal connections.

One of the themes in Fedorov’s petitions was the restoration of legal-
ity allegedly trampled upon by the reformed courts, which had arrogated
to themselves the right to issue public decisions concerning ownership
of church property. The key concept both in Fedorov’s writings and in
other memoranda concerning the case was the “insult” inflicted upon
the “Orthodox Sacred Object” by secular courts and even by members of
the clergy themselves.

“But who are the judges?”: the legitimacy of the reformed court

One of the principal questions to which Fedorov drew attention con-
cerned the right of secular courts to adjudicate disputes over church
property: “Is any court concerning holy icons possible other than the
Court established according to the rules of the Holy Apostles?”” In his
attacks on the reformed court, Fedorov focused on the composition
of the St. Petersburg District Court, which, in his view, consisted of

15 Petition of M.A. Fedorov to the St. Petersburg Judicial Chamber. 1 February
1872 // OP PI'B. ®. 262. Kapr. 51. A. 2. A. 87 06.

16 Petition of M.A. Fedorov to the St. Petersburg Judicial Chamber. 1 February
1872 // PTUA. ®.796. Om. 154. A. 554. A. 30.

17 Petition of M.A. Fedorov to Empress Maria Alexandrovna. 10 June 1871 //
OP PI'B. ®. 262. Kapr. 51. A. 2. A. 32 06.
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Germans and Jews. Judges belonging to another confession and sitting,
as the author put it, in a St. Petersburg “fashioned on a foreign model 8
could not, he argued, issue a decision concerning an Orthodox icon
based on inner conviction, as prescribed by the judicial reform: “West-
ern ideas cannot be transplanted wholesale onto Russian soil. Recently,
the judges of the St. Petersburg District Court, of foreign origin — Bu-
lakh, Bostréom and Vollendorf — with the participation of the assistant
prosecutor, the Jew Sieger, issued a judicial decision ordering that the
Holy Icon of the Mother of God be removed from the the Trinity Cathe-
dral and transferred to the Vlassopulo Bankruptcy Administration for
the satisfaction of creditors. The competence of such a composition of
the Court to resolve a matter of an Orthodox-religious nature is highly
questionable. The publicity of the new Court gives extraordinary im-
portance to the legal concept of holy icons. Unfortunately, the concept
expressed by the court is not Russian and finds not a single letter of
justification in our laws. It is a concept of Western civilisation, of Prot-
estant and Catholic society, alien both to the purity of Orthodoxy and
to Russian nationality”?’.

The critical remarks Fedorov directed at the St. Petersburg judges
echoed the debates that had taken place in the pages of Den’, Sovremen-
nik and Otechestvennye Zapiski on the eve of the judicial reform. An im-
portant point of criticism was the “pseudo-popular character” of the
forthcoming reforms. Thus, according to the Slavophile LS. Aksakov, it
was impossible artificially to create in the Russian Empire a jury system
and a bar association modelled on those of Germany and France?®. Prob-
ably well acquainted with the substance of these pre-reform debates, the
lawyer Fedorov reproduced the argument concerning the “pseudo-pop-
ular character” of the courts from newspaper publications, an approach
encouraged by the very nature of the case involving an Orthodox icon.

18 Letter from M.A. Fedorov to M.E. Popov, churchwarden of the Dormition
Cathedral in Moscow. 18 April 1877 // OP PI'B. ®. 262. Kapr. 51. A. 2. A. 54 o6.

19" Petition to His Imperial Highness the Heir Tsesarevich. 10 May 1871 //

OP PI'B. ®. 262. Kapr. 51. A. 2. A. 30—30 ob.

For more detail, see: Bopuco6a T.FO. Koraa BeAnT COBECTH: KyABTYPHBIE UCTOKM

cyaebron pedpopmsr 1864 ropa B Poccun. M, 2025. C. 335—340; see also: Ibid.

Haxkanyne cyaebu0m pedopmsr 1864 1. mpobaemarmsaims pesKMMOB TEMIIO-

PAABHOCTM B Pa3BUTUM POCCUICKOTO ITpaBocyAns B 1860—1870-e rr. // Hosoe
npomiroe / The New Past. 2025.No 1. C. 73-88.
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Church of the Holy Trinity on the Petersburg Side.
Photograph by A. Lorenz, 1865— 1869. From open sources

Fedorov’s criticism was directed not only against the courts but also
against representatives of the Church who made use of the right, grant-
ed by the reform of 1864, to turn to a “swift, just, merciful and equal for
all” court. It should be recalled that alongside the “secular” courts, the
Russian Empire also had diocesan courts, under whose jurisdiction clergy
and other church personnel fell. The authors of the judicial reform, of
course, could not have contemplated abolishing the estate-based eccle-
siastical courts of the clergy. With the introduction of the new judicial
statutes, numerous difficulties arose concerning the boundaries of the
jurisdiction of secular and ecclesiastical courts. Within the Synod, spe-
cial committees were formed and debates were conducted in the press
concerning the need to reform the diocesan courts; one of the issues un-
der discussion was the publicity of proceedings involving members of the
clergy*!. Nevertheless, none of the proposals put forward by the Synodal
reformers received broad support among the diocesan bishops, and the
projects remained unimplemented.

The background to the icon litigation in Fedorov’s writings consisted
of two other judicial proceedings widely known to his contemporaries:

21 On the projects for reforming the ecclesiastical courts, see: Huxumun A.B.
LlepKOBHBIN CyA 1 ITpaBocAaBHOE AyxoBeHCTBO B Poccnm (1864—1918 rr.). Anc.
.. KaHA. ncT. Hayk. CI16,, 2021.
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“The public trial of Hieromonk Nil (Nilus) of the Trinity Lavra of St. Ser-
gius, which revealed shocking scenes, led, as was reported in the news-
papers, to the whistling and hissing of the assembled crowd. The trial of
Abbess Mitrofania (which was expected to be printed in several foreign
languages), exposing the intrigues of an unworthy person who had con-
cealed herself beneath a monastic mantle, did not fail to leave its mark
on the further diminution of respect for persons of the clergy™. Thus,
for the clergy, hearings in courts open to the public entailed public ex-
posure which, evidently, had a negative effect on their reputation.

The first of the two trials mentioned by Fedorov — the case of Hi-
eromonk Nil in 1872 — came to the attention of F.M. Dostoevsky, who
published an ironic and caustic note about it in the journal Grazhdanin.
The writer’s reprint of a newspaper report from Russky Mir revealed the
scandalous details of Father Nil’s complicated love affair, which ended
with banknotes being stolen from his monastic cell. What astonished
Dostoevsky in this story was the clergy’s attraction to public trials,
especially in cases that exposed unsightly and compromising details:
“We have just read in the newspapers how one doctor discovered a new
kind of ‘litigation madness’; but Father Nil is healthy and, certainly, is
not mad’™?.

The second trial mentioned by Fedorov concerned Abbess Mitrofa-
nia of the Vvedensky Vladychny Monastery in Serpukhov (in the world
Baroness P.G. Rosen). The hearing took place in 1874 and attracted con-
siderable public attention. According to the indictment, the defendant,
using her connections at court, acted as a powerful patroness for wealthy
benefactors of her monastery and petitioned influential persons on their
behalf; at the same time, the abbess traded in decorations, forged bills of
exchange, blackmailed and deceived her clientele?.

22 Petition of M.A. Fedorov to the Synod. 11 November 1874 // PTUA. ®. 796.
Om. 205. A. 431. A. 32—32 06.

Uecropnst o. Huaa // Aocmoebexuit .M. TToanoe cobpanme counuennit. B 30 T.
Tom aBapgars nepssit. AHeBrmk mmcareast 1873. Craten n 3amerxkn 1873—
1878. A: AH CCCP. Mu-t pycckon anteparypsl (ITymxmuekmi Aom), 1980.
C.148-153.

24 For more on the case of Abbess Mitrofania, see: Dablke S., Templer B. Old Russia
in the Dock: The Trial against Mother Superior Mitrofaniia before the Moscow
District Court (1874) // Cahiers du Monde russe. 2012. Vol. 53 /1. P. 95—120.
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Abbess Mitrofania. Engraving, 1902. Artist I. I. Khelmitsky.
From open sources

Fedorov appealed to the members of the Synod as a “spiritual tribu-
nal... to which the actions of Father Lavrovsky and Father Nil, the hiero-
monk of the Lavra of St Sergius, must be brought to attention — persons
who, with astonishing boldness, under the cover of their clerical attire,
are ready to appear in a public court in defence of the idea that they
alone are supposedly worthy to be guardians of the Sacred Object, even if
it was acquired by deceit”. Like the protagonists of the two court cases
described above — Hieromonk Nil and Abbess Mitrofania — the Rector
of the Trinity Cathedral was prepared to make use of the publicity of the
new court in a conflict which, in Fedorov’s view, required “only a consci-
entious attitude towards it"%.

The recipients of Fedorov’s petitions, like newspaper readers, were
expected to conclude that members of the clergy would undertake to par-
ticipate in a public court proceeding only if they possessed “astonishing
boldness” or even insolence. Both Dostoevsky’s bitter irony and Fedorov’s
irritation reflected a persistent and understandable public perception
that the participation of the clergy in a public secular court was awkward
and impermissible.

2 Petition of M.A. Fedorov to Metropolitan Isidore (Nikolsky). 16 September
1873 // PTUA. ®.796.Om. 205. A. 431. A. 14.

26 Appeal by M.A. Fedorov to the Imperial Confessor, Protopresbyter V.B. Bazha-
nov. 1 September 1873 // PTMA. @. 796. Om. 205. A, 431. A. 10.
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“But there is also God’s judgement...”:
the icon litigation and the assassination of the Tsar

By the early 1880s, the rhetoric of legality had merged in Fedorov’s writ-
ings with religious mysticism. The removal of the icon from the cathedral
by an unlawful court decision, Fedorov believed, foretold the appearance
of the Queen of the South, “who will judge men and then herself assume
the title of Judge over a wicked and adulterous generation”.

He wove the icon litigation into an exalted narrative about the “ca-
lamities” that had befallen the Russian Empire, culminating in the assas-
sination of Alexander II: “it was claimed that the departure of the Lord’s
Sacred Object from the Cathedral to the Police House, immediately before
the beginning of prayers for the Tsar, was an ill omen for the Sovereign,
because the Queen of Heaven had become angered by His Majesty’s
refusal in 1866 to retain this Sacred Object [here and below, empha-
sis mine. — K.V.] ... Others maintained that the departure of the Sacred
Object from the church inevitably foretold disastrous consequences for
the whole of Russia ... Popular rumour was not slow to prove itself justi-
fied: from 1877 great calamities began for Russia, continuing to this day,
and on 1 March 1881 the Tsar perished in terrible suffering in broad
daylight, surrounded by his accompanying bodyguards; consequently,
on 5 April 1881, the Decree of the Holy Synod appeared, informing the
whole world of the terrible wrath of God that had visited Russia for its
lawlessness™’.

In describing the events of 1881, Fedorov drew on the rhetoric of
sermons delivered by priests, but substituted his own meanings for their
original ones. The position of the Orthodox Church on the assassination
of the Emperor was expressed in numerous sermons centred on the im-
age of Alexander II as a “passion-bearer” who, like Christ, had accepted
a redemptive death for the sins of the people. Responsibility for the regi-
cide was placed on Russian society, suffering from “diseases” and infected
with unbelief, which had raised the terrorists through its bad example?...
Borrowing from the preachers the image of the Emperor’s martyrdom in

27 Letter from M.A. Fedorov to EN. Sivokhin. 27 July 1882 // OP PI'B. ®. 262.
Kapr. 51. A. 1. A. 3 06. — 4.

2 Cagppornoba FH.A. Pycckoe obIyecTBO B 3epKase PEBOAIOJUOHHOIO TEPPOPa,
1879—1881 roast. M., 2014. T'a. I1.
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e

[lustration of the assassination attempt on Alexander IT on 1 March 1881.
Approved by censor. From open sources

“terrible suffering”, Fedorov turned the sharp edge of his criticism not
against Russian society as a whole — society whose flesh and blood, ac-
cording to the sermons, were embodied in the regicides — but against the
clergy themselves, whose children constituted a significant proportion
of the revolutionary underground: “His [Father Domkinsky’s, one of the
persons involved in the court case. — K.V.] activity as a Priest — a servant
at the Altar of the Lord — consisted in the most immoral acts, including,
among other things, instilling in the young disobedience to the estab-

lished authorities [underlined in the original. — K.V.], which must have

disastrous consequences if we recall Karakozov, Rysakov and other such
villains who attempted Regicide. Political trials revealed to society that
a significant percentage of revolutionaries seeking to destroy the
State organism consists of children of the clergy, but these trials have
not yet provided evidence that the clergy themselves took an active part
in such crimes, and now, in the person of Father Domkinsky, we have
finally become aware of the sad fact that before the Altar there officiate
persons who are rearing new villains for us””. Thus, Fedorov turned
the arguments of preachers denouncing the ills of Russian society into
accusations against the Orthodox Church itself.

2 Petition to Alexander III. 6 March 1885 // OP PI'B. ®. 262. Kapr. 51. A. 1.
A.75=75 06.
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It is evident that Fedorov’s concern for the fate of the icon was not
disinterested. By sending petitions to high-ranking individuals, he pre-
sumably hoped not only to obtain financial benefit from ownership of
the icon but also to improve his career prospects by reminding them of
his many years of devoted service. The first of these calculations was re-
alised only in 1885, when the icon was purchased from Fedorov by the
merchant EN. Sivokhin and transferred to the Vyshnevolotsk Convent
of the Kazan Icon of the Mother of God™.

Conclusion

Beginning in 1868, shortly after the opening of the reformed courts, the
case of the Andronikov Icon of the Mother of God became a dispute over
the very principles of judicial reform. Proceedings involving members of the
clergy raised a number of problems: who was to adjudicate cases concerning
the Orthodox clergy or determine the fate of “Orthodox Sacred Objects”?
In the case described above, the composition of the court became the prin-
cipal target of attack: it consisted of professional judges of non-Orthodox
confessional backgrounds whose “inner conviction” might potentially have
differed from Orthodox subjects’ notions of morality and immorality.

The principal danger in cases involving members of the clergy was
the publicity of the new court, with the attendant risk of publicly insult-
ing clerical dignity or desecrating a revered relic when church property
was at issue. The materials of the court case do not allow us to determine
the position of the parish clergy in the conflict, but they do reveal the
views of secular actors within the broader public debate over the partici-
pation of the clergy in public court proceedings. The rhetoric of “insult”
employed in Mikhail Fedorov’s petitions was characteristic of writings
about court cases involving members of the clergy. In the eyes of con-
temporaries, their presence in court appeared awkward and unbecom-
ing of their clerical status. Moreover, from this perspective, the clerical
estate could not be regarded as an integral part of the new legal reality
created by the judicial reform. The paradox was that this situation did

30 Report of Archbishop Savva (Tikhomirov) of Tver and Kashin to the Synod //
PTUA. ®.796.0m. 166. A. 1473. A. 1—4.
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T. Bormmiti-Boaouer®. Kasawoxiit meuckiit Momactsips.

Vyshnevolotsk Convent of the Kazan Icon of the Mother of God.
Photograph, second half of the 19th—early 20th century. From open sources

not prevent members of the clergy from actively making use of both new
forms of communication and the reformed courts®'.

The debate mentioned above is important in another respect as well:
the critical view of contemporaries has left a noticeable imprint on his-
toriography. Court proceedings involving the clergy, the legal practice of
secular and ecclesiastical courts, strategies for defending members of the
clergy, and a number of other issues have received virtually no scholarly
attention. One gets the impression that these topics do not appear rele-
vant within the framework of the history of the Church in the Synodal
period. The clergy still largely lacks a legal history of its own, unlike other
social groups in the Russian Empire, including the nobility, peasants and
merchants®.

31 Dablke S., Templer B. Old Russia in the Dock: The Trial against Mother Su-
perior Mitrofaniia before the Moscow District Court (1874) // Cahiers du
Monde russe. 2012. Vol. 53.No. 1. P. 95—120; BaruueBa K. Ts>r6p1 0 GecuecTbe
B IOPepOPMEHHOM CYAE: «HABUTALMUS» IIPABOCAABHOTO IIPUXOACKOTO AYXOBEH-
CTBa B IIpaBOBOM IrpocTpaHcTBe Poccmrickon mmunepun (1860—1880-e rr.) //
Anrponoaornaeckui opym. 2025.No 65. C. 37—59.

Mappese M.A. babbe apcTBO: ABOPSHKM U BAAA€HWME MmyILjecTBoM B Poccun
(1700—-1861). M., 2009; Burbank J. Russian Peasants Go to Court: Legal Cul-
ture in the Countryside, 1905—1917. Bloomington; Indianapolis, 2004; Ax-
mono6 C. BaHKpOTHI M POCTOBIMKM POCCHMICKONM MMIIEPUI: AOAT, COOCTBEH-
HOCTD 1 IIpaBo BO BpemeHa Toacroro n Aocroesckoro. M., 2022; fIxo6reBa T.I.
Toprosas 1o mpasmaam n 6e3: BAACTb M TOProBusl B EHncerickon rybepumnm o
Bropon mososuHe XIX — navase XX sexa. CI'16., 2021.
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Despite the substantial lack of documents in the case materials that
would reveal the position of the clergy in the dispute, the court case ana-
lysed here is significant because it allows us to identify a number of new
research questions concerning the legal culture of the clerical estate.
In particular, it remains to be studied to what extent the rhetoric of “in-
sult”, which permeated all statements concerning the trials, influenced
the clergy’s decision to make use of the reformed secular courts, and what
role the publicity of court cases played in this respect.
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Abstract

The article examines the interaction between the governing boards of
theological seminaries and officials of the Educational Committee of the
Holy Synod during the 1867 Reform of Theological Education. Draw-
ing on the journals of the Educational Committee, inspectors’ reports,
materials from the office of Chief Procurator D.A. Tolstoy, and admin-
istrative records of seminary governing boards, the article demonstrates
that, by assigning seminary administrations the responsibility for inde-
pendently developing instructions for educators and rules of conduct for
students, the reformers sought to create a flexible system adapted to local
conditions. In practice, however, this decentralisation resulted in a pro-
found conflict in which not simply different levels of administration but
fundamentally different bureaucratic cultures came into confrontation.
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On the one hand, St. Petersburg sought to standardise practices, strength-
en control, and introduce “positive” prescriptive regulations; on the oth-
er, seminary governing boards relied on a specific system of norms and
decision-making grounded in the authority of Holy Scripture and on the
conviction that education could not be subjected to formal regulation.
This contradiction, combined with the governing boards’ lack of pre-
paredness for their new formal role in regulating theological education,
ultimately led to a crisis in the administrative model. By the mid-1870s,
the autonomy of theological schools had been substantially curtailed,
and the Educational Committee returned to the practice of centralised
regulation of the educational process. The study offers a new perspec-
tive on the mechanisms through which the Great Reforms were imple-
mented at the local level and broadens the established historiographical
understanding of church bureaucracy, which has traditionally been as-
sociated with officials of the Synod, diocesan administrations and dioc-
esan bishops. The article demonstrates that the bureaucratic hierarchy
also incorporated such local actors as the governing boards of theological
seminaries, which had a direct impact on the course of the reforms.
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he 1867 Reform of Theological Education was a large-

scale experiment in introducing new bureaucratic prac-

tices into the system for administering the education of

future clergy. In the course of the reforms, the place of
seminaries within the structure of theological education changed sub-
stantially. Under the new statute, theological schools came under the
direct authority of diocesan bishops, while consistories and assemblies
of the clergy were excluded from the administration of education, there-
by strengthening the autonomy of Orthodox seminaries!. The principal
sphere of autonomy granted to seminary administrations was the man-
agement of the educational process. The 1867 Statute defined only the
general rights and duties of students, instructors, and administrators.
Drawing up specific regulations — instructions for inspectors and rules
of conduct for seminarians — became an official responsibility of lo-
cal governing boards?. This was intended to make it possible to adapt
general provisions to the particular features of individual educational
institutions associated with so-called “local conditions™.

The newly acquired rights and responsibilities of seminary admin-
istrations made them independent actors in the reform of theological
seminaries. Predictably, interaction increased between St. Petersburg
officials of the Holy Synod, most of whom came from the ecclesiastical
administration, and members of seminary governing boards, the ma-
jority of whom belonged to the parish clergy. Although all decisions of
the pedagogical and administrative assemblies of theological schools
required the approval of the diocesan bishop, members of the govern-
ing boards, and even ordinary teachers, increasingly had to explain and
defend their views on educational practices to inspectors of the Educa-
tional Committee and personally to the Chief Procurator of the Holy
Synod.

' Cyxo6a H.IO. Briciast ayxoBHast mKkoaa: mpobaemst un pedopmor. M, 2012.

C. 172—173; Pumcxuit C.B. Poccurickast JepKoBb B 2110Xy Beamkux pedopm
(epxosusie pedpopmsr B Poccnm 1860—1870-x roaor). M., 1999. C. 317.
Journal of the Academic Committee under the Most Holy Synod, containing
considerations on matters relating to the organization of the educational and
disciplinary system in theological seminaries. 1871 roa. CI16.: CunopaspHast
turorpadms, 1880. C. 20.

Pocenrickmit rocypaapersennsii ncropuaeckuin apxus (PITA). @. 796. Orm. 150.
A. 884. A. 18—18 06.
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However, as early as the beginning of the 1870s, the autonomy of
theological seminaries began to be curtailed. The governing boards’
response to the innovations, as well as the content of the instructions
they themselves drafted, failed to meet officials’ expectations. Rep-
resentatives of the highest ecclesiastical authorities became disillu-
sioned with the attempt to introduce a bureaucratic innovation and
returned to the idea of standardising the education of future pastors
“from above™.

The era of the Great Reforms was generally characterised by ad-
ministrative experiments in various spheres and government depart-
ments. Decentralisation and the expansion of the autonomy of local
administrations were among the most prominent features of admin-
istrative policy in the 1860s, most often examined in connection with
the reform of municipal and zemstvo self-government’. In the ecclesi-
astical administration, under the leadership of D.A. Tolstoy, the func-
tions of the Holy Synod were likewise decentralised, with certain pow-
ers transferred to the dioceses®. Yet by the 1870s, experiments with
autonomy began to be rolled back because local authorities sought to
expand their powers and secure full participation in the political life
of the empire’.

The autonomy granted to theological educational institutions in
1867, by contrast, was restricted for the opposite reasons. As will be
shown in greater detail below, seminary governing boards not only
made no effort to expand their powers but used those already avail-
able to them with extreme reluctance. Why was this the case? How was

Opao6a FO.I1. Pesusopsr Yuebnoro kommurera mpu Cs. CnHOAE KaKk areHTHI pe-
$opmsr AyxoBHOTO ObpasoBanms 1867 ropa // Bectumk TBI'Y. Cepus «cro-
pus». 2025. Ne 1 (73). C. 117.

Lincoln W.B. In the vanguard of reform: Russia's enlightened bureaucrats,
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Chief Procurator of the Holy Synod, Count Dmitry Andreevich Tolstoy. Late
1870s. Institute of Russian Literature (Pushkin House ), Russian Academy of Sciences

the autonomy of seminary governing boards implemented in matters
concerning the education of future pastors of the Church? What con-
tradictions arose between the central administrative bodies and local
seminary administrations? What positions did the parties take in discus-
sions about regulating the spiritual and moral education of students?
Answers to these questions will help not only to identify the conflict
of interests between the two levels of administration of theological ed-
ucation but also to determine the key factors behind the failure of the
experiment to expand seminary autonomy.

The concept of “church (or ecclesiastical) bureaucracy” is rarely
used in the historiography and is associated primarily with officials of
the Holy Synod and consistories, and less often with diocesan bishops®.
Yet, as the leading historian of the Orthodox Church Gregory Freeze
observes, in the 1860s the state actively sought to involve social groups
that had previously not participated in administrative processes. In his

8 See: Arexceeba C.J. Op. cit. Although some historians insist on the “bureau-
cratization” of the clergy as a whole during the Synodal period. See: Ma-
aureba A.B. B zamkuyTOM Kpyre GropokpaTtusaumnn u pedpopm IPUXOACKOM
skmn3an / Anaaor o kuure: A.A. bezao6. TTpaBocaaBubIlt mpmxoa Ha 3akarte Poc-
CUVICKOV MMITEPUI: COCTOSIHME, AUCKYCeun, pedopmsl // Pocenrickast meropmst.

2024;(4):70—87. C. 74.
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fundamental monograph, he urges scholars to listen carefully to the
voices of these new actors in order to learn more about the conceptu-
al problems encountered by reformers in their attempts to restructure
the administrative infrastructure “from top to bottom™. These actors
included the administrations of theological schools, which had previ-
ously had little experience of interacting with other bureaucratic insti-
tutions. Studying them can shed light on the bureaucratic experiments
of the 1860s and provide a better understanding of the specific ways in
which reforms were implemented in the Russian Empire.

The system of administration of theological
education after the 1867 Reform

From 1808 to 1867, theological education was administered
through a centralised hierarchy. The system was based on the subordi-
nation of educational institutions at different levels, resembling what
contemporaries described as an inconvenient “four-storey building”'°.
Until 1839, the system had been headed by the Commission of Theo-
logical Schools and subsequently by the Administration of Theologi-
cal Education (ATD), which was responsible for drawing up curricula,
appointing teachers, preparing draft reforms, and compiling reports!!.
Direct supervision of seminaries was exercised by theological acade-
mies. The academic authorities, represented by monastic clergy, were
required regularly to inspect the schools under their jurisdiction and
prepare reports on the state of their educational and disciplinary af-
fairs for the ATD.

Upon taking office in 1865, D.A. Tolstoy distrusted the reports of
the archimandrites and was dissatisfied with the hierarchical system

Freeze G.L. The Parish Clergy in Nineteenth-Century Russia: Crisis, Reform,
Counter-Reform. Princeton, 1983. P. 193.

OQepanonm (LLupoxoB), nepom. PeBnsmun AyXOBHBIX IIKOA AO yueOHOM pedop-
mot 1867 ropa // BorocaoBeckmii cbopumnk TamOOBCKOT AYXOBHOM CeMMHAPUA.
2022.Ne 4 (21).C. 83—94.

Cyxo6a H.IO. Victopuns ypaBaeHMsI AYXOBHO-yIeOHBIMM 3aBeAeHMImN B Poc-

cun. 1807—1967 rr. // Borocaosekmit cbopumk. Ne 13. M. M3spateapcTBO
[1ICTTY, 2005. C. 226.
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of subordination of theological educational institutions'?. Although
the Holy Synod formally retained exclusive authority over church pol-
icy, most routine decisions were henceforth made by secular officials
working in the Chief Procurator’s Chancellery and in the Educational
Committee established in 1867 in place of the disbanded ATD. Tolstoy
personally selected these officials from trusted individuals who had dis-
tinguished themselves in their previous positions'.

The 1867 Statute of Theological Seminaries and Schools es-
tablished a new system for administering educational institutions.
Henceforth, theological schools were subordinated directly to the di-
ocesan bishop, who was to supervise the actions of seminary author-
ities and submit annual reports on the state of the schools under his
jurisdiction to the Educational Committee. At the same time, respon-
sibility for inspecting theological seminaries was assigned to specially
appointed members of the Educational Committee. At Tolstoy’s sug-
gestion, officials, as disinterested parties, were expected to assess the
results of the schools’ reforms under the new statute impartially and
objectively, examine the educational regulations drafted by seminary
governing boards, and, where necessary, make recommendations for
correcting deficiencies!.

Thus, with the establishment of the Educational Committee and
the promulgation of the 1867 Statute of Theological Seminaries and
Schools, both the structure and the social composition of the central
administration of theological educational institutions changed. In-
spector-archimandrites were replaced by inspector-officials, not all of
whom had previously been connected with the ecclesiastical adminis-
tration. They reported directly to the Chief Procurator and presented
themselves as opponents of the outdated pedagogical traditions of the
“old bursa (divinity school. — Ed.)”'5.

Changes in the central administration went hand in hand with ad-
ministrative innovations at the local level. Under the new statute, key
decisions concerning the duties of instructors, standards of conduct,

12 Cyxo6a H.IO. Berciast AyxoBHast mkoaa: mpobaemst 1 pedopmsr. M.: Mzpareas-

creo IICTIY, 2012.C. 178.
15 Freeze G.L. Op.cit. P. 12.
1 Ibid. C. 12.
15 PIMA. @.802.0m. 9. 1867 1. A, 27. A. 89 06.
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Statute of Theological Seminaries, 1867.
From open sources

and the system of rewards and punishments for students were to be ad-
opted at meetings of the pedagogical assembly of the governing board
of a theological seminary, chaired by the rector, and subsequently ap-
proved by the local bishop. The pedagogical assembly consisted of seven
teachers elected by the general assembly of the entire seminary staff,
the inspector, and three invited members of the clergy. In the event
of disagreements within the governing board, the final decision rested
with the bishop?®.

From 1867, the rector was no longer appointed by directive from
St. Petersburg!’, but was elected by the general assembly of the semi-
nary teaching staff and subsequently approved by the local bishop's.
Clerical members were elected from among serving clergy at diocesan

16 PTUA. ®.796.0m. 150. A, 884. A. 4—4 06.
17" Statutes and staffing tables of theological seminaries... C. 8—10.
18 PIUA. @.796.0m. 150. A, 884. A. 4—4 06.
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assemblies. Their task was to assess students’ conduct impartially and
to monitor the objectivity of teachers and members of the governing
board?.

This system of checks and balances at the local level was intended
to prevent favouritism and abuse. In practice, however, clerical dele-
gates were often unable to remain neutral. A striking illustration was
provided by an incident at Tiflis Seminary. In 1873, several students
caught reading and distributing prohibited literature were not ex-
pelled from the institution in due time, as required by law. An inves-
tigation revealed that some of those involved were children or close
relatives of the clerical members of the governing board. Following
the scandal, the compromised board members were removed from
their positions®.

Moreover, elected members of the clergy frequently avoided partic-
ipating in the pedagogical assemblies of the seminaries to which they
were assigned. Many lived far from the theological schools and com-
bined membership of the governing boards with church services and
the performance of religious rites. Since participation in the assemblies
was not additionally remunerated, the absence of one or all three mem-
bers because of work commitments or illness became a regular occur-
rence?!. The attempt to involve practising pastors in the administration
of education and training therefore failed, at least on the scale antici-
pated by the Holy Synod.

The inspector was regarded as the rector’s deputy “in all areas of
seminary administration”. He too was elected by the general assembly
from among current or former teachers and was required to hold a mas-
ter’s or candidate’s degree from a theological academy. At the same time,
all the principal responsibilities for organising the educational process
were assigned to him. He was to monitor the students’ moral condition,
health, academic progress, and appearance; teach one of the theologi-
cal subjects; and ensure “that teachers came to classes on time, treated

19 Statutes and staffing tables of theological seminaries... C. 17. On the
impartiality of members of the clergy, see: PTMA. @. 796. Om. 150. A, 884.
A. 4—4 o6.

20 PIMA. @.802.0m. 9. 1874 1. A. 71. A. 206—206 06.

21 See: PIMA. @.802.0m. 9. 1878 1. A, 22. 5 a.
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students properly, and did not deviate from the approved curricula”.
Depending on the number of students, he was assisted by between one
and three deputies.

To assist the inspector in educational work, in 1871 the Moscow
Theological Seminary, with the approval of the Chief Procurator of
the Holy Synod, launched an experiment involving additional super-
visors recruited from among seminary graduates®, but this practice
never became widespread. It may be assumed that not every seminary
could afford to allocate funds for additional full-time educators. Nor
was the position necessarily prestigious for potential applicants. While
an inspector could regard his appointment as a stepping stone to pro-
motion*!, assistants and supervisors were recruited mainly from among
young graduates of theological academies, seminary students, and for-
mer and current teachers who were in acute need of financial support
and enjoyed little authority either among the teaching staff or among
the students®.

Another important innovation was that the rector of a seminary
could henceforth be not only a member of the monastic clergy but also
a parish priest who had obtained the necessary theological education
and secured the support of the seminary corporation. Gregory Freeze
argued that these changes were prompted, on the one hand, by grow-
ing tensions between the married and monastic clergy since the second
quarter of the nineteenth century and, on the other, by the central au-
thorities” desire to integrate the Church into the rapidly developing
ministerial model of administration®.

22 Statutes and staffing tables of theological seminaries.. C. 8—10.

23

Cospemennoe obospenne // Xpucrtnanckoe urenne. 1871. Ne 4. C. 759-762.
24 An inspector had good prospects of becoming the next rector of a theolog-
ical seminary or, given favourable circumstances, an official in the ecclesi-
astical administration in St. Petersburg. Thus, members of the Educational
Committee under the Synod, LK. Zinchenko and S.V. Kersky, had previously
served as inspectors (superintendents) of theological educational institutions.
See: buozpaduueckuii crobapv GuinycxkrnuxoG KueBexoti 0yxo6roti axademuu.
1819—1920-e rr. T. 1. Knes, 2014. C. 535—536; [Toanvut npabocrabrouii 60z0-
crobexuii snyurroneduneckuti caobapu: B 2 1. T. 2. CI16., 1913. Cr6. 1259,

23 PTUA. @. 802. Om. 9. 1876 1. A. 8. 6 a; Kepcxun C.B. ITpeobpasosanue
AYXOBHO-y4ebHBIX 3aBepeHUN Apxanreapckon emapxum (8 1870 r.). CII6,,
1870. C. 20.

26 Freeze G.L. Op.cit. P. 13—15, 25.
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The nature of seminary self-government:
autonomy under supervision

The structural transformations were intended to provide the foun-
dation for another important innovation: expanding the autonomy of
local administrations of theological schools. As noted above, as a result
of the 1867 Reform, seminary governing boards were required not only
to develop independently the principles governing the education of
future pastors but also to formalise them in official normative docu-
ments — instructions and rules of internal order. This practice was not
introduced in all educational departments. Thus, following the reforms
of the 1860s and 1870s, rules for pupils of gymnasia and progymnasia
continued to be established centrally by the Ministry of Public Educa-
tion?”.

The regulations of theological schools were, on the one hand, sup-
posed to reflect the views of the parish clergy themselves on the edu-
cation of clergy and, on the other, to meet the requirements of the new
statute and the expectations of Synodal officials. If discrepancies were
found, inspecting members of the Educational Committee had the right
to return the documents for revision or even to amend them them-
selves?.

Instructions for inspectors and seminarians became a focal point
of disagreement between the two levels of ecclesiastical authority, and
their content exposed an ideological divide between secular officials
and ecclesiastical superiors. The first difficulties appeared as early as
1868. During an inspection of St. Petersburg Seminary, N.A. Sergievsky,
Director of the Chief Procurator’s Chancellery of the Holy Synod, dis-
covered several provisions in the instructions and rules of conduct for
students drawn up by the governing board that contradicted the new
statute?. Although the official immediately pointed out the errors to
the rector, the governing board did not hasten to correct them. More-
over, the unapproved regulations were first printed in the Seminary’s

27 Rules for pupils of gymnasia and progymnasia under the Ministry of Public
Education. Kazaus, 1874. C. 3—23.

28 PIMA. @. 802.Om. 9. 1867 1. A, 29; PTUA. @. 797. Om. 49. Ora. L. Cr. 2. A, 53a.
A. 52-55.

2 PIMA. ®.802.01m. 9. 1868 1. A, 49. A. 111-112.
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Kursk Theological Seminary. Postcard, early 1900s.
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commemorative booklet for the 1868/69 academic year and then re-
published without significant changes in 1873%.

Apparently relying on the authority of St. Petersburg Seminary, oth-
er theological educational institutions began partially or wholly copy-
ing the content of the published regulations. Thus, the rules of con-
duct for students at Chernigov Seminary and the instructions for the
inspector at Podolia and Kursk seminaries were copied in full from the
corresponding documents of St. Petersburg Seminary?’.

The borrowing was not limited to published examples of seminary
regulations. Synodal officials noted that seminary governing boards
were copying wholesale into their instructions provisions of the 1867
Statute and Synodal decrees without adding their own pedagogical
recommendations®2. Thus, when the regulations of the same St. Peters-

30 Commemorative Book of the St. Petersburg Theological Seminary. CI16., 1873.

ST PTUA. @. 796. O 150. A. 884. A. 20 06,; 3unuernxo M.K. Oraer o peBmsun Ay-
XOBHO-YIeOHBIX 3aBeACHMI YepHUIOBCKOM erapXun, IIPOMU3BEACHHOM ¢ 3 mast
o 4 urons 1870 r. CI16., 1870. C. 43; Ibid. Otuer 0 peBnsmum AyXOBHO-yIeOHBIX
saBepermi [Topoanckon enapxun (1871 ropa). C. 55; Ibid. Otuer o pesusun
AYXOBHO-yueHbIX 3aBeAeHnn Kypekont ermapxun (1870 r.). CI16., 1871. C. 48.

32 See: PIMA. ©. 802.Om. 17. A, 171. A. 64—65.
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burg Seminary were reviewed in 1868, it was noted that the rules for
students, “determining how pupils should conduct themselves during
prayer and divine services, merely repeat the paragraphs of the Statute,
but do not develop these paragraphs in detail, which was to be expect-
ed, since Chapter 11 of the Statute (paragraphs 145—155) defines only
the general principles of education™.

The repeated copying of instructions indicates that seminary gov-
erning boards experienced difficulties interpreting the requirements
of the Holy Synod and did not understand precisely what they were
expected to formulate in these documents or how they were to formu-
late it in order to adapt the Synod’s general principles to the needs of
their own seminaries. This response may have been attributable to the
novelty of the task assigned to them. The previous statute of 1814, al-
though it contained a special section entitled “Moral Administration”
devoted to the inspector’s duties, did not prescribe specific educational
practices. It instructed inspectors to act “in the spirit of paternal care”
at their own discretion®*. The lack of initiative in drafting regulations,
in turn, increasingly frustrated Synodal inspectors, who became more
convinced with each inspection that local governing boards were not
ready for genuine autonomy.

Thus, the autonomy proclaimed in the reform had a number of lim-
itations, both external — in the form of supervision by the central ad-
ministration of theological education — and internal, resulting from
self-censorship and the lack of experience in drafting official regula-
tions. These two factors became visible driving forces behind the con-
flict between Synodal officials and seminary authorities over the regu-
lation of the educational process in theological schools. Yet, as will be
shown below, the contradictions between the two levels of theological
educational authority were also rooted in deeper differences of values
and worldview.

3% PTUA. @.796.0m. 150. A, 884. A. 22 06.
3% The project charter of the orthodox theological seminaries, approved by His
Imperial Majesty on 30 August 1814. C. 964.
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The clash of scholastic and bureaucratic languages:
generalisation vs. codification

Despite the interdepartmental tendency towards standardising ed-
ucation, according to which secondary educational institutions were
expected to focus on the personal development of students rather than
on professional training®, the educational process in seminaries re-
mained aimed exclusively at forming future clergy. In accordance with
this objective, the instructions drafted by seminary governing boards
abounded in theological formulations. Thus, in the Lithuanian Sem-
inary, requirements governing students’ interactions with laypeople
were formulated based on the New Testament Epistle of the Apostle
Paul to the Romans (13:7): “In their dealings and relations with outside
persons, <.> pupils should be guided by one general rule: render unto
all their due™®.

During an inspection of Podolia Seminary in 1871, LK. Zinchenko
observed that one of the paragraphs of the students’ rules of conduct
took the form of a discussion “of the exalted nature of the pastoral call-
ing, composed on the basis of passages from Holy Scripture”. The rector
who had edited the rules explained that “little attention was observed
among the pupils to their future service” and that references to Scrip-
ture were intended to encourage them to focus on the high calling of the
pastorate. The inspector, however, considered that “it is hardly possible
to achieve this goal through such discussions in the form of rules™’.
This brief polemic, recorded in the report, reflects the divergent views
of Synodal officials and seminary administrations concerning the very
approach to developing principles for the education of seminarians.

For seminary administrations, the obvious source of ideas about the
pastoral ideal was Holy Scripture as the fundamental teaching on mo-
rality®®. Yet theological texts, by their scholastic nature, did not contain

35 [Mupozo6 H.M. Borpocst sxmusun // VI306paHHbBIE IIEAATOTMYECKME COUMHEHMSL

M, 1985.C. 36.
3¢ PTUA. @.802.Om. 9. 1867 1. A. 27. A. 89 ob.

7 Bunuenxo VM.K. Oryer o peBusum AyXOBHO-yIeOHBIX 3aBeaeHMM [1OAOABCKON

emapxumn (1871 ropa). CI'16.: [6.m.], 1872. C. 56.

This was explicitly stated both in seminary regulations and in the curricula
for theological subjects. See: PTA. ®. 802. Om. 9. 1867 1. A, 33. A. 8—12 06.
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a specific set of rules for approaching this ideal, let alone for instilling it
in another person. The principal methods of moral improvement tradi-
tionally included prayer and so-called “Christian vigilance,” combining
self-reflection and self-discipline®”. Compliance with these practices
could hardly be checked, evaluated, or recorded on paper. This created
another point of contention between Synodal officials and seminary
governing boards.

The formulations of the inspectors’ duties in the instructions were
often general and declarative, reduced to such abstractions as “instill-
ing the fear of God” or the need to act with “heartfelt piety” rather than
through dry prescriptions®. St. Petersburg Seminary explicitly stated
that education could not be formally regulated and should be based on
practical experience!. This approach, however, contradicted the expec-
tations of the Educational Committee, which sought clear lists of “di-
rect and positive” duties from the seminaries rather than “the general
character of official activity and relations with students™?.

The rules for students, in turn, paradoxically combined excessive
generality with excessive detail, at least in the view of Synodal officials.
Thus, the regulations of Arkhangelsk Seminary combined such lengthy
formulations in the form of advice as “It is useful for a young man to
acquire in society the manners of proper interaction characteristic of
well-bred people; but to avoid the liberties of frivolous people” with
detailed, but for that very reason no more comprehensible, require-
ments “not to permit oneself rapid movements or immodest actions;
when meeting clergy, the head of the city, and more prominent secular
authorities, to show due respect™?.

The bias towards excessive detail was particularly evident in the
paragraphs concerning the religious duties and conduct of students:
“Entering the church with due reverence, without noise or knocking,
pupils are to take their appointed places...”, “those putting on a sti-
charion for reading should make two prostrations (bows) before the

% Ibid. A. 10.
10 PIUA. @. 796.Orm. 149. A, 150. A. 2—3 06.

4 Commemorative Book ... C. 79.

42 PIUA. ®.796.0m. 149. A, 150. A. 2—2 06.
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Holy Altar, receive the rector’s blessing, and then make a third pros-
tration before the Holy Altar”, “in general, all pupils are obliged to
stand properly and reverently during divine service, with due atten-
tion to the service being performed, and to make the sign of the cross
correctly”™. This practice shows that seminary governing boards, on
the one hand, believed themselves to possess greater expertise spe-
cifically in religious education and church ritual and, on the other,
consciously chose external regulation as a more accessible and for-
malizable method than developing instruments for deep spiritual and
moral formation.

Such minute standardisation likewise failed to find favour with
members of the Educational Committee. Thus, I.K. Zinchenko, who
came from the clergy and had worked for several years as a seminary
inspector, noted that the rules of Podolia Seminary were too detailed
and strict in many respects. In his view, precise regulation of daily life
was necessary at the beginning of the reform in order to correct the
students. By the time of his inspection in 1871, however, the moral
character of the seminarians had improved considerably. On this ba-
sis, the inspector recommended that the governing board revise and
simplify some of the provisions concerning students’ duties and pun-
ishments®,

As a result, on the one hand, inspectors criticised the lack of speci-
ficity and excessive scholasticism of seminary rules. On the other, they
urged seminaries not to go into excessive detail and to abandon the
detailed regulation of students’ everyday lives. Such contradictory re-
quirements, often coming from one and the same official, probably
puzzled seminary administrations. Between 1868 and 1884, they never
succeeded in developing the bureaucratic language that would simul-
taneously express the principles of seminary education important to
them and satisfy the expectations of the Educational Committee.

“ PIMA. ®.802.0m.9.1867 r. A. 27. A. 87.
% Bunuenxo M.K. Oraer o peBusmum AyXOBHO-yuebOHBIX 3aBeaeHMit [ToAOABCKOM
emapxun (1871 roaa). C. 57.
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Defining the norm through deviant
behaviour vs. positive formulations

The orientation towards Holy Scripture as the principal norma-
tive source determined not only the scholastic character of the rules
produced by the governing boards but also their focus on correcting
deviations from the ideal rather than on positive personal formation.
The principal concern of the rules for seminarians was discipline — fol-
lowing the daily routine, strict obedience to superiors, and the timely
performance of religious exercises.

The conviction that discipline in itself would automatically instill
in seminarians the qualities of a future pastor apparently became the
central reason for the lack of specific positive recommendations for
cultivating “good morals” It was assumed that “through obedience,
the student’s moral powers would imperceptibly develop and become
strengthened; he would learn self-control and <.> gradually acquire
a character founded upon the unshakable principles of Christianity
and thus become capable, in time, of guiding Christians™®.

Rather than establishing specific rules of conduct for students that
would give concrete expression to biblical virtues, seminaries proceed-
ed in the opposite direction, defining the norm through its violations.
For example: “students must not assume improper or discourteous bodi-
ly postures”; “not, for example, wear a peaked cap at an angle, not look
into the windows of houses they pass, and not stare at the faces of people
they meet on the way”™’. By formulating the rules in this manner, the
governing boards were probably attempting to eliminate the negative
image of the seminarian as a hooligan and boor that had become firmly
established in public discourse*®. The same widely circulated instruc-
tion of St. Petersburg Seminary prohibited “the so-called bursa spirit,
swaggering, foolish boasting about roughness and ignorance, reaching
the point of cynicism and disregard for propriety™.

% PIMA. @.802.0m. 9.1867 1. A. 27. A. 91.
47 Commemorative Book ... C. 36, 47.
 Manuecmep A. TTonosuan B Mupy. AyXOBEHCTBO, MHTEAAMIEHIIMS 11 CTAHOBAE-

HUE COBPEMEHHOTO camocosHanms B Poceun. M: HAO, 2015. C. 203, 207.
Commemorative Book.. C. 77.
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Negative formulations of norms were also characteristic of instruc-
tions addressed to teachers and inspectors. For example, the regulations
of the same St. Petersburg Seminary prohibited them from “yielding to
flattering and obsequious interaction” with students*. The emphasis
on this prohibition probably indicates that such behaviour had been
commonplace in seminaries before the 1867 Reform.

A striking illustration of the imbalance between educational and
repressive practices is provided by the instruction for the inspector
of Simbirsk Seminary: seventeen of its points detailed mechanisms
for supervising students, while only three concerned the develop-
ment of new personal qualities in them. Significantly, even these few
positive provisions mainly regulated religious practices: “5. He (the
inspector. — Author’s note) takes care that the students have prop-
er reverence for everything sacred and do not permit themselves
to treat the Holy Things carelessly or frivolously. 6. He encour-
ages students to engage in pious exercises, such as daily reading of
the Word of God”. Only one of them described, in the most general
terms, the universal virtues that were to be instilled in future pastors:
“7. He teaches students truthfulness, honesty, the rules of propriety
and generally accepted standards of courtesy; instills respect for su-
periors, friendliness, gentleness, and helpfulness towards equals and
inferiors™!,

Before the Reform, the principal positive measure of moral edu-
cation was the compulsory participation of seminarians in religious
practices, such as Bible reading at designated times. During the 1867
Reform, however, the Educational Committee resolved to exclude
these educational measures from the daily routine’?. The decision was
justified by the argument that students acquired the necessary knowl-
edge through specialised theological disciplines (Liturgics, Homi-
letics, and Practical Guidance for Rural Pastors), while additional
compulsory exercises merely fostered “students’ indifference towards

religious practices”™.

%0 Tbid. C. 78.
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52

JKypnaa Yuebnoro komnrera 1871 r... C. 92.

3 Bunuenxo M.K. Oraer o peBusmm AyxoBHO-yuebHBIX 3aBeaenmnn Kypekon emap-

xun (1870 1.). C. 54.



132

N-{¥1H.

RYPHATLD

YUEEHATD ROMMTETA UPH CEATHLHMENT CHHO1S

HKYPHAJD

b eoofipamediomn mo RoDpoesN, Raeammuwes yorpoheres
rzod waetn i

YYEEHATO KOMHTETA NPH CBATSAWEND CHHORS,

1871 romm.

/’%

—_—rr—

Onpeataeniens Conrbiium e Canpan
1867 roga, mo A%y ofn yUeNRRLTL, HeRY
Ayxowno-yacnnxs, snscacnift 30 npoicy;

1 187 roaa.

Eogedie, GEI0 DOCTANDRIONN: JIPOTNNCATE NANAILCTRINT
ayxopuo-yuelnss snogenift, wrofa eshghnin ofe ne-
ENOMENYE NF. O 8 DPEIDEYANTEILEOE MOl
Wit BOCHNTAHEAXY, O OIRACHERICNT. TPRTANS O
woiia, condntnoms Suan mesegaonino . Ofiepu=lpory popy
Conrhftmare Crmogs 1an nocTARIeNin o TAROENTS BICHR-
TOHHNHAXE Wh WSRSTROCTE DORXL AYXORRO-YeHux.
snpeacnifl, o panuo B MEUTPAILNMXE yHparenil TpyrEin
=T yeelnuxe maoncrrn, > Buderd on cown Convitmiii
Canogs nopyunan Yaebuouy Kosurery sofivn w ani-
whitorin coofipamenin no ceuy npeaNeTY, EARL L3R Npe-
AUTEPAMERTA 00 CTOPOIK AFXOBIO-Y 10 I3 HILOTEE
BONRATO NPOMIE0AN B ARENXE 00% WeRAmACHin yueun-
MO @A TPEA0CY TCIRNO0R HORETENie, TANS 18 230 YeTpi-
CAHRTRETEFEY P, nenia ThYs 30TpyARcaill IR NCEIDVACMEYE. Kl RAENNE
Bh cRioAadkEol TEBGFFASIE MOPI0 Gl BCETH, KT cIYI0R DOCTYILENIA X% 1A Tass
ALICEYI0  CA¥ily, —YRISAUIC HL MCAICTATEM 0DRERin
I WEABIOCHNET BNB CRUTBTCARTROND,

1850,

Journal of the Educational Committee under the Holy Synod, 1871.
Yeltsin Presidential Library (original: Russian State Historical Archive)

This requirement provoked disagreement even among Synodal of-
ficials. Thus, N.A. Sergievsky, Director of the Chancellery, supported
the seminary authorities in their effort to preserve compulsory reli-
gious exercises’®. At the same time, deprived of this traditional and
readily comprehensible educational support, the seminary governing
boards were unable to offer an adequate substitute, which became one
of the reasons for the vacuum of concrete positive practices in the new
instructions.

The central authorities, represented by the Educational Committee
under the Holy Synod and the Chief Procurator personally, expected
seminary governing boards to replace old mechanistic religious prac-
tices with new educational methods that would foster the development
of an inner, conscious Christian morality among seminarians. Yet the
administrations of theological schools, relying on biblical moral canons
and on the images of the “old bursa” that were to be eradicated, often
reduced education to external discipline, the elimination of specific
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violations, and the inculcation of formal piety. This contradiction was
intensified by internal disagreements among Synodal officials, many of
whom had themselves studied at seminaries and conveyed not a consol-
idated position of the Educational Committee but their own ideas about
the proper principles and methods of regulating education™.

It is also important that the Educational Committee under the
Holy Synod issued no prescriptions or models of practice to guide
seminary governing boards in maintaining “good morals”. The new
statute mentioned only two relatively concrete areas of educational
work: the aesthetic and physical development of seminarians. Playing
musical instruments, drawing, singing, reading useful literature, and
“other similar exercises” were to “be not only permitted but even en-
couraged, provided that they were always strictly moral™¢. Extracur-
ricular activities were expected to free seminarians from idleness —
the principal cause of the “coarseness of morals and tastes” that led to
immoral conduct”’.

Yet here too, the views and decisions of Synodal officials and sem-
inary governing boards remained contradictory and inconsistent. In
1867, the Holy Synod required seminary governing boards to develop
concrete measures for the cultural development of students. By 1871,
however, the most popular of these — amateur theatrical performances
and concerts — had been prohibited as distractions from study and as
encouraging “a propensity for frivolity and amusements”,

At the same time, governing boards were divided over the permis-
sibility of various forms of aesthetic education for future priests. Thus,
enthusiasm for amateur theatre in the early 1870s was supported at
Samara Seminary”. In Vladimir, theological students were even permit-
ted to attend public concerts and theatres if accompanied by an

55 OpaoBa FO.IT. Pesusopst Yuebruoro komurera... C. 109.

5 Statutes and staffing tables of theological seminaries... C. 34.

Resolution of the seminary board on general measures for the preservation of
good morals among students (continued)// Tlepmckue enmapxmasbHble BEAO-
moctn. Opungnanpsas yacts. 1869. Ne 51. C. 635.

On the prohibition of concerts, theatrical performances, readings, and oth-
er public gatherings in theological educational institutions // Boaoroackue
enapxmaspable Beaoomocti. 1871. Ne 18. C. 372.
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inspector®. By contrast, the internal regulations of St. Petersburg and
Simbirsk seminaries strictly prohibited such entertainments as unwor-
thy of their future calling®™.

The question of whether theatre was compatible with Christian mo-
rality was considered sufficiently controversial that it was even used as
a topic for seminarians’ examination essays. When students at Moscow
Seminary were asked to write an essay on the subject, the majority con-
sidered theatre an acceptable pastime, although genres such as ballet
were sharply criticised as “shameful spectacles” and “plagues hostile to
Christianity”®%. This diversity of opinion among the students reflected
a broader ideological spectrum within the seminary administration it-
self, where conservative, moderate, and progressive views clashed over
the role of secular culture in theological education.

The selection of books for extracurricular reading and the perfor-
mance of secular and folk music in singing or instrumental instruction
likewise generated considerable controversy. Educational Committee
inspectors were surprised to discover that at some seminaries students
were permitted to learn music only on “some noble instrument” such
as the gusli, while the flute was strictly prohibited as “disturbing to
neighbours and passers-by”®. Reading, by contrast, was scarcely con-
trolled. As a result, students often read indiscriminately Gogol, Push-
kin, Lermontov, and Koltsov, treatises on natural science, physics, and
logic, and political and social journals, including revolutionary publi-
cations®.

This approach was criticised by members of the Educational Com-
mittee, but the conceptual situation did not change. Unlike the Main
Administration of Military Educational Institutions and the Ministry
of Public Education, which detailed in their statutes the forms of extra-
curricular activity — including, for example, compulsory group reading
and a prescribed number of hours that educators were to spend with

0 Bunuenxo M.K Ordaer 0 peBm3mm AyXOBHO-yIeOHBIX 3aBeAcHMI Baaammupcekorn

emapxun 1875 ropa. CIT6,, 1876.C. 11.
o PTUA. ©.796.0m. 149. A, 150. A. 8.
2 PIUMA. ©.802.0m. 17. A, 104. A. 161.

63 See: Kepckuit C.B. Ilpeobpasosanme AyxoBHO-yueOHBIX 3aBeaeHmit Kaskasckon
emapxun B 1871 roay. CIT6., 1871. C. 155.
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pupils in military gymnasia® — the Holy Synod limited itself to a gener-
al declaration, entrusting the development of methods of aesthetic ed-
ucation entirely to the seminaries. This policy did not succeed because
no common understanding emerged at the local level of which forms
of aesthetic education were permissible for the moral development of
future clergy.

Certainly, the problem was partly a matter of inadequate funding,
which made it impossible to purchase instruments and books, pay teach-
ers of the arts, or build athletic rooms®. Yet, as an analysis of adminis-
trative records shows, ideological uncertainty proved more significant
than financial difficulties. The Holy Synod relied on the autonomy of
the governing boards, assuming that their views were uniform. In prac-
tice, however, approaches to education differed from one seminary to
another. Attempts to standardise the educational process “from above”
through circulars were ineffective, as demonstrated eloquently by cases
in which prohibitions on theatrical performances were violated.

Conclusion

An analysis of the interaction between the central Synodal author-
ities and the governing boards of theological seminaries in the 1860s
and 1870s reveals a profound systemic divide between them, rooted in
fundamentally different ideological approaches to the education of fu-
ture pastors. This divide resulted from several interrelated causes.

First, the seminaries proved unprepared for the autonomy granted
to them, both because they lacked experience in independently devel-
oping regulations and because of insufficient personnel and financial
resources. They were unable, within a short period, to create a unified
normative language for regulating the educational process that would
meet the expectations of the highest ecclesiastical authorities. At the
same time, unlike university professors who, according to the study by

5 Instructions for educators at the Petrovskaya Poltava Military Gymnasium:

approved at a meeting of the Private Pedagogical Committee on 6 March
1875. Poltava. 1875.C. 1.

See: Kepcxuii C.B. I'lpeobpasoBanme AyxOBHO-yueOHBIX 3aBepeHMN Kaskasckont
enapxun B 1871 roay. C. 156; PTUA. . 797.0m. 49. Ora. L. Cr. 2. A, 6. A. 55 06. — 56.
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E.A. Vishlenkova and KA. Ilyina, had already in the first half of the
nineteenth century “regarded texts for the ministry as another exercise
in rhetoric”’, members of seminary governing boards rejected the bu-
reaucratic system as alien to them and continued to communicate with
the Holy Synod in the scholastic language familiar to them.

Second, a conflict arose between the parties over a fundamental dif-
ference in their views of how the education of future priests should
be organised: the desire of the Chief Procurator and the Educational
Committee under the Holy Synod for formalised control collided with
the conviction of seminary governing boards that the educational pro-
cess was by its very nature not amenable to rigid regulation. These
circumstances generated passivity, the simulation of activity, or direct
resistance, extending to the disregard of recommendations from Synod-
al officials and even the destruction of reports in seminary archives®.
In 1872, D.A. Tolstoy personally complained to the head of the Tver
Diocese that the local seminary’s governing board “allows itself to be
guided more by personal views than by the regulations to which it is
subject”. The divergence of views both among Synodal officials and
among seminary governing boards, together with the influence of in-
formal, personal, and corporate ties, aggravated the situation and hin-
dered the creation of a system for administering education based on the
rational-legal principle.

Thus, the experiment in introducing new bureaucratic practic-
es into the training of future pastors revealed a conflict not simply
between levels of administration but between different bureaucrat-
ic cultures. The policy of autonomy under supervision, within which
seminary governing boards were delegated responsibility for devel-
oping instructions, fitted well within the broader framework of the
Alexandrian reforms, under which local administrative bodies were
expected to be “controlled and regulated, reconciling local interests

7 BuwnrenxoBa E.A., Viravura KA. Hayka yrpaBasiTh: TOCIIOACTBO Yepe3 3HaHME
" pedopma YIIPABACHUSI POCCUICKMM OOpa3sOBaHMEM B IIEPBOV IIOAOBMUHE
XIX 8. // Ab Imperio. 2017. Ne 4. C. 71.

8 Copy of the minutes of the pedagogical meeting concerning the case of Pyotr
Marmarissov, a student of the Irkutsk Theological Seminary. 1868 // PTUA.
®.797.0m. 37. Ota. L. Cr. 2. A. 180. A. 36—309.
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with those of the state as a whole™°. In practice, however, this model
encountered a specific challenge in the form of local seminary ad-
ministrations which, unlike diocesan bishops, had historically been
excluded from bureaucratic communication with the highest eccle-
siastical authorities and adhered to their own distinctive system of
norms and practices. This clash predetermined the failure of the ex-
periment and the curtailment of autonomy. As early as 1879, the Ed-
ucational Committee under the Holy Synod issued the Collection of
Resolutions of 1867— 1874 Concerning the Organisation of Theological
Seminaries and Schools, which symbolically marked a return to the
idea of regulating the educational process “from above™”!. The con-
flict itself demonstrated a broader pattern characteristic of the period:
attempts to create hybrid administrative models combining elements
of self-government with strict supervision led to crises when local in-
stitutions were either unprepared or unwilling to operate according
to bureaucratic rules imposed upon them.
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Abstract

The article examines the introduction of restrictions on the reading of
anti-religious and anti-social literature by students of Orthodox theo-
logical seminaries following the 1867 Reform of Theological Education.
The reform brought a rethinking of the system of governance of Ortho-
dox theological seminaries both at the central level, where the Educa-
tional Committee of the Synod was established, and locally, as seminary
governing boards were granted broad autonomy, including in matters of
library acquisition and the organisation of extracurricular reading. The
discovery of seminarians reading “harmful” literature in the very first
year after the reform put the entire system to the test. The article demon-
strates how, over the course of several years, the Educational Commit-
tee was forced to move from recommendations addressed to individual
seminary governing boards to circular decrees and the introduction of
mandatory Rules Concerning the Acquisition of Books for Students’ Librar-
ies and the Procedure for Their Reading by Students (1872). The article
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asks why seminary governing boards were unable to make effective use
of the autonomy granted to them and why “prohibited literature” came
to occupy an ambiguous position. The case of JW. Draper’s History of
the Intellectual Development of Europe, which was deemed “harmful” by
Synodal officials, is used to examine the variety of situations surround-
ing a particular book. The article demonstrates that members of semi-
nary governing boards responsible for acquiring books generally placed
orders based on titles without familiarising themselves with the con-
tents. It was in this way that “harmful” new publications, such as Drap-
er’s book, first published in 1862, found their way into students’ librar-
ies. At the same time, teachers were capable of reflecting on the degree
to which particular well-known works were undesirable for students to
read, including articles by V.G. Belinsky and N.A. Dobrolyubov. Their
assessments differed radically, ranging from including such works in the
curriculum to removing them from circulation. Even the 1870 circular
decree of the Synod prohibiting seminarians from reading works by lit-
erary critics failed to resolve the situation. Thus, the principle of broad
autonomy for seminary governing boards established in the 1867 Char-
ter inevitably proved problematic in practice. In the case of book restric-
tions, there was no consensus as to what could be considered “harmful”
or “inconsistent with the aims of theological education”, either among
members of the Educational Committee or among teachers.
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n 1876, the revolutionary journal Vperyod!, published in

London under the editorship of P.L. Lavrov, carried an anon-

ymous correspondence from Vologda devoted to an audit of

the local theological seminary by S.V. Kersky, a member of
the Educational Committee of the Holy Synod. The immediate reason for
the extraordinary audit in the autumn of 1875 was the political trial of
two of its graduates, V.M. Dyakov and AL Siryakov!. Among other things,
the anonymous correspondent described a comic episode in the course of
the “persecution”. One of the students told the auditor that he had read
the book History of the Intellectual Development of Europe (1862) by the
American philosopher J.W. Draper. The seminary inspector, E.L. Prozo-
rovsky, then “rushed” into the classroom and announced: “...whoever is
found with a prohibited book such as Draper’s will be severely punished.
The students asked him to tell them which books should be considered
impermissible. The resourceful Prozorovsky replied: ‘It is none of your
business to know this; you simply must not read them! <..> ..neither
clever nor wise: do not read prohibited books, but do not even try to know
which ones are prohibited!™

The correspondent assumed that the inspector’s refusal to identify the
prohibited books was motivated by the belief that the seminarians would
immediately begin reading precisely those works. In reality, the situation
was considerably more complicated. E.L. Prozorovsky, however much he
might have wished to do so, could not answer the question, since there
simply was no Synod-approved list of books prohibited for seminarians
to read. The inspector’s sudden appearance in the classroom may indicate
that he himself had first learned from the auditor that Draper’s book was
“impermissible” right before speaking with the students.

Despite the absence of an official list or criteria by which theological
seminary instructors could determine which works were “harmful,” of-
ficials of the Educational Committee systematically used the concept of
“books inconsistent with the aims of theological education and upbring-
ing. At the same time, some seminaries had instructions for inspectors,
who were expected to prevent students from reading books “permeated

' Muxaiiro8 B.I. TIpeasectaukm 6ypu. O4epkn O PEBOAIOLMOHHBIX HaPOAHW-
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by a spirit of denial of religious truths and preaching principles harm-
ful to the public order™. Finally, “the reading of books and works not
permitted” sometimes appeared in students’ codes of conduct alongside
other “impermissible pursuits,” such as “playing cards, singing indecent
songs, smoking tobacco, and consuming intoxicating beverages’™. Explic-
itly formulated prohibitions on reading, however, were rather exception-
al among the rules and instructions prepared by the pedagogical assem-
blies of theological seminaries. For example, the rules for students of the
St. Petersburg Theological Seminary contained only § 22, which literally
repeated § 135 of the 1867 Statute® and required students to read, on the
recommendation of their instructors, books “having a close bearing on
the subjects of study’. Thus, there was undoubtedly a widespread con-
viction among members of the Educational Committee of the Holy Synod
and teachers in the seminaries that certain books could be dangerous and
that seminarians should be prohibited from reading them. In practice,
however, both the introduction of such prohibitions and their imple-
mentation posed numerous difficulties. As will be demonstrated below,
the very definition of a “harmful” work differed not only from one semi-
nary to another but even among officials of the Synod.

The prohibition of reading books that had been approved by the cen-
sorship authorities and were formally available to all subjects of the Rus-
sian Empire was not unique to the ecclesiastical administration and did
not concern only students of educational institutions. In the 1870s, the
status of a particular publication could be uncertain and could involve
additional parameters: for whom and under what conditions was a book
prohibited or permitted? For example, two publications recommended
by the Educational Committee as manuals for liturgics — J.A. Martigny’s
Dictionnaire des antiquités chrétiennes (1865) and FK. Schmidt’s Liturgik
der christl. Katholischen Religion (1840) — turned out not to have been
approved for sale in Russia by the Foreign Censorship Committee, some-
thing of which the Synodal officials were unaware. A theological seminary

Kepcxuit C.B. TlpeobpasoBanme AYXOBHO-yIeOHBIX 3aBepeHMI OpAOBCKOV

emapxumn B 1872 roay. CIT6., 1872. C. 52.
5 PITMA. ©.802.0m. 17. A. 45. A. 109 06.

Statutes and staff regulations of theological seminaries and schools, most
highly approved on 14 may 1867. CI16., 1867. C. 29.

7 Commemorative book of the St. Petersburg Theological Seminary. CI'16,,1873.C. 37.
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John William Draper.
From open sources

rector could acquire them on condition that he sign an undertaking not
to transfer the books to third parties, which rendered the purchase of
manuals for the institution’s reference library essentially pointless®.

Of course, it was common knowledge that there were publications ex-
pressly “prohibited from circulation and reprinting in Russia,” whose read-
ing and dissemination constituted a criminal offense. At the same time, the
Alphabetical Catalogue of such literature, printed by the Ministry of Internal
Affairs in 1876, was not publicly available and contained only 423 works
published from the 1800s through the first half of the 1870s’. Ordinary
readers could rely only on the censor’s approval, but even this did not guar-
antee that a publication was actually permitted. Thus, the literature of the
Chaikovsky Circle was published with forged censorship endorsements!®.
In 1874, an investigation into the “going to the people” movement pro-
duced a List of Those Books Which Propagandists Distribute among the People
and Generally among Young People (the “General Slezkin List”), which in-
cluded six books that had passed preliminary censorship and three books
of more than ten printer’s sheets that did not require censorship approval.

Kepckuit C.B. IlpeobpasoBanne AYXOBHO-yI€OHBIX 3aBEACHMI APXaHI€ABCKOM
enapxun (8 1870 r.). CI6, 1870. C. 48.

Alphabetical catalogue of books in the Russian language prohibited from cir-
culation and reprinting in Russia. ITo 1 nrons 1876. CIT6., 1876.

For example, LA. Tikhomirov's Tale of the Four Brothers was published under
the cover title A Happy Encounter, or Love of the Motherland, with the false im-
print “Permitted by the Censors. Moscow, 29 May 1875
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The list itself and the status of the publications included in it became a sub-
ject of dispute for several years between the Third Section of His Imperial
Majesty’s Own Chancellery and the Main Administration for Press Affairs.
The problem was so acute that in 1875 even the prosecution authorities
did not understand on what grounds people could be punished for distrib-
uting books that had been approved by the censors but were nevertheless
deemed dangerous and routinely confiscated by the police!’. N.I. Naumov’s
book Strength Breaks Strength, from the Slezkin List, was found by the gen-
darmes in AL Siryakov’s apartment during the 1872 /73 academic year, but
the discovery had no consequences at the time!2.

Thus, uncertainty and a lack of precise information about the status
of a particular publication were generally characteristic of the period un-
der consideration. In the case of seminarians, however, violating a read-
ing prohibition entailed punishment, ranging from “standing at the din-
ing-room door” to expulsion with a record of “disapproved conduct” and
a notation of “extreme unreliability” if the student demonstrated “incor-
rigibility,” as happened successively to Shimanovsky, a student of the Kyiv
Theological Seminary'. In 1871, the Educational Committee formulated
eight categories of disciplinary violations requiring immediate expulsion
from a theological seminary. In addition to drunkenness, theft, and prov-
en sexual misconduct, they included “the dissemination, in any manner
whatsoever, of teachings deemed harmful by existing laws, etc.” and “an
immoral and anti-religious tendency manifested in explicit statements
and actions”!*. In practice, these provisions were applied to the reading
and discussion with fellow students of “harmful” books, as well as to the
writing of compositions based on them. Having studied the reports sub-
mitted by seminaries to the Synod concerning expelled students between
1868 and 1876, Yu.P. Orlova established that such cases accounted for
13% of all expulsions?.

1 PIMA. @.776.0m. 11. 1874. A, 96. A. 23—24 06.
12 PIUMA. . 802.Om. 17. A, 46. A. 141.
3 PIUA. @.797.0m. 41. 1 ora,. II croa. A. 2. A. 79—-80.

Journal of the educational committee under the Holy Synod, with consider-
ations on questions relating to the organization of the educational depart-
ment in theological seminaries in 1871. CI16., 1873. C. 129.
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The aim of this article is to analyze the practices of controlling sem-
inarians’ reading and the logic behind the introduction of prohibitions
under conditions of uncertainty. Behind the seemingly simple question of
why the Educational Committee of the Holy Synod did not prepare a list
of books prohibited for theological students, or at least instructions for
their teachers defining the concept of “harmful” literature, lies a series of
issues concerning the specific features of the 1867 reform of theological
education and the bureaucratic practices employed in its implementation.
It is necessary to examine precisely how a book came to be assigned the
status of “harmful” and why that status was not self-evident to all partic-
ipants in the educational process. As a point of departure, I will analyze
the vicissitudes surrounding the circulation and use of J.W. Draper’s His-
tory of the Intellectual Development of Europe as reflected in the reports of
auditors of the Educational Committee of the Holy Synod. I will then dis-
cuss the fate of the circular prohibition issued by D.A. Tolstoy, the Chief
Procurator of the Holy Synod, concerning the works of V.G. Belinsky and
N.A. Dobrolyubov. Finally, the article will examine the Rules Concerning
the Acquisition of Books for the Student Libraries of Theological Seminaries
and Schools and the Procedure for Their Reading by Students of 1872, which
likewise failed to prevent seminarians from reading prohibited books.

In 1867, as a result of the reform of theological education, the Edu-
cational Committee was established under the Synod, and for the first
time its membership included full-time auditors'. In the very first year,

16 See: Qepanonm (LlupoxoB), (nepom.) Crcrema peBmsmit AYXOBHO-yIeOHBIX 3aBeAe-
Hmit Bo 2-11 roa. XIX — Haw. XX B. // Xpucetnanckoe urenne. 2024. Ne 2. C.253—260.



147

during an audit of the Kostroma Theological Seminary, L.A. Nenaroko-
mov, Chief Secretary of the Synod, discovered that a second-year student
had been reading Draper’s work, the Russian translation of which had
been published only a year earlier. In his audit report, LA. Nenarokomov
unequivocally described it as a book “..published without preliminary
censorship and, as is well known, distinguished by a harmful tendency,

17, From his point of view, the case

particularly for theological students
was especially egregious because the seminarian had borrowed the book
from the seminary’s own student library.

It is important to clarify that the Synod did not exercise control over
seminary libraries, which, moreover, were quite often supplemented by
random donations. According to § 106 of the 1867 Statute, the selection
of books for the reference library was the responsibility of the pedagog-
ical assembly of the seminary board'®. On March 24, 1870, by a Synodal
resolution, the boards were advised to pay “special attention to the <..>
tendency” of publications acquired for their libraries, but this qualifica-
tion applied only to secular periodicals'. The Educational Committee it-
self included textbooks and manuals in course curricula that were man-
datory for acquisition®. The Synod also regularly received petitions for
permission to use particular books as teaching aids in theological educa-
tional institutions; when such petitions received a favorable resolution,
circular decrees were distributed accordingly®!. Thus, in the late 1860s
and early 1870s, the Educational Committee, as an institution responsi-
ble for recommending literature for children’s reading??, was still in the
process of formation and, even within institutions under its jurisdiction,
regulated only textbooks.

7 HenapoxomoB M1.A. O peBusmun KocTpomcKOM ceMMHAPUI 1 TAMOIITHETO AYXOB-

Horo yunaniga (B aexabpe 1867 r.). CI6., 1868. C. 10.

Statutes and staff regulations of theological seminaries. C. 21.

19 Collection of decrees of the Holy Synod for 1867—1874 concerning the or-
ganization of theological seminaries and schools, in accordance with the
requirements of the theological-school statutes most highly approved on
14 may 1867. CI16, 1875.C. 105.

For example, in 1868, K. Petrov's An Attempt at a Concise Outline of the Theory
of Literature was recommended for the Russian literature class. PTVA. ®. 796.
Om. 149. A, 388. A. 50—58.

21 PTUA. ©.802.Or. 9. A, 80. A. 46—47.
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According to § 144 of the Statute, a student library was not man-
datory, but it could be established by a decision of the seminary board,
which was also required to formulate rules governing its acquisition and
operation, subject to approval by the diocesan bishop?. At the Kostroma
Seminary, responsibility for acquiring books for the student library was
assigned to one of the instructors, who was to compile a list of publica-
tions, have it approved by the board, and then, after receiving the bishop’s
approval, purchase the books. He compiled the list not on the recommen-
dations of the teachers, “each according to his own subject,” as envisaged
by § 135 of the Statute, which regulated seminarians’ reading, but “on the
basis of booksellers’ catalogues and advertisements published in news-
papers”#. Apparently, neither the members of the board nor the Bishop
of Kostroma, Ignatius (Bryanchaninov), unlike I.A. Nenarokomov, knew
that Draper’s book acquired for the student library was of a “harmful
tendency”. The St. Petersburg official wrote in his report: “...the students
of the Kostroma Seminary, as far as their reading is concerned, are left
more or less to themselves and to various unsafe contingencies”; oth-
erwise, “Draper’s book could not have appeared in the hands of a stu-
dent”. He demanded that it be removed from the student library and
that the rules for purchasing books be revised so as to prevent the future

25 Statutes and staff regulations of theological seminaries. C. 31.
2 HenapoxomoB M.A. O pesusun Kocrpomekont cemmnuapun. C. 10.
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acquisition of works “whose content and soundness of tendency are un-
known to the board™. Since, during his inspection of the library, the
auditors found no other “harmful” books, and among the secular jour-
nals, which likewise caused concern among members of the Educational
Committee?, the seminary subscribed only to the Journal of the Ministry
of Public Education and “..another [journal] in the field of the natural
sciences”, Draper’s work had indeed entered the student library simply
because the librarian who ordered it was unaware of its contents.

If the appearance of Draper’s book at the Kostroma Seminary was acci-
dental, in other seminaries it could have formed part of a deliberate strat-
egy by teachers to acquire advanced literature at the height of the discus-
sion and implementation of the reform of theological education. Thus, at
the Tiflis Theological Seminary, a group of young teachers compiled a list
of books for the student library that included a collected edition of the
works of J.-J. Rousseau, Charles Darwin’s On the Origin of Species, and two
books by JW. Draper — History of the Intellectual Development of Europe
and Thoughts on the Future Civil Policy of America (1866). The inspector,
future Rector, Archimandrite Valentin (Kuznetsov), who supported their
acquisition and even donated the substantial sum of 200 rubles for this

2 Ibid. C. 10-11.
2% Ibid. C. 10-11.

27 HenapoxomoB M.A. O pesusun Kocrpomekont cemmnuapun. C. 11.
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purpose, was, in the opinion of the auditor S.V. Kersky, like his colleague
in Kostroma, “ordering books without having any idea of their contents
or suitability”. The other teachers, however, were perfectly aware of the
“tendency” of the publications they had ordered. Some of these books, in-
cluding Draper’s works, were removed from the student library shortly be-
fore the arrival of the auditor LK. Zinchenko in Tiflis in September 1872,
although editions that apparently seemed less dangerous to the librarian
remained there. Among the “considerable” number of books “inconsistent
with the aims of theological education,” the auditor named E. Pfeiffer’s Uber
das Genossenschaftswesen (1866), A.P. Shchapov’s The Social and Pedagogi-
cal Conditions of the Intellectual Development of the Russian People (1870),
and G.G. Gervinus’s History of the Nineteenth Century from the Time of
the Congress of Vienna®. After the student library was purged in 1872, Ti-
flis seminarians began borrowing “prohibited books,” including works by
Draper, Darwin, and Chernyshevsky, from the city public library®.
Between these two extreme cases of the circulation of Draper’s work in
Kostroma and Tiflis, several other examples of its presence among students
of theological seminaries can be situated. In 1868, the same 1.A. Nenaro-
komov found two books in the student library of the Ryazan Theological

2 PIMA. @.802.Orm. 9. A, 71. A. 139 06.
2 Ibid. A. 138 06.
0 Tbid. A. 134.
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Seminary that “positively cannot be tolerated” — namely, History of the In-
tellectual Development of Europe and W. Zimmermann'’s Electromagnetism
(1862). In this case, his reference to the 1867 audit is particularly revealing;
Draper’s book was “already known to the Educational Committee from my
report 1. The juxtaposition of the two publications finally makes it possi-
ble to identify the criterion that the auditor apparently used when assign-
ing certain works to the category of “harmful” literature. Both books con-
tained anti-clerical and anti-religious ideas; moreover, the latter prompted
the well-known theologian D.F. Golubinsky to publish a pamphlet entitled
An Examination and Refutation of the False Opinion Concerning the Ark of
the Covenant (Against Zimmermann’s Book Electromagnetism )*%.

That reading History of the Intellectual Development of Europe could
indeed provoke anti-clerical sentiments among seminarians, or rein-
force attitudes that had already developed, can be seen from the arti-
cle The Connection between the Beginning of European Civilization and
Its Present Condition, written by M. Kolchin, a student of the Arkhangelsk
Theological Seminary, for the underground handwritten journal Razvitie
in 1874. The article is essentially a brief summary of the opening chapters
of Draper’s book, although the author nowhere cited Draper; the source

31 HenapoxomoB M.A. O pesusun Ps13aHCKOT ceMMHAPUN Y TAMOIITHUX AYXOBHBIX
yananig (B pespase n mapre 1868 r.). CI16, 1868. C. 11.

2 Toaybuncxuit A.@. Pasbop m onpoepskenmne aoskHoro muenns o Kusore 3asera
(ITporus kummm Lnmmepmana «O6 aaexTpudectse n maraeTnsme»). M., 1862.



152

Dmitry Fedorovich Golubinsky.
From open sources

of the composition was nevertheless identified by the seminary inspector
VN. Shuisky?.

Kolchin’s article begins as a disjointed summary of the third and
fourth chapters of the book, dealing with the development of religion be-
ginning with India and Egypt, which the author described as the “starting
point of European civilization™*. Kolchin used this material to compare
Hinduism and Christianity: if modern man regards the dogmas of Hin-
duism and Buddhism as “invention, fantasy, <..> the product of contem-
plation of nature,” then in 500 years “people of the distant future will
laugh at our religious views™>. Clearly, the prediction of the degenera-
tion of Christianity, as well as the radical claim by a third-year student
that all progressive thinkers of the past, from Socrates to Erasmus, had
been atheists, ran counter to the “aim of theological education”.

Thus, the identification of Draper’s book as “harmful” from the very
first year of the audits was based on its potentially anti-religious content.
The logic underlying I.A. Nenarokomov’s assessment can be understood
by examining another auditor, LK. Zinchenko’s analysis of the German
educator K. Oppel’s The Ancient Wonderland of the Pyramids (1868),
which he ordered removed from the student library of the Vyatka Semi-
nary in 1871. Although he recognized the work as one of the “best books

3 PTUA. @.797.Om. 44. A, 8. A. 345 06.
3 PUTA. ©.1410.Om. 1. A. 62. A. 133.
35 Ibid. A. 134—134 06.
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for reading,” he judged its “tendency” to be “completely contrary to the
tasks and aims of seminary education”. What the auditor objected to spe-
cifically was the scientific explanation of the Ten Plagues of Egypt as nat-
ural phenomena caused by the climatic conditions of Egypt. The circum-
stances under which this book had been acquired for the students were
analogous to those in which Draper’s work had entered the Kostroma
Seminary library: the inspector had recommended Oppel’s book “on the
basis of its title alone,” and the board ordered it without “knowing its
contents™¢. The five years that had passed since the implementation of
the 1867 reform had not changed the instructors’ approach to ordering
books. They still did not read themselves what they acquired for their
students, relying instead on titles and booksellers” advertisements.

In the same year, 1871, I. K. Zinchenko discovered Draper’s History
of the Intellectual Development of Europe at the Kursk Theological Sem-
inary. Judging by the records of books issued from the student library,
more than half of the students had read “the works of Draper, Darwin,
Belinsky, Owen, and others,” which affected the “direction of conscious-
ness’: “In some theological student compositions <..> there is such an
abundance of information on natural history that they could be called
exercises in this latter subject”. Surprisingly, in his report the auditor
placed the responsibility entirely on the teachers: “It was from books, of
course, and not from their instructors, that the students acquired <..>
these views™.

LK. Zinchenko’s leniency was prompted by a precedent. As early as
1868, a student named Gorokhovtsev had established a fee-based library
from his own books, which the inspector promptly discovered and closed.
Significantly, some of the books — works by V.G. Belinsky and H.T. Buck-
le — were immediately transferred by the board to the reference library,
while several others were handed over to the inspector for examination
and a determination of “whether they contain articles not subject to
being read by students™®. In addition to the journals Sovremennik and
Delo, these included books entitled Civil Marriage and Association of the

3¢ Sunuenxo M.K. Orger o 0603peHMIO AYXOBHO-YIEOHBIX 3aBEACHMI Bsrckoit

emapxun (1871 r.). CIT6,, 1871. C. 36—37.

unuenxo V.K. OrueT o peBm3un AyXoBHO-y4eOHBIX 3aBepeHmn Kypcekon emap-
xmn (1870 r.). CIT6,, 1871. C. 36.

38 Ibid. C. 40.
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Working Class®, whose contents were evidently unknown to the teachers.
In this case, the question was whether to leave the books with Gorok-
hovtsev if they proved harmless or to transfer them to the reference li-
brary until his graduation. Thus, the teachers of the Kursk Theological
Seminary had demonstrated timely vigilance, distinguishing them from
most of their colleagues, who continued to treat their students’ reading
with carelessness.

In his report, LK. Zinchenko expressed a paradoxical thought: “the
removal of books from the student library <..> cannot completely elimi-
nate the harm caused to the seminary in educational and formative terms
by the circulation of these books among the students™?. This comment
was probably prompted by the fact that, by the time of the audit, members
of the Educational Committee had already gained experience in remov-
ing books from seminary libraries and were able to assess the results.

In the spring of 1870, the Chief Procurator of the Holy Synod used
a circular decree for the first time to regulate the reading of particular
authors in the reformed seminaries. On April 4, 1870, it was prohibited to
use articles by V.G. Belinsky and N.A. Dobrolyubov in teaching the course

% In the first case, this may refer either to the novel Civil Marriage, published
under the pseudonym N-y M-va (1867), or to a play by N.I. Chernyavsky
(1867); in the second, to E. Pfeiffer's book Uber Genossenschaftswesen, which
was included in the list of books at the Tiflis Seminary.

1 Bunuenxo M.K. Order o peBmsmm AyxoBHO-yueOHBIX 3aBeaeHmit Kypekon enap-
xun. C. 40.
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in literature, and seminary boards were ordered to remove their works
from the libraries*!. The occasion was a discussion of the reports of dioce-
san bishops for the 1867/68 academic year, one of which stated that the
critics’ articles had been used by a teacher in literature classes*2. Appar-
ently, this was not an isolated case. In the 1868/69 academic year, when
no official curriculum for the subject had yet been developed, the teacher
of the history of Russian literature at the Podolia Seminary devoted an
entire lesson to the study of Belinsky, placing him between N.V. Gogol
and the Slavophiles*. In the same year, 1868, S.V. Kersky found collected
works by Belinsky and Dobrolyubov, as well as D.I. Pisarev, in the stu-
dent library of the Kharkov Seminary, but did not consider it necessary
to comment on the matter in any way. This is particularly noteworthy
because in 1867 the library, founded by students in 1862 and initially
replenished and controlled exclusively by them, had been purged at the
inspector’s recommendation, and books “inconsistent with the aims of
theological education” had been removed from it: D.H. Lewis’s The Phys-
iology of Common Life, as well as the journals Sovremennik and Russkoye
Slovo*. Thus, at that point, neither the teachers nor the auditor regarded
the reading of Belinsky and Dobrolyubov as problematic.

In the neighboring Kherson Diocese, S.V. Kersky recorded a more
complicated situation in 1868: the student library contained works by
V.G. Belinsky, but the inspector did not issue them to students because
he did not consider them “harmless.” “Certain works by Pushkin” were
placed in the same category as Belinsky. Apparently, this policy provoked
conflicts, as the inspector refused to issue students books recommend-
ed by their instructors if, in his view, they did not correspond to “the
understanding of the students of the seminary (for example, works on
the natural sciences) or to the liturgical seasons (for example, novels and
stories during periods of fasting)”. The auditor apparently regarded this
as an abuse of authority and recommended that all disputed questions
concerning the issuance of books be referred to the seminary board®.

41 PTMA. @.797.0m. 40. A. 37. A. 2.
42 Tbid. A. 1.
3 PIMA. ®. 802. Om. 9. Otuetst. Pasaea 1. A, 61. A. 263 06.
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4 Ibid. C. 43.
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The problematic status of Belinsky’s works was discussed in the same year
by the board of the Astrakhan Seminary, which decided to transfer them
from the student library to the reference library, together with the jour-
nal Sovremennik*. Thus, the recently published work by Draper, appar-
ently little known to seminary instructors, did not raise questions among
them, unlike the writings of the critic of the 1840s, whose appropriate-
ness for student reading they were prepared to debate.

In 1869, auditor S.V. Kersky, who had previously paid no attention to
Belinsky and Dobrolyubov, “recommended” that the rector of the Perm
Seminary discuss with the board the question of the works by these au-
thors that he had found in the student library: “whether such works
can safely remain in circulation among the students™’. The change in
his attitude toward the critics’ articles was probably prompted by the
discussion of audit reports within the Educational Committee, but it
is worth noting how mildly the recommendation was phrased in this
case. On S.V. Kersky’s report, the Chief Procurator of the Holy Synod,
D.A. Tolstoy, left an unequivocal comment: “There is nothing to discuss;
simply order that they be transferred to the reference library and not

748, The Educational Committee was then left only to

issued to students
include this remark in the list of resolutions adopted on the results of
the audit®.

Apparently, even later the works of V.G. Belinsky did not seem as
dangerous to members of the Educational Committee as they did to the
Chief Procurator. For example, in 1874 the Educational Committee con-
sidered admitting K. Petrov’s Russian Historical Reader (1873) for use in
seminaries as a teaching aid. It contained three quotations from V.G. Be-
linsky and references to his works as commentary. The Educational
Committee found “nothing particular” in the quotations and approved
the reader™. It may therefore be assumed that D.A. Tolstoy’s personal

opinion played a decisive role in the circular prohibition of Belinsky

% HenapoxomoB V.A. O pesusmum ACTpaxaHCKOM CEMMHAPUU Y TAMOLIHETO AY-

xoBHOTO yananiyga (8 pespase 1868 r.). CI6., 1868. C. 12.

Kepcxuii C.B. ITpeobpasosanmne AyXOBHO-yIeOHbIX 3aBepeHMN [ lepmckont emap-
xun (8 1869 r.). CI'16, 1871. C. 53.

% PIMA. @.802. 0. 9. 1869. A. 1. A. 22.

¥ Ibid. A. 31a.
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and Dobrolyubov, whereas Synodal officials generally preferred milder
methods of regulating reading, leaving teachers the autonomy envisaged
by the 1867 Statute.

The effectiveness of circular decrees was generally rather low, since
they reached the seminaries with delays, often just gathering dust in the
offices of diocesan bishops. Moreover, instructors at theological sem-
inaries, already burdened with other duties, had little time to under-
take a thorough review of their libraries. Thus, during the 1871 inspec-
tion of the Vyatka Seminary, LK. Zinchenko investigated the suicide
of a student in the middle division in December 1870. Although the
doctor who conducted the autopsy concluded that the seminarian had
taken his own life because of an “acute brain disorder,” the auditor de-
cided to examine the suicide victim’s “intellectual” and “moral” life. For
this purpose, he used the records of books issued from the student li-
brary, among which he found “books both empty and worthwhile, both
consistent with the aims of education and instruction in theological
educational institutions and inconsistent with them,” including works
by Belinsky’l. It is noteworthy that almost a year after the circular de-
cree of April 4, 1870, the collected works of the critic were still in the
student library, so the auditor was forced to request their removal along
with R. Owen’s A New View of Society; or, Essays on the Principle of the
Formation of the Human Character, PX. Shchebalsky’s Readings from
Russian History, EM. Dostoevsky’s Crime and Punishment, and V. Hugo’s
Les Misérables’®. Thus, the circular decree of the Chief Procurator of the
Holy Synod had remained unimplemented at the Vyatka Theological
Seminary for a full year, but no punishment followed; the only measure
taken was the auditor’s demand that the catalogue of books in the stu-
dent library finally be reviewed.

In 1872, Belinsky’s works were still in the student library of the Orel
Seminary, although the rector claimed that they were not issued to stu-
dents®®. The rector may well have been telling the truth in this case, but
the seminarians themselves admitted to the auditor that they borrowed

U Bunuenxo M.K. Oraer mo 0603peHMIO AYXOBHO-yIeOHBIX 3aBeAeHMI Bsrckoit

emapxun (1871 r.). C. 62.
52 Ibid. C. 37.

3 Kepckuii C.B. TlpeobpasoBaume AyxoBHO-yuebHBIX 3aBeaeHmit OPAOBCKOV
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Belinsky and Pisarev from the city’s public libraries®. Most likely, as in
the case of the Vologda seminarian who read Draper, they did not think
that such an admission could harm them — that is, they were unaware of
the prohibition on reading Belinsky.

The experience of prohibiting Belinsky’s works by D.A. Tolstoy’s cir-
cular decree demonstrates why combating undesirable literature through
direct prohibitions was futile, as was compiling any list of books at the
level of the Educational Committee. At the same time, the concern shown
by some seminary boards about the status of Belinsky’s works even before
Tolstoy’s decree demonstrates that control over reading was not always
a weak point requiring intervention by auditors from the capital. Partic-
ularly revealing is the case of the Podolia Seminary, where in December
1867 the board discovered the existence of an “organization” consisting
of four students engaged in distributing books “that shake the founda-
tions of Church and society and divert the younger generation from se-
rious preparation for future activity”. They turned out to be “hardened
activists” in the distribution of books on “geology, physiology, <..> the
question of the position of women in society, and the natural and so-
cial sciences in general”™. The auditor learned all these details on the
spot, since the rector’s report to the Synod for the 1867,/68 academic year

> Ibid. C. 52.
5 Bunuenxo M.K. Otuer o peBm3mm AyXOBHO-yIeOHBIX 3aBepeHMN [10AOABCKO
enapxmn 1871 ropa. CI'l6, 1872.C. 4.
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mentioned only that students “observed to have a penchant for reading
harmful books” had been invited to submit petitions for dismissal®®. Thus,
as in many other cases, seminary boards preferred to conceal problematic
situations, reporting the bare minimum of information to St. Petersburg
and creating the impression that they had not noticed them at all.

At a time when auditors of the Educational Committee had to deal
with “harmful” books virtually by hand, their reports could have served
as guidelines for seminary boards and instructors. Printed versions of
the reports, after being discussed by the Educational Committee, were
circulated to seminaries and diocesan heads precisely for this purpose’’.
Although references to the reports do indeed occur in the records of sem-
inary boards, there is insufficient evidence to assess the effectiveness of
this measure. Thus, among the records of the Simbirsk Seminary board
for 1870, IK. Zinchenko found an order from the rector instructing
members of the board to familiarize themselves with the reports, which
had been sent to them for the first time that February, and to discuss
what “could be applied” to the Simbirsk Seminary. As a result, none of
the teachers prepared a written document summarizing the recommen-
dations, and the meeting ended with a “verbal agreement of the assembly
to follow the auditors’ instructions in practice™s. In 1875, the report of
auditor S.I. Miropolsky contained an irritated comment concerning per-
sistent mistakes in the organization of written assignments: “The ques-
tion of compositions <..> has long since been explained in detail and
thoroughly in the auditors’ reports. This means that our reports are either
not read here, or they do not wish to take them into consideration and
use them as guidance. But it is tiresome and wearisome to repeat the same
thing over and over”. This emotional exclamation could be applied to
many other aspects of seminary life that auditors attempted to correct.

In the case of students’ reading of undesirable literature and the lack
of control over books on the part of instructors, the problem itself was

3% PTA. ©. 802. Om. 9. Otuersr. Pazaea 1. A, 61. A. 16.
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not identified by the auditors immediately. In fact, between 1867 and
1870, the auditing reports mention only Draper and Belinsky. The turn-
ing point came with LK. Zinchenko’s inspections in late 1870 and early
1871. In five of the six seminaries he visited — the Kursk, Chernigov,
Vyatka, Kazan, and Podolia seminaries — problems were identified with
the composition of the libraries and the “tendency” of the students. In his
report on the Volhynia Seminary, the auditor even considered it neces-
sary to state: “I did not find in the student library of the Volhynia Sem-
inary any books in direct contradiction to the task of seminary educa-
tion and upbringing, unless novels are counted as such”. This contrasts
sharply with the reports of S.I. Lebedev, who was inspecting nine other
dioceses at the same time: only in his report on the Kaluga Seminary did
he mention a purge of the student library undertaken by the teachers
themselves. Of ten publications deemed “unsuitable” for seminarians to
read, some were transferred to the reference library — D.G. Lewis’s Histo-
ry of Philosophy and The Physiology of Common Life — while others were
prohibited from being issued: P.K. Shchebalsky’s Readings from Russian
History, DMM. Shchepkin’s On the Sources and Forms of Russian Mythology
(1859—1861), and Microcosm: Thoughts on the Natural and Microcosmus:
an essay concerning man and bis relation to the world by Lotze (1867)°.
In his latest report on the inspection of the Kazan Seminary,
IK. Zinchenko referred to his experience inspecting the Chernigov,
Kursk, and Vyatka seminaries to conclude that the problem of “the pur-
poseless, and sometimes harmful, reading by seminary students of books
unrelated to their classwork” was widespread, and that instructors had no
“full possibility” of eliminating it*.. Zinchenko’s observations produced
two results. First, his colleagues on the Educational Committee began
to monitor undesirable reading more closely, as comments concerning
books appeared increasingly often in auditors’ reports from this point
onward. Second, in 1872 the Educational Committee deemed it neces-
sary to develop mandatory Rudes Concerning the Acquisition of Books for

0 Sunuenxo M.K. Orger 1o 0603peHUIO AYXOBHO-YIeOHBIX 3aBeAeHMI1 BoabHCKOM

enapxun (1871 r.). CI'l6,, 1872. C. 82.
Aebede C.. O pesmanm KaaysKCKOmM ceMmMHAPUIM 11 AYXOBHOTO yamaniya (B Ae-
kabpe 1871 roaa). CI16., 1872.C. 7.

unuenxo M.K. Oruer 0 peBmsmm AYXOBHO-YIeOHBIX 3aBepeHMI KasaHckomn
enapxmn 1871 ropa. CI'T6, 1872. C. 38.
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Student Libraries and the Procedure for Their Reading by Students, thereby
moving against the spirit of the 1867 Statute and intervening in an area
that the seminaries themselves were supposed to control. Referring to
the auditors’ reports, the Educational Committee stated the problem ex-
plicitly: students “frequently read books that correspond neither to their
age nor to their understanding, nor, in general, to the aims of theological
education and upbringing,” while teachers “do not pay due attention to
this matter and sometimes order books for student libraries without first
familiarizing themselves with their content and tendency.” The boards
were instructed to review the books in their student libraries, not to pur-
chase books “whose contents are unknown to the administrative authori-
ties and instructors,” and to place students’ visits to public libraries under
the supervision of the inspectorate®.

As with the 1870 circular decree, the implementation of these rules
depended on the situation in each particular diocese. For example, at the
Novgorod Seminary, the catalogues of the student library were reviewed
immediately after the Synod’s decree, but no “harmful” books were found
there®. At the Kharkov Seminary in 1874, I. K. Zinchenko discovered
that although the board had instructed the teachers as early as 1872 to
“immediately review the books available in the student library <..>,
nothing has yet been done by the instructors.” The auditor found in the
student library the journals Delo, Sovremennik, and Vestnik Evropy, “nov-
els by Spielhagen published by Delo, Auerbach, as well as Schweizer’s
Emma”®. The degree to which the Synod’s directives were actually imple-
mented and the presence of “harmful” books in the library are, in both
cases, logically correlated.

The analysis of the introduction of restrictions on the reading of cer-
tain literature by students of Orthodox theological seminaries reveals the
bureaucratic processes within the ecclesiastical administration during
the first years after the beginning of the reform of theological education.
The principle of broad autonomy for seminary boards embodied in the
1867 Statute, under which they were expected to resolve independently

3 PIMA. ®.797.0m. 42.1 ota. 2 ctoa. A, 56. A. 3 06.
64 Aebede6 C.M. O peBmsum AyxoBHO-yueOHBIX 3aBepermii B Hosropope
(8 1873 roay). Oruer. CI16,, 1874.C. 7.

5 Bunuenxo M.K. Otyer 0 peBusun AYyXOBHO-yUeOHBIX 3aBEACHMI XaPbKOBCKOM
emapxun (1874 r.). CI16,, 1875.C. 17.
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numerous issues concerning the internal life of their educational institu-
tions, inevitably encountered difficulties in practice. Some teachers went
too far in their pedagogical experiments, while others did not wish to
exercise this autonomy at all, waiting instead for instructions from St. Pe-
tersburg. In the case of book prohibitions, there was no consistent under-
standing of what could be considered “harmful” or “inconsistent with the
aims of theological education,” even among members of the Education-
al Committee, let alone among teachers. If the anti-religious character
of a particular work was not always easy for instructors to determine —
especially since they lacked the time and opportunity to keep track of
every new publication on the book market — then “anti-social” works
of the late 1860s and early 1870s remained even further beyond their
attention. It cannot be said that the problem was completely ignored by
seminary boards. The situation in each educational institution depended
on numerous factors, although the decisive factor was the position of the
rector and board members concerning the control of students’ reading.
For its part, the Educational Committee, whose members did not imme-
diately grasp the seriousness of the problem, employed various means
to address it during the first years after the reform. The degree of direct
intervention by the Synod through circular decrees increased as audi-
tors repeatedly encountered the same “harmful” books and gradually
lost faith in the autonomy of seminary boards or in printed reports as an
effective form of governance in theological education. Even Synodal cir-
cular decrees could, for various reasons, be ignored locally. Thus, despite
the severe punishments imposed on theological seminary students for
reading prohibited books, this area continued to remain a sphere of un-
certainty for both students and teachers, ultimately producing cases like
the one described in the journal Vperyod!: neither the seminarians nor
the inspectorate could have suspected that they were reading a “harmful”

book.
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Abstract

The article examines the mechanisms governing the guardianship of
Grand Duke Nikolai Konstantinovich from 1874 to 1881. From the
moment the Grand Duke was declared mentally ill — as a consequence
of his theft of his mother Grand Duchess Alexandra losifovna’s dia-
monds — until his being sent to Tashkent for permanent residence, the
imperial family and government officials were compelled to address the
problem posed by this unprecedented scandal. Acting under extraordi-
nary circumstances, officials themselves had to develop new rules, with-
out precedent, governing Nikolai Konstantinovich’s life. These ranged
from instructions for the successive chief administrators — E.A. Ukh-
tomsky, KK. Vitkovsky, and N.Ya. Rostovtsev — to procedures regulating
interaction between Minister of the Imperial Court A.V. Adlerberg and
the Third Section. Drawing on archival materials from the State Archive
of the Russian Federation and the Russian State Historical Archive, the
article analyses the complex system of guardianship administration that
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emerged from the interaction of numerous factors and actors, ranging
from Emperor Alexander II and Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich
to gendarmes and court physicians. Two principles operated within this
system: familialism and bureaucratisation, as well as formal and infor-
mal ties, which alternately intersected, complemented, and neutralised
one another. Throughout the period under consideration, however, the
influence of “pre-modern” administrative practices steadily declined,
giving way to the formalisation and institutionalisation of supervision.
Using this case as an example, the article demonstrates the specific ways
and mechanisms through which grand-ducal households interacted
with the imperial bureaucracy in the second half of the nineteenth cen-
tury and traces the evolution of these mechanisms from purely person-
al arrangements towards more systematic forms of control.
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The corporation of grand dukes and the bureaucracy

In the second half of the nineteenth century, the number of represen-
tatives of the Romanov dynasty increased substantially. Whereas in the
Nicholas I era the imperial family was limited to the emperor, his consort,
and their sons, at the beginning of the new reign the Romanovs com-
prised several branches. At the same time, the imperial family remained
the most closed “corporation” in the state. The American scholar A. Rie-
ber identified the emergence of the institution of the grand dukes, which
became incorporated into the administrative structure of the empire!,
as one of the distinguishing features of the era of the Great Reforms.
The patrimonial character of autocratic rule gradually began to change,
creating a complex configuration of interconnected structures and inter-
acting actors.

Young grand dukes, raised in an atmosphere of permissiveness, occu-
pied a “borderline” position within the social hierarchy. On the one hand,
they were separated from the emperor, his wife, and their children. Being
far removed from the throne by a long line of potential heirs, the grand
dukes were compelled either to perform representative functions or to
find a narrow sphere of activity for themselves. Traditional occupations
considered appropriate for members of the imperial family were largely
confined to the military sphere, which in practice meant the Navy or the
Guards. While their fathers could still assist Alexander II in governing
the empire, the numerous Konstantinovichi, Nikolaevichi, and Mikhai-
lovichi were unable to find a suitable place for themselves within the im-
perial hierarchy. There were very few positions comparable, for example,
to that of viceroy in the Caucasus or Poland, while competition among
the different branches of the dynasty further exacerbated the situation.

On the other hand, young grand dukes were closely connected with
the empire’s high aristocracy, which lived according to its own rules and
moral codes. As they grew older and found themselves unable to become
part of the administrative elite, their way of life increasingly came to be
shaped by the unwritten rules of high society. The further this integration

U Pubep A. I'pynnossie muTepecs B 6oprbe Bokpyr Beankux pedpopm // Bean-

kne pedopmsr B Poceun. 1857—1874 / Tlop pea. AT. 3axaposoit, B. Dxaoda,
Ask. Bymaeasa. M. M3p-so MI'Y, 1992. C. 44.
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progressed, the more scandalous the behaviour of the grand dukes be-
came?.

As a rule, such excesses involved violations of public morality: ex-
tramarital children, mistresses and morganatic wives, and suspicions of
homosexuality. Although open discussion in society of intimate life be-
yond the marital bedroom was considered unacceptable’, many details
from the biographies of members of the imperial family became subjects
of conversation and rumour.

Responsibility for resolving the problems that arose fell not only
upon the emperor as the head of a vast family, but also upon a special-
ized institution — the Ministry of the Imperial Court, headed by Minister
AV. Adlerberg. The case that occurred in 1874 was unique among the
scandals involving members of ruling dynasties. It was the first scandal in
the history of the family that was not connected with a violation of mor-
al norms but with a criminal offense; it occurred in the family of Grand
Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich. In April 1874, the disappearance of the
diamonds belonging to Grand Duchess Alexandra losifovna was discov-
ered at the Marble Palace. It was established that her son, Grand Duke
Nikolai Konstantinovich, was implicated in the theft. The investigation
was conducted under the recently introduced judicial statutes. The stan-
dardized procedure, which included investigation, inquiry, confrontation,
and detention, was reproduced in this case as well. Thus, unlike “ordi-
nary’ violations of moral norms, the extraordinary nature of the situation
was connected specifically with the status of the incident: a member of the
House of Romanov had been involved in a criminal offense.

The case, however, soon ceased to be treated as a criminal matter,
and six months later Grand Duke Nikolai Konstantinovich was declared
mentally ill and placed under guardianship. The medicalization of the
deed made it possible to remove him from the scope of post-Reform crim-
inal proceedings without, at the same time, disavowing the judicial reform
itself. Although the question of criminal prosecution of a member of the
dynasty had been resolved, another problem arose, connected with the
grand duke’s new status. The situation in which Nikolai Konstantinovich

2 Aoaburo6 M.A. Kusub TBopmmoro pomana: OT aBaHTEKCTA K KOHTEKCTY «AHHbI

Kapennuorn». M.: Hosoe anteparypuoe obospenne, 2023. C. 17.

3 Gay P. The Bourgeois Experience: Victoria to Freud. Vol. 2: The tender passion.

New York: Oxford University Press, 1986. P. 125—127.
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Grand Duke Nikolai Konstantinovich. 1860s.
From open sources

found himself proved unprecedented not only for high society and the
imperial family, but also for the large body of officials connected with the
imperial household, who now had to regulate the situation by familiar —
or not entirely familiar — means.

Beginning in December 1874, Nikolai Konstantinovich was sent to
various secluded places throughout the empire, where, however, he did
not remain for long. The scandals that arose compelled the imperial fam-
ily and officials to choose a new place of residence for him, but the one
constant requirement was that it be far from the capital. In the autumn of
1881, the grand duke was sent to Tashkent, where he lived for the rest of
his life. Under these circumstances, the officials no longer had to devise
new measures of control.

This case has already been examined in the historiography, but his-
torians have focused on individual periods of Nikolai Konstantinovich’s
life. a number of studies are descriptive in nature and contain inaccu-
racies in their reconstruction of events*. None of the earlier works ex-

* Bumun M.I1. «3abprrert» Beanmkmi xkusu3b // Borpocst meropum. 2002, Ne 10.

C. 131-139; KpacroxoB P.I. Beankun xusa3p Huxoaan Koucrantmnuosma: Ombrr
6uorpadun // M3 raybuns: Bpemen. Boim. 3. CI16.: [ToaTopaxk, 1994. C. 106—123.
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amined the complex system of interactions among the principal actors
involved in the scandal.

Meanwhile, as this article will demonstrate, the case brought togeth-
er two principles: “familialism” and “bureaucratization”. By “familial-
ism,” I mean a set of mechanisms for regulating the everyday life and
behaviour of members of the imperial family, based on premodern ad-
ministrative practices that cannot, however, be reduced to the typological
concept of “patrimonialism”. “Familialism,” in other words, was a means
of resolving conflicts and their consequences within a narrow circle of
relatives (members of the dynasty), associates, and trusted individuals.
By “bureaucratization,” I mean the process of introducing bureaucratic
administration into the grand-ducal households, a process driven by the
growing number of members of the House of Romanov, the extensive
reform of the administrative system, and the increasingly important role

of officials.

“Family matters”: the monarch’s will and the Third Section

The grand duke-related scandal was regarded as politically significant,
yet at the same time it was a “family matter”. The emperor viewed Nikolai
Konstantinovich’s act as a “dishonour to the entire family,” in the words
of EM. Dolgorukova in one of her letters to the emperor’. The disgrace
brought upon his nephew could also reflect upon the sovereign as the
head of a large family. Conversely, the perception of Alexander as a poor
family man could lead to his discrediting as a monarch®.

Alexander II's pattern of behaviour throughout all seven years
was dual and contradictory. He experienced what had happened to his
nephew very painfully, regarding it as a family tragedy, yet at the same
time most of the decisions had to be made by the imperial bureaucracy.
D.A. Milyutin recorded in his diary: “Among other things, the sovereign
was deeply distressed the other day by the unexpected, almost incredible

> EM. Dolgorukova to Alexander II. 8 April 1874 // TA PO. ®. 678. Om. 2.
A, 166. A. 33.
¢ Wortman R. The Russian Imperial Family as Symbol // Russian Monarchy:

Representation and Rule. Collected Articles. Boston: Academic Studies Press,
2013.P. 112.
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Grand Duke Nikolai Konstantinovich. 1873.
From open sources

discovery of a thief within the imperial family itselfl”” According to his
notes, the emperor’s face showed “signs of an agitated state and even trac-
es of tears’™.

In a letter dated April 16 (six days after the person responsible for
the theft had been discovered), Alexander II wrote to E.M. Dolgorukova
that reaching a decision “concerning the fate of this dandy (gandin), and
on the eve of my departure, is no easy matter’. Alexander II carefully
read the physicians’ medical reports. The results of the very first exam-
ination only strengthened his conviction that his nephew was insane.
On April 23, 1874, he informed Dolgorukova that the mood of Alexandra
losifovna, Konstantin Nikolaevich, and himself had noticeably improved
because the physicians had declared that Nikolai Konstantinovich was
developing insanity, which had caused his act: “Although it is certainly
sad when there is abnormality in the family, it is nevertheless preferable
to seeing theft”’. Alexander finally became convinced that he was right

7 Munomun A.A. AseBHUK reHepas-peabamapruasa rpada Amurpus Asekcee-

Buya Mmarornna. 1873—1875. M.: POCCIT®H, 2008. C. 118.

8 Ibid.

?  EM. Dolgorukova to Alexander II. 16 April 1874 // TA P®. ®. 678. Om. 2.
A 74. . 42.

10 EM. Dolgorukova to Alexander I1. 23 April 1874 // Ibid. A. 54—54 06.
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on September 12, after reading a new medical report in which the psychi-
atrists who had examined the grand duke expressed complete certainty
that he was insane!!.

In December 1874, Grand Duke Nikolai Konstantinovich was de-
clared mentally ill, and guardianship was established over both his per-
son and his property. Under the laws of the Russian Empire, the guard-
ian of a mentally ill person could be his closest relative, and this role was
assigned to Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich. At the same time, be-
cause of Nikolai Konstantinovich’s status, the situation lacked standard-
ized mechanisms of guardianship. Nikolai Konstantinovich was exiled
from the capital, and responsibility for his life was entrusted to a small
staff of officials and physicians, the principal among them being the
chief administrator. The grand duke was expected to live in seclusion far
from the capital and undergo treatment for his “mental illness™2. Phy-
sicians and officials were required to send reports and medical bulletins
to St. Petersburg in order to maintain continuous oversight of devel-
opments. These documents were received by Minister of the Imperial
Court Adlerberg, who brought them to the monarch’s attention?®.

The emperor received most of the information about his nephew’s
life from two sources. The first consisted of official reports and medical
bulletins sent to the Minister of the Court. The second consisted of re-
ports from the gendarmes.

The reports of the Third Section show that surveillance extended be-
yond Nikolai Konstantinovich himself. Officers of the Separate Corps of
Gendarmes included in their reports information about everything that
was taking place, including details concerning the conduct of the chief
administrators, their assistants, and physicians. In one such report, dated
May 5, 1875, the gendarme Grigory Kremenetsky gave an unfavourable
assessment of Chief Administrator Ukhtomsky and his assistant, Major
N. Bolshev: “As I have had occasion to observe from his treatment of the
Grand Duke and from rumours, Prince Ukhtomsky and Bolshev have an

11 Medical opinion on the health of Grand Duke Nikolai Konstantinovich //
Ibid. ®. 664.Om. 1. A. 35. A. 9.

12 Draft instructions for Dr. Chekhov. 24 April 1875 // PTUA. ®. 435. Om. 1.
A 5. A 221-228.

13 AV. Adlerberg to E.A. Ukhtomsky. 29 December 1874 // PTA. ®.435.0m. 1.
A, 6. A. 56.
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unfavourable influence on His Highness and do not correspond to the
purpose for which they have been placed with him. The former, as ru-
mour has it, having long harboured antipathy toward His Highness and
now taking advantage of the authorianship (sic!) entrusted to him over
the sick man, exaggerates any mistake made by the patient and makes
accusations against him”,

In essence, the officers of the Third Section'® became Alexander II's
personal agents. This system enabled the emperor to monitor the situa-
tion surrounding the guardianship. Within the nuanced system of com-
peting personal interests, the officers found themselves opposed to the
trusted associates of Konstantin Nikolaevich, whom I will discuss below.
Conflicts between the chief administrator and the gendarme sent to su-
pervise him occurred quite frequently. In such cases, the emperor sided
with the officials of his own chancellery.

Alexander II's position on matters concerning the grand duke re-
mained contradictory throughout the seven years. P.A. Valuev left per-
haps the most precise assessment of the situation, recording in his diary
on March 2, 1876: “In the evening, a meeting at Count Adlerberg’s con-
cerning further measures with regard to Grand Duke Nikolai Konstanti-
novich. The same hiatus (gap) between words and deeds. <..> Alongside
this, I remain astonished by the faith placed in the practical significance
and power of other forms of the written word. As though it had occurred
to no one to recall and compare what had happened with what it had
actually produced”®. The emperor, however, did not notice these con-
tradictions, shifting the blame onto others. Nevertheless, it was precisely
within the close circle of relatives and trusted physicians, including court
physicians, that the decision was made to medicalize Nikolai Konstanti-
novich’s act. This became the starting point for the bureaucratization of
the entire administration of his guardianship. In his attempts to remain
informed about the situation, the emperor relied on the Personal Chan-
cellery established during his father’s reign.

" Linguistic errors and inconsistencies in the proposals have been retained.

Report by G. Kremenetsky, 5 May 1875 // TA PO. ®. 109. Om. 3a. A. 2619.
A 311-312.

From August 1880: Department of State Police under the Ministry of Internal
Affairs.
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Chief administrator: a web of informal relations

A special position was created to supervise the grand duke, known as the
“chief administrator”. In European clinical psychiatry, a position of chief
superintendent had existed since the 1830s, and it appears that the Rus-
sian title glavny rasporyaditel was simply a calque of this term. Although
in England and the United States the position was usually held by a doc-
tor, typically the head physician of a hospital, this was not an essential
requirement, since the superintendent’s principal functions were admin-
istrative. His duties included drafting documents, preparing reports, and
maintaining communication with the administration. In the case under
consideration, the position of chief administrator was successively as-
signed to men close to Nikolai Konstantinovich’s family — career military
officers who had no relevant experience: EA. Ukhtomsky (December 9,
1874—June 4, 1875), KK. Vitkovsky (June 5, 1875—May 14, 1877), and
N.Ya. Rostovtsev (May 15, 1877—January 4, 1881).

It was precisely the chief administrators who became “agents” of
Konstantin Nikolaevich’s influence, as he, according to Milyutin’s dia-
ry entry, sought to restore “his son’s reputation and return him to his
former official position”. His personal connections with Ukhtomsky,
Vitkovsky, and Rostovtsev enabled Konstantin Nikolaevich to influence
not only the situation itself but also the way it appeared in the capital. Es-
per Alexeevich Ukhtomsky was a naval officer who had served for a long
time as Konstantin Nikolaevich’s aide-de-camp'®, so his appointment is
hardly surprising. To deal with such a delicate matter as supervising Ni-
kolai Konstantinovich, a person already admitted into the grand duke’s
family circle was required. On December 9, 1874, AV. Adlerberg sent
Ukhtomsky a confidential letter informing him that he was being as-
signed to Nikolai Konstantinovich “as a trusted person and administrator
responsible for arranging His Highness’s stay in Oreanda,” at Konstantin
Nikolaevich’s palace in Crimea®.

7 Munromun A.A. Anesauk. C. 190.

18 Apcenvel A.C. M3 satmmcok aamupana A,.C. Apcensesa // Pyccxkun apxus. 1910.
Ne 11. C. 410.

19 AV. Adlerberg to E.A. Ukhtomsky. 11 December 1874 // PTA. ®.435.0m. 1.
A. 5. A. 187—187 06.
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Already in the first paragraph of the instructions drawn up by the
Minister of the Imperial Court, Ukhtomsky was described as “entrust-
ed with a special imperial confidence™. His appointment was approved
by the emperor and Konstantin Nikolaevich, and had been agreed upon
with Ukhtomsky himself.

Adlerberg’s instructions vested the chief administrator with full
authority necessary to supervise Nikolai Konstantinovich, who was re-
quired to comply unconditionally with all of Ukhtomsky’s “orders and
demands”. The appointed physicians were likewise placed under the
chief administrator’s authority. At the institutional level, the local au-
thorities were required to assist Ukhtomsky. The term “local authorities”
encompassed both institutions subordinate to the Ministry of Internal
Affairs and provincial gendarmerie administrations?!. The authors of
the instructions proceeded from general assumptions about the ways in
which emerging difficulties and conflicts should be resolved.

The bureaucrats and members of the imperial family found them-
selves trapped in a difficult situation: Nikolai Konstantinovich, having
been declared insane, was to be treated, yet his status required the de-
velopment of special rules governing his confinement and movements
throughout the country. In practice, this proved impossible. The in-
structions were vague and did not specify the concrete actions to be tak-
en by the chief administrator and his subordinates, which subsequently
created numerous problems for those involved in resolving the scandal.
Although the new, more detailed instructions issued to Vitkovsky** and
Rostovtsev? were considerably expanded, they still could not anticipate
all the problematic situations that arose over the course of seven years.

The Minister of the Court demanded that the bureaucrats observe
the instructions and physicians’ recommendations consistently and pre-
cisely. Konstantin Nikolaevich’s interference in the affairs of the chief
administrators was not always coordinated with Adlerberg. By virtue
of his position, Adlerberg could not prevent the grand duke from in-
fluencing the situation, since Konstantin Nikolaevich was officially the

20 Instructions for E.A. Ukhtomsky // PTMA. @.435.Om. 1. A, 5. A. 187 06.

21 E.A. Ukhtomsky to Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich. 20 April 1874 //
Ibid. A. 18 06.

22 Instructions for KK. Vitkovsky // PTUA. ®.435.Om. 1. A, 8. A. 156.

2 Instructions for N.Ya. Rostovtsev // PTA. . 435.0m. 1. A. 11. A. 1—1 06.
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guardian of the patient. For his part, the minister carried out his duties
in accordance with the law, the instructions, and imperial decisions. Ad-
lerberg served as the link between the emperor and the chief adminis-
trator. It was usually the latter whom he regarded as responsible for the
scandals that arose?. Observing the situation from the centre, the min-
ister did not know the actual state of affairs and demanded strict com-
pliance with official duties from the bureaucrats, which frequently led
to misunderstandings between the chief administrators and Adlerberg,

From the outset, Ukhtomsky communicated officially with Adler-
berg and unofficially with Konstantin Nikolaevich. Although, as guard-
ian, the latter had the right to receive information about his son’s life,
direct interaction between him and the chief administrator was not
regulated. By informing Konstantin about developments without going
through Adlerberg, Ukhtomsky could in this case have understood his
actions as part of his duties as an aide-de-camp, since no official or-
der had been issued removing him from the staff. The uncertainty sur-
rounding Ukhtomsky’s status created an additional source of tension
within the hierarchical structure of administration. Thus, for example,
when temporarily leaving his position, the chief administrator was re-
quired by the instructions to transfer his authority to the senior-rank-
ing officer among those guarding the patient®. Ukhtomsky, however,
asked Konstantin Nikolaevich for permission to violate this rule and
appoint Captain 1st Rank Greve as acting administrator, explaining
that Greve was “personally known to the General Admiral [Konstan-
tin Nikolaevich. — D.Ya.]"*. Having secured the grand duke’s support,
Ukhtomsky bypassed the rules for his own convenience, provoking Ad-
lerberg’s anger.

The people supervising Nikolai Konstantinovich in Oreanda had
not yet developed their own rules of conduct. In their daily supervision
of him, they allowed him considerable freedom, including visits to pub-
lic places and meetings with private individuals. The situation looked
different from the center: Adlerberg and the emperor considered the

2 AV. Adlerberg to KK. Vitkovsky. 21 September 1876 // TA P®. ®. 664. Om. 1.
A.36.A.1-1 06.

2 Instructions for E.A. Ukhtomsky // PTUA. @.435.Om. 1. A, 5. A. 188 06.

26 E.A. Ukhtomsky to Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich. 3 March 1875 //
Ibid. A. 305 06. — 306.
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patient’s relatively unrestricted daily routine unacceptable. Their con-
cerns were confirmed by the scandals caused by Nikolai Konstanti-
novich. Responsibility for all of this was placed on the chief adminis-
trator. It was precisely when Adlerberg was dissatisfied with him that
Ukhtomsky attempted to make use of his relationship of trust with
Konstantin Nikolaevich. In a lengthy letter to the grand duke dated
February 4, 1875, Ukhtomsky wrote not only about the events that
had taken place but also about his “feverish anxiety lest I make some
mistake”. Errors committed by the administrator could provoke the
emperor’s displeasure. Since Ukhtomsky interacted most frequently
with Adlerberg, he hoped for “His Highness’s protection” before the

[28, At the same time, according

minister rather than before Alexander I
to Ukhtomsky himself, his requests for protection were “timid,” and
he referred to Konstantin Nikolaevich as none other than his second
father”. In one telegram to the grand duke, Ukhtomsky described his
relations with the Minister of the Court, noting that he had “received
a dressing-down from St. Petersburg for a harmful and irregular life™.
No written evidence of the grand duke’s “intercession” has been found,
but the tone of Adlerberg’s later letters changed noticeably: there was
no longer any room for expressions of dissatisfaction; instead, they were
marked by pronounced indifference and coldness.

Ukhtomsky’s requests to be relieved of his duties as chief administra-
tor occupied a special place in the bureaucrats’ correspondence. The po-
sition seemed to Ukhtomsky exhausting and demanding both physical-
ly and emotionally. Living far from his family and the capital, he was cut
off from his accustomed life. Despite regular correspondence with the
General Admiral, Ukhtomsky no longer participated in the life of the
court or the naval administration, spending his time supervising the
patient. On the other hand, the position provided him with a number of
privileges, material benefits, and symbolic capital — the gratitude and

27 E.A. Ukhtomsky to Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich. 4 February 1875 //
Ibid. A. 269 06.

28 Ibid.

2 E.A. Ukhtomsky to Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich. 2 May 1875 // Ibid.
A. 398.

30 E.A. Ukhtomsky to Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich. 1 March 1875 //
Ibid. A. 297.
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favor of the imperial family. He sought to secure his resignation both
through Adlerberg® and through Konstantin Nikolaevich. Given that
the final decision nevertheless rested with the emperor, Ukhtomsky re-
garded the grand duke as someone capable of influencing Alexander II.
From 1875 onward, reports began to mention the poor health either of
Ukhtomsky himself or of other persons surrounding Nikolai Konstan-
tinovich. Although the climatic conditions of Yalta contributed to the
deterioration of the health of some bureaucrats and officers, according
to Ukhtomsky they did not complain that they were serving “my Father
[ie, Ukhtomsky’s. — D.Ya.] and his Son"2 Konstantin Nikolaevich at-
tempted to persuade his own aide-de-camp to continue performing his
duties: “<..> you must remain chief administrator, because all the re-
sponsibility rests on you?. For Ukhtomsky, the principal incentive was
the prospect of material well-being and the grand duke’s favor.

Konstantin Nikolaevich protected his aide-de-camp from Adler-
berg’s displeasure and, consequently, from the emperor’s anger; in re-
turn, he received information about what was happening and personal
loyalty expressed through the direct performance of the duties of chief
administrator. When Ukhtomsky decided to relinquish his authority,
Konstantin Nikolaevich did not object. Although Ukhtomsky failed
to live up to the grand duke’s expectations, he nevertheless remained
among his close associates, and the question of his material well-being
was resolved*.

When selecting a new chief administrator, the principal require-
ment was personal loyalty to the imperial family. In a confidential tele-
gram to Ukhtomsky, Konstantin Nikolaevich described the difficulty of
finding a replacement: “<..> I have been racking my brains for about
a month already...”?> With the emperor’s approval, KK. Vitkovsky, the

1 Report by E.A. Ukhtomsky. 2 May 1875 // Ibid. A. 393 06.

32 E.A. Ukhtomsky to Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich. 3 March 1875 //
Ibid. A. 299.

3% Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich to E.A. Ukhtomsky. 6 May 1875 //
PIA. ©.435.0m. 1. A, 6. A. 13.

3 E.A. Ukhtomsky to E.E. Ukhtomsky, 4 June 1878 // PTMA. ®. 1072. Om. 2.
A.489. A. 3.

35 Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich to E.A. Ukhtomsky. 6 May 1875 //
PIA. ©.435.0m. 1. A, 6. A. 21.
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mayor of Warsaw, was appointed to the position at the age of fifty-seven.
Konstantin Nikolaevich had known him since his tenure as viceroy in
Poland. An additional criterion in favour of his candidacy was his experi-
ence both as an administrator and as a courtier. “He has fully understood,
even guessed, the requirements of the sovereign, of myself, and of the
doctors, and I have every hope that he will succeed in carrying them out
properly¢. Thus, Vitkovsky was an acceptable candidate for both Alex-
ander II and Konstantin Nikolaevich.

Only a few days after the new administrator assumed office, Konstan-
tin wrote to him in a personal letter: “I sincerely thank you for your letter
and report, which confirm me in my conviction that I was not mistaken
in appealing to your devotion to me™’. Despite the favour of the emperor
and Konstantin Nikolaevich, Vitkovsky’s immediate superior remained
Adlerberg. In his first report to the minister, he noted that he had served
“faithfully and truly” the imperial house and Russia for thirty-nine
years®, which enabled him to establish a relationship of trust with his
immediate superior.

Although Vitkovsky was not Konstantin Nikolaevich’s aide-de-camp,
he too took advantage of the opportunity to derive benefits from infor-
mal communication with him. His requests concerned appointments in
the civil service, which the grand duke could help facilitate®. Vitkovsky
explained his letters by referring to the unlimited favours Konstantin
Nikolaevich had shown him. As can be seen, the same formula of infor-
mal relations between the chief administrator and Konstantin that had
emerged during the first year of the scandal was repeated. Each obtained
something from the relationship: on the one hand, loyalty and informa-
tion; on the other, the achievement of personal objectives.

It was understood that the official reports were read by the emperor,
a fact known to all those involved, and therefore all official information
passed through the administrator’s internal censorship. In some cases,

3¢ Tbid. A. 21 06.

7 KK Vitkovsky to Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich. 17 June 1875 //
PIMA. ®.435.0m. 1. A. 8. A. 29.

38 Report by KK. Vitkovsky // Ibid. A. 19.

3 KK Vitkovsky to Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich. 6 September 1875 //
Ibid. A. 101 06.; KK. Vitkovsky to Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich,
15 July and 9 August 1876 // Ibid. A. 233, 260.
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Vitkovsky attempted to circumvent this standardized bureaucratic pro-
cedure, seeking a protector in Adlerberg himself, though now against
the emperor rather than against the Minister of the Court, as had been
the case with Ukhtomsky. This strategy is particularly evident during
the crisis at the end of 1875, when it was discovered that A.A. Demi-
dova, one of Nikolai Konstantinovich’s mistresses, had given birth to
a child. In a lengthy letter to Konstantin Nikolaevich, Vitkovsky report-
ed that “the matter had been settled without publicity,” adding that the
incident was not described in any of the reports, including the week-
ly medical report, except in a confidential letter to Adlerberg®. Bal-
ancing between the minister and the grand duke, Vitkovsky perceived
the emperor as a particular threat to his position. Vitkovsky’s informal
confidential letters, addressed alternately to Adlerberg and Konstantin
Nikolaevich, helped him “stay afloat,” preserving the confidence and
favour. Vitkovsky was dismissed at his own request on account of poor
health and also because of the need to move the “high-ranking patient”
to a new location — to Orenburg.

N.Ya. Rostovtsev was appointed as the new chief administrator. His
selection was probably motivated by two considerations. First, the Ros-
tovtsev family enjoyed the favour of the imperial family. It should be
recalled that Nikolai Yakovlevich’s father, Yakov Ivanovich Rostovtsev,
was a trusted associate of Nicholas I after the events on Senate Square
on December 14, 1825, when Rostovtsev “informed” on the conspira-
tors. During the new reign, he was entrusted with chairing the Editorial
Commissions in which the draft of the peasant reform was discussed. The
second reason for Rostovtsev’s appointment was his personal acquain-
tance with Nikolai Konstantinovich, which appears to have been the
more important factor in this case. The appointment should be regarded
as the result of lobbying by Konstantin Nikolaevich. The grand duke
trusted the new chief administrator more than the emperor himself,
who had been displeased by N.Ya. Rostovtsev’s trip to London to visit
Al Herzen, interpreting it as an act of opposition*!. Although Konstan-
tin Nikolaevich attempted once again to establish a relationship of trust

4 K K. Vitkovsky to Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich. 12 December 1875 //
Ibid. A. 144.

1 BozdanoBux A. Tpu nmocaepnnx camopepskya. M. A Mapa-so AA. Openxean,
1924.C. 19.
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with the chief administrator*?, primarily in order to influence the course
of events, Alexander II’s resistance and opinion proved much stronger.

Rostovtsev’s position differed substantially from that of his pre-
decessors. The grand duke was sent to Orenburg not simply to reside
there but to serve under Governor-General N.A. Kryzhanovsky. a spe-
cial set of instructions was drawn up for him, which in effect deprived
Rostovtsev of some of his authority and, in certain situations, explicit-
ly placed Kryzhanovsky above the administrator. Thus, if Rostovtsev
made mistakes, the governor-general had the right to “explain them
to him” and then report what had occurred to Adlerberg®. Rostovtsev
was fully responsible only for the grand duke’s domestic life, whereas
Nikolai Konstantinovich’s movements within the governorate, and his
meetings with local society now had to be coordinated with the military
administration**.

By this time, the system of guardianship administration had changed
substantially. Konstantin Nikolaevich’s influence had become more
tangible. On several occasions, his agents helped Rostovtsev resolve dif-
ficult conflicts. Thus, for example, PN. Keppen, the grand duke’s aide-
de-camp, helped Nikolai Konstantinovich obtain permission to partic-
ipate in a scientific expedition to Central Asia*’. He acted as a mediator
between the emperor, Kryzhanovsky, and Konstantin Nikolaevich. The
substantial relaxation of the emperor’s guardianship was a major suc-
cess for the grand dukes and potentially the first step toward restoring
Nikolai Konstantinovich’s rights. The chief administrator himself was
incapable of securing this outcome: he was too far away, and such re-
quests fell outside the scope of his authority*. In any event, the number

4 Evidence of the Grand Duke’s preliminary meeting with Rostovtsev is
provided by the latter’s letter to Konstantin, which reads: “Your Imperial
Highness knows what views I held when I went to Tivrovo, and you surely
have no doubt, I am certain, that I shall stand by them”. N.Ya. Rostovtsev
to Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich. 16 May 1877 // PTUA. ®. 435.
Om. 1. A. 11. A. 107 06.

# Instructions for N.A. Kryzhanovsky // Ibid. A. 10 06.

4 Ibid. A. 9—11 o6.

45 Grand DukeNikolai Konstantinovich to Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich.

23 June 1879 // Ibid. A. 220.
% N.Ya. Rostovtsev to Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich. 3 July 1879 // Ibid.
A.226.
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of Konstantin Nikolaevich’s “own people” increased, and they began
handling both urgent matters, as Keppen did, and routine guardianship
affairs: Konstantin Possiet, an aide-de-camp, was responsible for prepa-
rations for the relatives of the “high-ranking patient” to meet with him
in Tver?. The chief administrator was no longer the sole conduit of the
“august father’s” will.

At the beginning of 1881, Rostovtsev lost his position. The reason
for his dismissal was the emperor’s dissatisfaction with the adminis-
trator’s repeated mistakes. The emperor’s position coincided with that
of Konstantin Nikolaevich. Rostovtsev, who had long been the grand
duke’s trusted associate, lost this important resource. In a letter to Ad-
lerberg, the grand duke urged the minister to replace the chief admin-
istrator immediately: “You told me verbally, my dear Alexander Vlad-
imirovich, on New Year’s Day itself, that the sovereign had agreed to
recall Count Rostovtsev from Nikola and temporarily replace him with
Keppen. That same day I informed Keppen of this. But to this day he
cannot leave for Pustynka because, having no document in his hands,
it is impossible for him simply to tell Rostovtsev verbally that he is dis-
missed and that he, Keppen, is replacing him. Meanwhile, there is no
time to wait, and I told you in our last conversation <..> that I am
afraid of every additional twenty-four hours that Rostovtsev remains
with Nikola, because their relationship has become far too strained™?.
Keppen, who by that time had already been informally involved in the
administration of the guardianship, temporarily assumed the position.
Rostovtsev, meanwhile, was left without a position and remained for
a long time in a state of uncertainty. Until September 1881, when Ni-
kolai Konstantinovich was finally settled in Tashkent, the functions of
chief administrator were performed simultaneously by several people:
gendarmes and officials of the court offices of Konstantin Nikolaevich
and Alexandra losifovna.

The administrative practices centred on the chief administrator
failed to develop into a separate institution; the personality of the in-
dividual appointed to the position remained decisive. From the outset,

47 KN. Posiet to N.A. Somov. 31 December 1879 // TATO. ®. 56. Om. 1. A, 8426.
A 13.

4 Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich to AV. Adlerberg. 4 January 1881 //
PIA. ®.1614.Om. 1. A. 308. A. 5—6.
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Konstantin Nikolaevich attempted to influence the course of the scan-
dal, viewing it, like many other participants, not merely as an intra-fam-
ily problem but also as a matter of political significance. This was pre-
cisely why he sought by every means to restore his son’s reputation.
Control was exercised in the manner familiar to the grand duke — by
appointing a trusted associate to a key position. In all three cases, the
chief administrator was the grand duke’s “own man,” which enabled
him not only to remain informed about events but also to intervene in
them. In exchange for their loyalty, Konstantin fulfilled the requests
of his protégés. For Ukhtomsky, Vitkovsky, and Rostovtsev, serving as
chief administrator became a genuine ordeal. At the same time, each
received a generous reward for his efforts.

Under the conditions of the political crisis of 1881, most of the au-
thority passed to the Ministry of Internal Affairs. Konstantin Nikolaev-
ich became preoccupied with other problems that directly affected him
and the political course he pursued, and he ultimately lost his influence
over the case. Although Adlerberg continued to issue orders concern-
ing Nikolai Konstantinovich, real authority rested with the Ministry of
Internal Affairs®. M.T. Loris-Melikov advocated the grand duke’s trans-
fer to Tashkent and was the first to approve the new instructions for the
officials involved in carrying out this mission.

The principle of “familialism” gradually receded, and informal re-
lations gave way to formalized practices of bureaucratic administration.
This was due, not least, to the beginning of a new reign. Alexander 111,
who was cold toward both his uncle and his son, resolved the problem
quickly and efficiently, unlike his father, who had spent seven unsuc-
cessful years dealing with it. Nikolai Konstantinovich was sent to reside
permanently in Tashkent under the supervision of the local authorities
and police. Clearly, neither Konstantin Nikolaevich’s extensive informal
network nor his authority as a father could save the “high-ranking pa-
tient” from exile to the outskirts of the Russian Empire.

¥ AV. Adlerberg to PN. Keppen. 23 March 1881 //TA P®. ®. 110.Om. 9. A. 836.
A 106.—2.
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Conclusion

The “manual management” of virtually any issue that had been charac-
teristic of Nicholas I became largely impossible in post-Reform Russia.
Although Alexander II created the conditions for the autonomous oper-
ation of the bureaucratic apparatus and followed established administra-
tive practices, he was nevertheless dissatisfied with the results of the bu-
reaucrats’ work. Intervening in the administration of the guardianship,
the emperor regarded it as a family matter, while at the same time relying
on his staff of officials and trusted associates. This created a field of uncer-
tainty and tension that further aggravated the situation.

Konstantin Nikolaevich likewise operated within familiar patterns
and strategies. He had failed to moderate the emperor’s attitude toward
his son and was therefore forced to resort to methods of influence that he
had employed in previous decades. Paradoxically, although Konstantin
Nikolaevich was the official guardian, he did not appear in the adminis-
trative records as a fully-fledged participant. At first glance, it might seem
that he had chosen the role of a passive observer or a deceived and dis-
appointed father. In reality, however, the grand duke’s agents penetrated
the structure of guardianship administration.

Within this configuration of competing interests and administrative
practices, the chief administrator occupied a special position. At the same
time, he was both an official and a trusted associate of the emperor and
Konstantin Nikolaevich. In Ukhtomsky’s case, he was almost a member
of the family.

While Konstantin Nikolaevich’s will was conveyed through his aides-
de-camp and friends, the emperor could exercise his personal involve-
ment through the gendarmes. The Third Section of His Imperial Maj-
esty’s Own Chancellery occupied an external position in relation to the
guardianship. Gradually, the gendarmes were entrusted with the powers
of many officials, including those of the chief administrator. Konstantin
Nikolaevich thus lost the only effective means at his disposal for influ-
encing the administration of the guardianship.

Although Alexander II attempted to act within the legal framework,
he did not wish to base his decisions on “family councils,” preferring to
rely on officials not only from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs but also from
other government departments. Under these circumstances, their role
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increased substantially. New methods of interaction with the grand-du-
cal households were required, and the system of guardianship administra-
tion was constantly being “reassembled,” producing new configurations.
It could take the form of a centralized system focused on St. Petersburg
or a system based on the personal responsibility of governors. One thing
remained constant: the intervention of outside forces and the emperor’s
unexpected and severe reaction to mistakes.

The principles of familialism and bureaucratization continually came
into conflict and alternated with one another, mutually complementing
and neutralizing each other.
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Abstract

The study of the historical geography of the feudal domains of Dagestan
is one of the important areas of Caucasian studies, making it possible
to reconstruct the complex political and socio-economic development
of the region. During the period under consideration, the territory of
the Maisumate was situated at the intersection of the domains inhab-
ited by the peoples of Dagestan and Azerbaijan, which predetermined
the multi-ethnic composition of its population, including Tabasarans,
Lezgins, and Azerbaijanis. The boundaries of the domain were not
static and changed under the influence of both internal conflicts and
external pressure from the major powers of Iran, Turkey, and Russia.

© Elmira M. Magomedova, Eliza M. Ozdamirova, 2026



SIE SIBIE SREIE BHE S HE BB StIE SRy

a key event affecting the administrative and political structure of the
region was the earlier division of the unified Maisumate into two
parts — the Maisumate proper and the Qadiate — which resulted in
the formation of a distinctive system of dual authority. Despite this
division, the Maisum, as ruler, retained the functions of supreme ad-
ministrator, military commander, and judge, relying on the support of
beks who governed individual appanages. An analysis of the historical
evidence indicates that in the eighteenth and early nineteenth centu-
ries the Tabasaran Maisumate was a typical feudal domain of Dages-
tan, characterised by a complex social structure and developed agrar-
ian relations based on various forms of land ownership. This period
was an important stage in the evolution of the Tabasaran Maisumate,
when both the internal patterns of its socio-political development
and the impact of external geopolitical factors became particularly
evident.
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Introduction

istorical scholarship recognises that one of the key fac-
tors determining the specific course of Dagestan’s devel-

opment was its political fragmentation, expressed in the
existence of numerous independent feudal domains and
unions of rural communities. In this regard, a comprehensive study of
their socio-economic development and state and political structure is
one of the priority tasks of Caucasian studies’.

The article examines historical information concerning the Tabasa-
ran Maisumate and determines its territorial boundaries during one of
the most significant periods of its existence, namely the eighteenth and
early nineteenth centuries. This chronological period constitutes a co-
herent and completed stage in the history of this political formation,
when both the internal patterns of its socio-economic development and
the character of its relations with the outside world became particularly
pronounced, ultimately leading to a change in the political status of
the Maisumate and its entry into the sphere of influence of the Russian
Empire.

The Tabasaran Maisumate was one of the distinctive feudal domains
located in Dagestan and occupying an important strategic position at
the junction of the historical, cultural, and political regions of the East-
ern Caucasus. The geographical position of this domain predetermined
the multi-ethnic composition of its population, which included, along-
side Tabasarans, Lezgins, Azerbaijanis, and representatives of other eth-
nic groups, making the Maisumate a zone of active interethnic contacts
and mutual influence. During the period under consideration, the Mai-
sumate bordered a number of other political structures — the Kaitag
Utsmiate, the Derbent Khanate, various unions of rural communities,
and the domains of northern Azerbaijan — which placed it at the centre
of a complex system of inter-political relations in the region®.

U AzzapoB M.A. Ceanckas obmmnua B Haropaom Aarecrane B XVII — Havase

XIX B. Maxaukasa: Hayka-Aarecran, 2014. 287 ¢; AaueG b.I., Ymaxarno6 M.C.K.
Ncropnueckas reorpagmst Aarecrana XVII — nagasa XIX B. Ku. 1. Maxaukaaa:
MIMAD AHLL PAH, 1999. 368 c.

Ibid; T'acano6 M.P. Ouepxu mcropum Tabacapana. Maxaukasa: Aaryanearms,

1994.252 .
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Despite the fact that the history of Dagestan has long attracted the
attention of researchers, many feudal domains have remained insuffi-
ciently studied. This applies fully to the Tabasaran Maisumate, which
has not yet been the subject of a specialised monographic study. At the
same time, turning to the history of this domain is dictated not only by
the need to fill existing gaps in historiography, but also by the need to
reconstruct an integrated picture of the political and socio-economic
development of the Dagestan region as a whole during the Late Middle
Ages and the early modern period.

Within the framework of this study, a range of issues related to the
historical geography of the Maisumate, the clarification of its territory
and boundaries, is to be examined. These boundaries did not remain
unchanged, but underwent a certain evolution under the influence of
both internal factors and foreign-policy circumstances. Determining
the boundaries of the domain is of fundamental importance for un-
derstanding the extent of the maisums’ authority, the nature of their
relations with neighbouring polities, and for reconstructing the sys-
tem of landholding and settlement. No less important is an analysis
of the historical information preserved in written sources concerning
the origin and development of the Maisumate, the institution of mai-
sum authority, and its evolution by the beginning of the eighteenth
century.

It should also be taken into account that the administrative and
political structure of the Tabasaran Maisumate had its own distinctive
features, associated with the fact that, at an earlier period, the unified
domain had split into two parts — the Maisumate proper and the do-
main of the qadis. This resulted in the formation of a distinctive sys-
tem of coexistence between two rulers, with the Maisum retaining the
functions of supreme administrator and military leader. Such an organ-
isation of authority undoubtedly left its mark on all aspects of life in
the domain and should be taken into account when characterising its
political position®.

Thus, the study of historical information concerning the Ta-
basaran Maisumate and the determination of its boundaries in the
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries constitute an important

3 TacanoB M.P. Ouepru ucropmn Tabacapana ...
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research task. Its resolution will make it possible not only to clarify
individual facts of regional history, but also to provide the necessary
basis for subsequent analysis of the socio-economic development, ad-
ministrative structure, and foreign-policy position of this distinctive
Dagestani domain during the final stage of its independent existence.

Materials and research methods

Throughout the period under consideration, the political map of
Tabasaran and its constituent parts underwent substantial changes
caused by both internal processes and the foreign-policy situation.
According to the description by F.F. Simonovich, “compiled in 1796,
the territory of the Maisumate extended from Mount Kokhma-Dag in
the interfluve of the Bolshoy (Greater) Darbakh and Gurgeli. To the
north, the domain bordered the lands of the Utsmi, the Terekeme, the
Kaitags, and the Karakaitags; to the east, the Derbent domain; to the
south, the Kura province; and to the west, the Kazikumukh domain,
with the boundary with the latter, as well as with the Kurali people,
running along inaccessible mountain ranges”™>.

In determining the western boundaries of the Tabasaran Mai-
sumate, its proximity to the Syurgin Union of Rural Communities
is of key importance. Historical evidence indicates that until 1814
the magals of Agmergu and Agul-dere, and until 1820 the magal of
Koshan-dere as well, which directly bordered Syurga, were part of the
Tabasaran domains and were administered by the heirs of the local
rulers — the Qadi and the Maisum. The subsequent submission of
these magals to the authority of Surkhay Khan of Kazikumukh and
Kura refutes the widespread assertion in the literature that by the
end of the eighteenth century a significant part of the Tabasaran auls
had been under the oppression of Lak feudal lords. a more accurate
picture is provided by the testimony of the inhabitants of the Agul
auls themselves, according to whom, under Kara-Maisum, the Koshan

* Aaueb B.I., Ymaxaro6 M.C.K. Op. cit.

> Pamazarnob X.X., uxcaudoB A.P. Oueprn ncropun Oskuoro Aarecrana. Ma-
xaukasa: Tunorpapms Aar. QPAH CCCP, 1964. 278 c,; Aaueb B.I., YmaxaroB
M.C.K. Op. cit.
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magal belonged specifically to Southern Tabasaran. Documentary ev-
idence shows that under Surkhay Khan this territory still retained its
affiliation with Tabasaran, and only under Aslan Khan, after falling
out with the maisum, did the local inhabitants voluntarily come un-
der the authority of the ruler of Kura. The Akhmarlin magal met with
a similar fate: originally belonging to the Tabasaran maisums, it sub-
sequently, wishing to free itself from their oppression, came under the
authority of Arslan Khan of Kura and, during Harun’s administration,
with his consent, once again returned to dependence on Ibrahim Bek,
the administrator of Tabasaran®.

Reference to archival materials makes it possible to specify consid-
erably more precisely which auls were dependent on the maisums and
formed part of their domain. According to the surviving documen-
tary evidence, the Etek magal comprised the following settlements:
Yangi-kent /Ruzhnik/, Mirza Abad, Burgankent, Tinit, Dzhah-
dig, Udzhuq, Khurakh, Dashlu Kent /Durtil/, Dzherakh, Gegnakh,
Chulat, Ekendil, Kandyr /Genzir/, Khurtsik, Syrtych, Mekhti-kent,
Varta, and Imam Kuli-kent. The Maisumate also included the auls of
the magals of Dere-Kur-kent, Chilik, Nyutyukh, Ekendil, Zizik, Kar-
chag, and Khulyug. Significantly, the statement by an author of the
last quarter of the eighteenth century concerning seventy villages be-
longing to the Maisumate is corroborated by archival data relating to
the Southern Tabasaran Naibate, which remained under the author-
ity of the maisums until the establishment of Russian administration
there in 1866’.

It is important to emphasise that the list of auls given above by
no means exhausts the actual number of settlements belonging to
this political formation. a substantial argument in support of this is
provided by the abundance of ruins of destroyed settlements located
near present-day auls. Thus, near the village of Syrtych there are foun-
dations of the destroyed village of Churu aul; near the aul of Khu-
ryak, there are ruins of the village of Dzharakh; near the village of

¢ Bepésun M.H. Tlyremectsue no Aarecrany u 3axaskasnto. Kasanp: Yausepen-

terckas Tunorpadust, 1850. C. 75; Bep:xe A. TTpukactimiickmit kpan // Kaskas-
ckuit KaaeHAaps Ha 1857 rop. Tudanc, 1856. C. 314.

Acts Collected by the Caucasian Archaeographic Commission. Tudanc: Turr. raasm.
yup. HamectH. Kaskasa, 1866—1904.T. 12.C. 3
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Ruzhnik — K’alachdin aul; near the village of Burgankent — Yarsi
aul; near the village of Tinit — Litnarin aul, Yarki aul, Sedirdin aul,
Kyolachdin aul, and so forth®.

These archaeological remains indicate that the density of con-
struction and population of the territory was considerably higher in
the past.

The origin of the names of certain auls is also of some interest, al-
though not all of them can be convincingly etymologised. It has been
established, for example, that the aul of Ruzhnik (Rizh’nikk in Tabasa-
ran) was founded by people from the now-destroyed settlements of
K’olabchi and Litnarin-aul. According to the traditions preserved by
old residents, the aul of Tinit originated with settlers from Seidrin-aul,
while Khulyug was founded by inhabitants of the aul of K’alukh. Local
tradition associates the name Burgan-kent (Burgh’an-kent) with the
name of a certain Amir Burgh’an. As for the aul of Mekhti-kent, Tabasa-
rans call it Mechi-aul, while Khurcik is pronounced by them as Khu-
rtsar (or Khurzar) and Khutsal. The etymology of the name of the vil-
lage of Syrtych deserves particular attention. According to one version,
the first part of the name derives from the toponym Syrt — the name of
the mountain known in the historical literature as Karasyrt — while the
ending “-ich” may be interpreted as indicating its location “at the foot/
end of the mountain”. The Tabasarans themselves, however, do not call
this aul Syrtchar, but Sichar, which may perhaps derive from the words
sachi or sati, meaning “those who gathered in one place”. The date of
the settlement’s foundation, however, remains unknown’.

The question of the population size of the Tabasaran Maisumate is
particularly difficult because of the extreme scarcity of surviving ma-
terials. Medieval sources are limited to general references to the large
population of Tabasaran and the high population density of its territo-
ry. More specific data appear only in sources from the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries, according to which the total population of Ta-
basaran reached forty thousand people!®.

8 TacanoB8 M.P. Ouepru ucropun Tabacapana...

? Ibid.
10 Bepésun V.H. Tlyremecteue o Aarecrany... C. 75; Bepxxe A. ITpukacrmickmi
kpan ... C. 314.
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To summarise the foregoing, it can be stated with confidence that
in the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries the Tabasaran Mai-
sumate constituted a large, multi-ethnic feudal domain of Dagestan,
possessing clearly defined boundaries and an extensive territory. It was
characterised by numerous settlements and a comparatively high popu-
lation density, with various ethnic groups living compactly in different
parts of the Maisumate. The economic basis of the domain was agri-
cultural production, including crop cultivation, animal husbandry, and
horticulture, which determined the specific character of the economic
utilisation of its territory and its settlement pattern.

Main occupations of the population of the Maisumate

Agriculture had been one of the principal occupations of the popula-
tion of Dagestan since ancient times, and the Tabasaran Maisumate
was no exception in this respect. During the period under consider-
ation, a certain economic specialisation of different zones became ap-
parent: the lowland and lower foothill areas increasingly focused on
grain production, while the upper foothills and mountainous areas
specialised in commercial livestock production, allowing their econo-
my to be characterised as livestock-breeding and agricultural. Never-
theless, all households in the Maisumate without exception engaged
in arable farming. Mountain peasants, even after becoming predomi-
nantly livestock breeders, sought to possess a plot of their own arable
land, the possession of which symbolised a certain degree of family
prosperity'.

In characterising the agricultural potential of the region, 1.G. Ger-
ber!'? reported “that half of Tabasaran facing Derbent had good vil-
lages, fields, meadows, and fertile soil, whereas the inhabitants of the
mountainous part possessed poor arable land”. MK. Kovalevsky and

' AzaapoB M.A. Ceanckas obignua 8 Haropaom Aarecrase ...; [acarno6 M.P. Ouep-

xu ucropun TabacapaHa..
12 Tepbep M.I. Ommcanne cTpaH 1 HAPOAOB BAOAB 3artapHoro bepera Kacrmiickoro
mopst. 1728 r. B: Mictopns, reorpadms n stHorpadms Aarecrana XVIII—XIX Ba.:
apxmuBHble maTepuassl / mop pep. MO. Kocsena, X.M. Xarraesa. Mocksa: M3pa-

TEABCTBO BOCTOYHOM Antepatypsl, 1958. C. 62.
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LF. Blaramberg likewise testified that “the local inhabitants engage
in arable farming, sowing Saracen millet, wheat, and barley, and also
cultivate various kinds of fruit trees in their gardens”?. Among ag-
ricultural crops, wheat, barley, millet, rye, and spelt were the most
widespread during the period under study. Later, maize also began
to be cultivated in the Maisumate. It had entered Dagestan no earli-
er than the eighteenth century, as indicated by its Tabasaran name,
which is associated with the hajj and literally means “wheat brought
back from pilgrimage”.

There were considerable differences in the relative importance of
agriculture to the economies of the various zones of the Maisumate.
The area of arable land in the lowland part was considerably larger
than in the mountainous area. Moreover, the natural conditions of the
highlands, particularly the deeper snow cover, favoured the cultivation
there primarily of winter crops. Many travellers noted the shortage of
arable land in the mountainous part of the Maisumate at the end of the
eighteenth century, while S. Bronevsky later observed that most of the
land in Tabasaran was rocky and infertile!'.

In addressing this question, it appears appropriate to employ the
method of reverse forecasting, which makes it possible, on the basis of
later nineteenth-century archival materials, to produce a probable sci-
entifically grounded assessment of the state of arable land in the pre-
ceding period, since no substantial changes occurred in this respect
compared with the eighteenth century. According to statistical data,
the area of suitable arable land in seventeen auls of the Maisumate
amounted to 3,048 desyatinas®.

13

KoBanrebecxuit M.K., Baapambepz U.®. Onmcanne Aarecrana. 1831 r. In: Mcro-
pws, reorpadmst n atHOorpadmsa Aarectana XVIII—XIX BB apxuBHbIE mMaTepna-
AL M: MIzpareancTBO BocTouHOM AmTepartypsl, 1958. C.307.

4 Bponebexuit C.M. Hopenime reorpadmueckme m MCTOPUIECKME W3BECTMS
o Kasxkase / cobp. n monoan. CM. Bporesckmum. M.: Tur. C. CeansaHOBCKOTO,
1823.49.1.C171.

15 See: Acts Collected by the Caucasian Archaeographic Commission ..; Tacarno8 M.P.
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Results and discussion

One of the most important means of increasing the area of arable land in
the Maisumate was the construction of terraces, which had deep-rooted
traditions in Dagestan and were an indicator of a high level of agri-
cultural culture. Local inhabitants called the terraces “khutlin k’vasar”.
In some communities, where the terrain was relatively level, there were
few terraces, and the land belonged to the category of rain-fed land
suitable for arable farming!'c.

The system of agriculture was universally based on fallowing. Farm-
ers practised autumn ploughing, early fallow, and occupied fallow, with
the amount of land left fallow directly dependent on the size of the
landholding. Smallholders were forced to use occupied fallow, whereas
those with more land left early or spring fallow, ploughing it several
times: first in early spring, then in May, and a third time in June—July,
before sowing winter wheat in the autumn.

The threshing process in the Maisumate had an established tech-
nology of its own. One or two oxen were harnessed to threshing boards,
and in the course of this work, as the grain was winnowed with wood-
en shovels, seed grain was also selected. Peasants tried to select grain
for future sowing from the leeward side of the pile that had formed,
where the largest and heaviest grains were blown by the wind. Special
three-pronged wooden forks were used to separate coarse straw from
the threshed grain; wooden rakes were then used to clean the grain
of chalff, after which a wooden shovel was used to gather it into a pile,
while the remaining chaff was swept away with a broom. The grain
was placed in sacks and taken home, where it underwent final clean-
ing by being winnowed with round wooden trays known as “tavak™’.

16 AzaapoB M.A. Ceanckast obmymnua 8 Haropaom Aarecrase ...; [acarno6 M.P. Ouep-
kn ucropun Tabacapana..
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Conclusions

Grain was milled in watermills, which were owned either privately by
individuals or jointly by several owners. Permission to construct a new
mill was issued by the village jamaat. Mill owners received payment for
milling in kind — in grain: for threshing one large measure, one small
measure of wheat was due'®.

The completion of harvesting and threshing by no means marked
the end of agricultural work. After the harvest came the period of au-
tumn sowing of winter crops, which took place in September. This was
followed by the placing of manure on the fields. The manure had accu-
mulated throughout the year in special storage facilities at each house-
hold. It was transported in wicker baskets made of brushwood, which
were placed on carts drawn by a pair of oxen. Fertiliser was transported
to areas inaccessible to carts in small baskets on donkeys or carried by
women. Significantly, smallholders sold manure to communities with
larger landholdings, indicating the development of elements of com-
modity-money relations even in this sphere®.

The basis of agricultural production in the auls of the Maisumate
was the cultivation of grain crops, above all wheat. The soil of the coast-
al fields, particularly in irrigated areas, was exceptionally fertile. As
documentary sources note, wheat, barley, and millet produced the best
yields in the region®.

In summing up the examination of historical information concern-
ing the Tabasaran Maisumate in the eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries, it should be noted that this period constituted an important
stage in the evolution of this feudal domain, when both the internal
patterns of its socio-political development and the impact of exter-
nal geopolitical factors became clearly apparent. The territory of the
Maisumate, situated at the junction of the domains of the peoples of
Dagestan and Azerbaijan, represented a complex conglomeration of

TacaroB M.P. Ouepxn ncropun Tabacapana...

AzrapoB M.A. Ceanckas obmmua B Haropaom Aarecrane...; [acano6 M.P. Ouep-
kn ucropun Tabacapana..

19

2 Tepbep N.I. Onmcanme cTpaH 1 HAPOAOB BAOAD 3araaHoro bepera Kacrmrickoro

mopst... C. 60—120; KoBarebexuii M.K., baapambepz V.®. Onmcarne Aarecra-
Ha... C. 306—312.



197

lands inhabited by a multi-ethnic population that included Tabasarans,

Lezgins, and Azerbaijanis.
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Abstract

The article examines the anonymous Encomium to Saint Mark included
in the “dossier” of Saint Mark in Metropolitan Macarius’s Great Me-
naion Reader under 25 April (Julian calendar). Two Byzantine encomia
dating from the ninth and tenth centuries have survived, authored by
the Constantinopolitan deacon and chartophylax Procopius and by Ni-
ketas David Paphlagon. The Church Slavonic Encomium is not a trans-
lation of either of these works. The two Byzantine encomia provide suf-
ficient comparative material for examining the distinctive features of
the Encomium’s topoi. Its author was undoubtedly guided by Byzantine
models and was familiar, probably indirectly, with the Byzantine tradi-
tion concerning Saint Mark, as evidenced by a number of shared plots
and themes. At the same time, his metaphors and antitheses lack the
refinement and complex connotations found in the Byzantine authors.
Unlike the latter, the Encomium has a distinctly “catechetical” charac-
ter and contains clear anti-heretical emphases. It also differs from the
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two Byzantine encomia in genre, combining elements of martyrdom
and panegyric and resembling the hagiographical homily, a genre wide-
spread in Late Antiquity. The article hypothesises that the author of
the Encomium may have been one of the representatives of the Tarnovo
Literary School. One of the characteristic features of this school was
precisely the composition of encomia combining elements of rhetorical
and hagiographical texts. Another characteristic feature was its polem-
ical engagement with heresies widespread in the Balkans, particularly
Bogomilism. Further support for this hypothesis is provided by the au-
thor’s familiarity with the works of Theophylact of Ohrid. Works by
representatives of the Tarnovo Literary School most likely reached Rus’
during the so-called Second South Slavic Influence, when contacts be-
tween Rus’ and literary and ecclesiastical centres in the Balkans inten-
sified considerably, and one of its representatives, Cyprian Tsamblak,
became Metropolitan of Kiev (1389—14006).
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he “dossier” of St. Mark included in Metropolitan Macar-

ius’s Great Menaion Reader under 25 April (Julian cal-

endar) is fairly extensive. It opens with a brief version of

the Martyrdom from the ordinary (prose) Prologue. This
is followed by the Homily for the Commemoration of the Holy Apos-
tle Mark, based on a text by St. Clement of Ohrid!, the Encomium to
St. Mark?, which will be discussed in this article, an extended Martyr-
dom of St. Mark, which is a Church Slavonic translation of one of the
two known recensions of the Greek original (BHG 1036), the Chapters
(ie. table of contents) of the Gospel of Mark, the Preface to the Gospel
of Mark, and the Explanatory Gospel of Mark®. The “dossier” concludes
with a brief version of the Martyrdom from the verse Prologue.

Textual analysis shows that the Encomium in the Great Menaion
Reader is not a translation of either of the two known Greek encomia to
St. Mark?, although it shares certain themes and motifs with them. a sim-
ilar situation emerged from our study of the Encomium to St. Onuphri-
us’: here too, there is no Greek original. At the same time, encomia to
St. Onuphrius are virtually absent from the Byzantine tradition. The

! On the similarity between the Homily of St. Clement of Ohrid (essentially
a formulary) and the text of the Homily in the Great Menaion Reader, see:
Beauxue Murneu Yemuu. Anpearv. Tempado 111. Anu 22— 30. M., 1915. Cr6. 947—
948, mpum. 3. A.A. Turilov notes that the Homily was included in the Prologue:
TypuroB A.A. [Mapx, anocmoa] Ilouumanue y 1oxHoix craban u na Pycu //
[pabocrabras snyuxronedus. T.43. M., 2016.C. 645. However, the text of the
Homily in the Great Menaion Reader and St. Clement’s “formulary” (Homily
for the Commemoration of an Apostle or Martyr) still require comparative tex-
tual analysis.

2 “The Praise and Martyrdom of the Holy and All-Praised Apostle and Evange-

list Mark”. Beauxue Muneu Qemuu. Cmé. 950—957.

See: Beankne Munen Yerun. Ct6. 963, mpum. 4, 6. The Chapters, Preface, and

Explanatory Gospel were not included in the publication of the April Me-

naion.

An encomium by Procopius, deacon and chartophylax, ninth century: PG.

T. 100. Col. 1187—1200. An encomium by Niketas David Paphlagon, tenth

century: Combefis F. Bibliothecae Patrum graecorum auctarium novissimum. Pars

1. Paris, 1672. P. 429—435.

Boiimenxo A.A. Llepkosrocaassauckoe IToxsaasroe CaoBo cB. Onydppnrio Be-

ankomy // Becrauk MITIV. Cepus «Mcropnueckne Haykm». Ne 3 (23). M,

2016. C. 79—85; Boitmenxo A.A. Cearon Ouydpwmit Beanknit B arnorpadpu-

geckont Tpapnnun (IV—=XIV Bs.). Ancc. Ha conckanue yd. cT. Ana M., 2017.

C.280-287.
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so-called Discourse (Sermon) on Saint Onuphrius (BHG 1382), at-
tributed to Philagathus of Cerami (and previously erroneously attribut-
ed to Theophanes Cerameus)’, is in fact an exegetical sermon on the
Sunday reading (Matt. 11:27). The first few paragraphs are devoted to
St. Onuphrius only because the day on which the homily was deliv-
ered coincided with his feast day. They provide interesting evidence for
the veneration of the saint in southern Italy during the period of the
Norman conquest — but no more than that. The Byzantine homiletic
tradition concerning St. Mark provides considerably more material for
comparison.

Another circumstance must also be borne in mind. The image
of St. Mark in the Orthodox, Catholic, and, as far as we know, most
non-Chalcedonian traditions is of a “composite” nature. 25 April com-
memorates a disciple of the Apostle Peter, the Evangelist, one of the
Seventy Apostles, as well as the Alexandrian martyr and founder of
the Christian community in Egypt. Doubts as to whether the Evan-
gelist, apostle, and martyr were one and the same person arose long
ago. In 2020, a book by D. Furlong® was published, in which, following
a thorough investigation, the author proposed that these three tradi-
tions had originally referred to three different individuals and only
merged into one by the end of the fourth century. For our purposes,
however, what matters is precisely how the traditions concerning the
Evangelist, apostle, and martyr interact within the Encomium, as well as
in what respects this configuration resembles and differs from the Byz-
antine encomia of the ninth and tenth centuries. Given that the Greek
original of the Encomium is absent’, a separate task of the study is to
establish, at least hypothetically, the place and time of its composition.

In terms of genre, the Encomium to St. Mark differs both from the
Encomium to St. Onuphrius and from the two Byzantine encomia. The
sermon of the deacon Procopius, like the Encomium to St. Onuphrius, is

¢ See: Boumenxo A.A. Csrrovt Onydpun Beanxmit. C. 33, 275—280.

7 Full title: Sermon on the words "All things have been delivered to Me by
My Father" (Matt. 11:27), delivered on the Feast of St. Onuphrius.

Furlong D. The John also Called Mark. Reception and Transformation in Christian
Tradition. Tiibingen, 2020.

Cf. Typuro6 A.A. [Mapx, anocmoa]. C. 645: “No earlier manuscript tradition
has been identified or studied; South Slavic copies are unknown”.

9
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Two leaves of a Coptic manuscript
of the Gospel of Mark (Mark 6:45; 9:2). 6th—7th centuries.
From the manuscript collection of the Pushkin State Museum of Fine Arts

an encomium in the strict sense: its primary purpose is the glorification
of the saint, and all its rhetorical devices are directed towards accom-
plishing this task. The panegyric by Niketas David Paphlagon may be
described as a philosophical encomium: in addition to glorification, the
author devotes considerable space to argumentation and addresses in
a highly unconventional manner the question of the equivalence in
dignity between an apostle from the Seventy and Christ’s first twelve
disciples. The Encomium to St. Mark, by contrast, is more likely a com-
bination of hagiography and encomium, as is clearly indicated by its
original title, Praise and Martyrdom. This type of text was known and
apparently quite popular as early as Late Antiquity. In modern schol-
arship it has been termed the “hagiographical sermon”°. St. Augustine,
St. John Chrysostom, Jacob of Serugh, and Severus of Antioch!! excelled
in this genre. a hagiographical sermon generally contains considerably

10 The term is S. Ashbrook Harvey’s; see: The Oxford Handbook of Early
Christian Studies / Ed. by S. Ashbrook Harvey, D.G. Hunter. Oxford, 2008.
P.616.

1 Tbid.
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more biographical detail than an ordinary encomium, while retaining
anumber of rhetorical devices — metaphors, antitheses, rhetorical ques-
tions, exclamations, and so forth — that are not characteristic features
of hagiographical narrative.

Unlike all the other homilies mentioned above, the Encomium to
St. Mark has a distinctly catechetical and missionary (anti-heretical)
character. On the one hand, there is a sense of imitation of Byzan-
tine rhetoric; on the other, the rhetorical discourse is clearly pitched
at a lower level. This becomes apparent from the very beginning of
the text. The author of the Encomium prefaced his narrative with an
extended discussion of bodily and spiritual “milk”?, making it quite
clear that his task was to offer “little words” to those “growing in un-
derstanding”.

The metaphors found in the text correspond to the same paradigm.
They are for the most part associated with nature and natural phenom-
ena readily comprehensible to an unsophisticated audience, whereas
a number of the metaphors employed by Byzantine authors are highly
unconventional®®. The author of the Encomium compares the spiritual
eyes of St. Mark to the eyes of an eagle!®, or to the eagle itself, flying

12 “Every offspring that has emerged and been born to behold the light of this
world is first nourished with milk instead of solid food, and after being weaned
it partakes of solid food, and thus reaches maturity. Understand likewise one
who desires to attain to spiritual maturity of understanding. At first, there-
fore, he is nourished by simple words, and by the things contained in them, as
by milk, because of his imperfect understanding. Growing in thought through
these things, as through solid food, he comes to partake of perfect words, and
greater understanding is granted to him in such things” (Beauxue Mureu Ye-
muu. Anpeav. Cmob. 950).

Procopius compares St. Mark to a spiritual Nile watering the pastures of souls
(PG. Vol. 100. Col. 1197), and his hands to the divine reed (kéAapog) (ibid.
Col. 1196). The saint spreads heavenly nets, catching people in them through
preaching and miracles (ibid. Col. 1193), and does not slacken, pressing for-
ward with the apostolic plough (ibid. Col. 1195). Niketas David compares
St. Mark to a rock in the sea that can be harmed neither by the onslaught of
the waves nor by the tides nor by the furious gusts of wind (Combefis F. Biblio-
thecae Patrum graecorum. P. 433).

Beauxue Mureu Yemuu. Anperv. Cmb. 951. It should be noted that the ea-
gle’s sight is a metaphor expressing prophetic grace and clairvoyance, since
the eagle has keen eyesight and is capable of looking at the sun without
blinking. Clear parallels to this interpretation are found in Theophylact
of Ohrid: “And that which is from Mark is likened to an eagle, because it

13

14
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towards the “sun of the heavenly mystery”". Entirely in keeping with
the anti-heretical character of the sermon, St. Mark is here likened to
a horse released into the pagan sea'é, to the sun drying up the mire
of pagan unbelief', or to a flame burning unclean thorns'®. St. Mark
resembles the moon, giving light to those who have lost their way in
the night of unbelief”?, while his Gospel is like thunder proclaiming
the mystery “hidden before the ages™. The metaphor of the eagle is
particularly interesting: essentially, the author of the Encomium follows
the Eastern tradition identifying St. Mark with this bird, whereas the
better-known “Latin system” identifies him with the lion?!. Another in-
teresting feature is the intersection of these “natural” metaphors with

begins with prophecy, for the gift of prophecy is one of foresight, and the

eagle has swift and far-reaching sight. For they say that the eagle is swift

and rapid. And while it is impossible for any other animal to look upon the
sun, the eagle sees it with unblinking eyes”. ®eoguraxm Borzapcxuii. Toa-

roBanne Ha EBanreams Mardes u Mapxka. Pyxonuco: PI'b. @. 228. Ne 67. XV—

XVI 8. A. 224 06. https://rusneb.ru/catalog/000199 000009 006550480

(accessed: 26.03.2026).

Beauxue Muneu Yemuu. Anpeav. Ct6. 957.

16 Tbid. Cr6. 951.

17" Tbid.

18 Ibid. Cr6. 954.

¥ Ibid. Cr6. 951.

20 Ibid. Cr6. 952—-953.

21 The identification of St. Mark with the eagle is first found in St. Irenae-
us of Lyons (Adv. Haer. 111, 11:8): Luke — the taurus, Mark — the eagle,
John — the lion, Matthew — the man. This version was followed by the
churches of Asia Minor and, among Byzantine authors, by St. Anastasios
of Sinai and Theophylact of Ohrid. The second version is thought to have
emerged at the end of the second century and is first found in Victorinus
of Pettau (230—303/4): Mark — the lion, Luke — the taurus, Matthew —
the man, John — the eagle. This version became the most widespread in
the West (it was followed, for example, by St. Jerome and Pope Gregory I),
hence its designation as the “Latin system”. There was also a third version:
Matthew — the lion, Luke — the taurus, Mark — the man, John — the eagle.
This was followed, for example, by Hippolytus of Rome and Blessed Au-
gustine. However, it did not achieve wide circulation. Subsequently, the
“Latin system” spread in the East and gradually displaced St. Irenaeus’s
version. The “Latin system” became established in the Russian Church,
whereas the Old Believers continue to follow the more ancient tradition
and still identify St. Mark with the eagle.
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Byzantine tradition: Procopius likewise identifies St. Mark’s preaching
with peals of thunder and rays of sunlight?.

Byzantine authors clearly tend towards complex, profound, and
sometimes paradoxical antitheses. Speaking of St. Mark’s sufferings, Pro-
copius observes that the one who was a priest and offered sacrifice him-
self became a sacrifice and received what was due to the flock?®. The one
who had rescued many from the mouth of the devil was himself placed
in chains*!. Niketas David echoes this idea, asserting that the burning
of St. Mark’s body by the pagans was a sacred sacrifice to the One Whom
he had loved?, while the saint’s flesh, torn apart by them, became the
means by which he appeared before Christ as the victor in a contest?.
By contrasting Mark with Moses, Niketas David draws a rather skilful
distinction between law and grace, letter and spirit?’. The author of the
Encomium is clearly alien to such subtleties and instead tends to avoid
antitheses. And where they do occur, they are fairly simple: the fleshly
Mark conquered incorporeal powers, and for this reason is honoured by
Christ and the angels?.

The epithets employed by the author of the Encomium are fairly sim-
ple and lack the refinement that occasionally appears in Byzantine au-
thors?. Nevertheless, he demonstrates knowledge of the commonplaces
of Byzantine tradition. Thus, all three authors call Mark the son (or spir-
itual son) of the Apostle Peter®®, who in turn is called the first among the
apostles or the keeper of the keys of the Kingdom of Heaven®'. All three
texts emphasise the universal character of Mark’s preaching: he spread
the teaching of the Gospel to the ends of the earth, in both East and

22 PG.T. 100.Col. 1193.

2 PG.T.100.Col. 1196.

2 PG.T. 100.Col. 1197.

25 Combefis F. Bibliothecae Patrum graecorum. P. 434.
26 Ibid.

27 1bid. P. 433—434.

28 Beauxue Muneu Yemuu. Anpean. Cm6. 955—956.

2" Thus, Procopius calls God the incorruptible agonothete, i.e. the organiser and

judge of contests. See: PG. T. 100. Col. 1196.

30 See: PG. T. 100. Col. 1189; Combefis F. Bibliothecae Patrum graecorum. P. 431;
Beauxue Muneu Yemuu. Anpeav. Cmo. 952.

1 Ibid.
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West?2, travelled with Peter throughout the world*?, and, like a radiant
star, showed people the sun of divine salvation®*. There is, however, a dif-
ference: unlike the Byzantine writers, the author of the Encomium, re-
turning to the tradition of Mark as one of the Seventy Apostles, recalls
that Mark was a companion not only of Peter but also of Paul®’.

The chairetisms deserve particular attention®. They also occur in
Niketas David’s encomium and are a characteristic feature of his pane-
gyrics in honour of the apostles®. His chairetisms, however, are extend-
ed and constitute a natural part of the rhetorical text®®. The chairetisms
in the encomia to St. Mark and St. Onuphrius are of a different kind:
they are quite brief — one sentence or even a phrase — and resemble
liturgical texts more than anything else®”. There are nevertheless some
differences in the structure of the chairetisms in the two Church Sla-
vonic texts under consideration. The Encomium to St. Mark contains
twelve chairetisms (clearly corresponding to the number of the apos-
tles), followed only by a brief prayerful invocation of the saint. In the
Encomium to St. Onuphrius, there are four chairetisms, and they do not
conclude the text, since they are followed by exclamations glorifying

2 PG. T. 100. Col. 1192.
335 Combefis F. Bibliothecae Patrum graecorum. P. 431.

3 Beauxue Murneu Yemuu. Anperv. Cmb6. 957.

35 “But he is also shown to be the companion of Paul”: Beauxue Muneu Yemuu.

Anpeav. Cm6. 952. This information is found in Theophylact of Ohrid: “but
also Paul’s companion”. Qeoguraxm Borzapcxuii. ToaxoBarue na Ebanzerus
Mamgpes u Mapxa. A. 224.

A chairetism is a sentence or phrase in a liturgical or rhetorical text addressed
to the person being praised and beginning with the exclamation “Rejoice”
(Greek yoipe).

36

37 See: Kaxxdan A.IT. Vicropus Busanturickoit auteparypst (§50—1000 rr.). Dnoxa

BU3aHTUIICKOTO 3HIMUKAOTIeAm3ma. CI16., 2012. C. 105.

38 See: Combefis F. Bibliothecae Patrum graecorum. P. 434—435.
% Let us give several examples: “Rejoice, depth of theology and height of the vi-
sion of God. Rejoice, tongue of theology, proclaiming the God-saving preach-
ing. Rejoice, sun-like mind, pouring forth the light of the pious dogmas of
the true faith” (Beauxue Murneu Yemuu. Anperv. Cm6. 957). For comparison,
here are the chairetisms from the Akathist to the Holy Great Martyr Catherine:
“Rejoice, precious dwelling-place of holiness; rejoice, wondrous sign of God’s
Providence manifested in you. Rejoice, vessel of the Father’s good pleasure;
rejoice, fulfilment of Christ’s sufferings” (Axa¢pucramk. M.: Aanmaosckuri 6aa-
rosecTHMK, 1995. C. 496).
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not only the principal hero but also the desert in which he lived his
ascetic life, the cave where he dwelt, and the monk Paphnutius, who
composed his hagiographical Life.

Unlike the two Byzantine encomia, the Encomium to St. Mark con-
tains more biographical details about the saint, drawn not only from
his Martyrdom but also from a whole range of other sources*. Before
examining these in detail, however, one tendency that links the author
of the Encomium with the Byzantine writers should be noted. All three
are familiar, probably indirectly, with the so-called Aquileian legend*!,
but know nothing of the Venetian one*’. The biographical information
in all three texts is arranged in accordance with the Aquileian legend:

4 Ttis not entirely clear which Martyrdom the compiler of the Encomium used —
the long version or one of the synaxarian (Prologue's) versions. The orthogra-
phy and the character of the geographical regions mentioned in the account
of the beginning of St. Mark’s preaching in Egypt (Barbarikia, Pentapolis,
Cyrenaica) indicate familiarity with the version found in the ordinary (non-
verse) Prologue. “Barbarikia” represents a distorted rendering of the region of
Marmarica; this distortion is already found in the Greek text of the Synaxar-
ium of the Great Church (Synaxarium Ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae e codice
Sirmondiano / Ed. H. Delebaye. Bruxelles, 1902. Col. 627— 6 30). In the long ver-
sion of the Martyrdom included in the Great Menaion Reader, the name is ren-
dered correctly (Marmarikia), and the list of regions is different: Marmarikia,
Amanikia, and Epentapolia (sic!): Beauxue Muneu Yemuu. Anpern. Cmb. 958.
The description of St. Mark’s appearance and character in the Encomium has
parallels with his description in the version of the verse Prologue. Cf: “he was
exceedingly merciful and approachable, and beneficial to those who came to
him” (Encomium); “he was exceedingly merciful and beneficial to those who
came to him” (Verse Prologue). The description of St. Mark’s appearance is
absent from the Greek recensio “B” of the long Martyrdom, from which the

Church Slavonic translation was made.

41 This is the conventional designation for the Latin text stating that, before ar-

riving in Alexandria, Mark preached together with Peter in Italy. According to
the text, Mark founded a Christian community in Aquileia and chose a bishop
for it, whom the Apostle Peter ordained in Rome. Another distinctive feature
of the Aquileian legend is the claim that Peter sent Mark to preach in Egypt.
The Aquileian legend is described in considerable detail in R. Lipsius’s work
(Lipsius RA. Die apokryphen Apostelgeschichten und Apostellegenden. Bd.2/ 2.
Braunschweig, 1884. S. 346—351).

The account of how two Venetian merchants, Bono and Rustico, stole the
relics of St. Mark from Alexandria and transported them to Venice. There is
a critical edition of the Venetian legend based on twelve manuscripts: Colombi
E. Translatio Marci Evangelistae Venetias (BHL, 5283—5284) // Hagiographica
17 (2010). P. 73— 129.

42
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Mark first preaches in Italy together with Peter, after which Peter sends
him to Egypt*. Procopius states that Mark brought the Italian people
(10 Trtah@dv yévog) under his authority, converted the western lands to
the faith of Christ, and was subsequently appointed by Peter as high
priest and pastor in Egypt*!. Niketas David states that, at Peter’s com-
mand and by his appointment, Mark went to Alexandria and found-
ed the Church of Christ there®. The author of the Encomium likewise
notes that Mark was with Peter in Rome, after which Peter ordained
him and sent him to Egypt*. Procopius enthusiastically describes the
relics of St. Mark in Alexandria, entirely confident that they had nev-
er been removed from there’. The compiler of the Encomium provides
a more interesting detail: the relics of St. Mark rest in the city’s cathe-
dral (episcopal) church®.

He also reports that Mark composed his Gospel ten years after
Christ’s Ascension?’. This information is absent from the extant recen-
sions of the Martyrdom of St. Mark, but it is found in Theophylact of
Ohrid®. The author also states that St. Mark wrote the Gospel in Rome
at the request of the Roman community while the Apostle Peter was
away’l. The underlying source of this account goes back to Clement
of Alexandria; the information has been preserved in the Ecclesiastical

# The long Martyrdom contains no information about Mark’s acquaintance

with Peter. According to this text, Mark preaches in Egypt by apostolic lot.
# PG.T.100.Col. 1192, 1193, 1196.
¥ Combefis F. Bibliothecae Patrum graecorum. P. 431.
Beauxue Muneu Yemuu. Anperv. Cmb. 952, 953.
47 PG.T. 100.Col. 1197.

48

46

“At last, in Alexandria of Egypt, in the church, he is laid to rest, where bishops
by succession continually dwelt”. Beauxue Muneu Yemuu. Anpers. Cmb. 955.
Beauxue Murneu Yemuu. Anperv. Cm6. 953. The information that Peter sent
Mark as bishop to Egypt after he had written his Gospel may have been taken
by the author of the Encomium from Theophylact of Ohrid. See: Peopuraxm
Boazapcxuit. ToaxoBanue na EGanzerus Mames u Mapxa. A. 224.

49

0 Qeoguraxm Boarzapckuii. ToakoBaume na Eanreanst Matdes n Mapxa. A. 224.

Cf. Tkauerxo A.A.[Mapxk, artoctoa] Esanreane or Mapxka // IlpaBocaasuast s1-
guraoreans. M., 2016.T.43. C. 614.

“Peter, however, had to depart to another place for the sake of preaching the
Gospel. The community of the faithful therefore besought great Mark not
merely to preach without writing, but to set down in writing what concerned
Christ’s dispensation”. Beauxue Murneu Yemuu. Anpearv. Cmé6. 952.

51
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- MApH@E -

The Apostle and Evangelist Mark.
Miniature from a Sinai manuscript, Sin. Gr. 204, fol. 10.
From open sources

History by Eusebius of Caesarea. Most likely, however, the author of the
Encomium borrowed this account from Theophylact of Ohrid as well*.
The only feature distinguishing the version in the Encomium from the
Clement—Eusebius—Theophylact tradition is the statement that the
Gospel was composed while the Apostle Peter was away from Rome.
In addition to the Martyrdom of St. Mark and the Preface to Theophylact
of Ohrid’s Commentary on the Gospel of Mark, the author drew on other
sources that have not yet been identified. Thus, he reports that in Rome
St. Mark baptised the townspeople “in the river”, clothed them in white

garments, and ordered them to go to “the great church”. Another

52 “Yet he lived with Peter for a long time and was with him in Rome. The faith-
ful in Rome therefore asked him not only to preach but also to put into
writing the things concerning Christ and his life. After much entreaty he
finally wrote it down. Peter, however, learned from God that Mark had writ-
ten the Gospel”. ®eoguraxm Borzapcxuil. Toakosanme Ha Epanreamst Mat-
des n Mapxa. A. 224.

“He remained with Peter, however, and was with him in Rome for a long time.
When he had baptised the numerous peoples there in the river and anointed
them all with chrism, he nevertheless ordered them to go in white robes to
the great church”. Beauxue Muneu Yemuu. Anpern. Cmé6. 952.

53
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w"u V\"ﬂ 1

The Preaching of the Apostle Mark. Ivory, ca. 6th—7th centuries. Louvre, Paris.
From open sources

piece of information is more interesting: in the Alexandrian communi-
ty, St. Mark established for those “wishing to live a virginal life” a rule
based on what the Apostle Peter had taught in Rome. He ordered them
to cut their hair, wear black woolen garments and leather belts, live in
a special place, and remain always in prayer in churches and houses™.
Niketas David’s encomium contains a reference to the fact that, during
the torture of St. Mark, he was beaten with sticks and stones®. This de-
tail is absent from the versions of the Martyrdom of St. Mark known at
present®®. The origin of this tradition is not yet known. It is interesting,

3 “Those wishing to live in virginity were to arrange their way of life according

to the example established by Peter, the chief Apostle, in Rome: he ordered
them to shear their heads, to wear black cloth garments, to wear leather belts
around their waists, to live in a separate place, and to remain continually in
prayer in churches and houses”. Beauxue Muneu Yemuu. Anperv. Cmb. 954.
Combeffis F. Bibliothecae Patrum graecorum. P. 434.

% A distant parallel is found in the so-called Acts and Miracles of St. Mark, where

there is an indication that part of the crowd expressed a desire to stone him
(Halkin F. Actes inédits de saint Marc // Analecta Bollandiana. 87 (1969).

55



213

however, that the author of the Encomium also mentions it, and with
even more detail than the Byzantine author?’.

A characteristic feature of the Encomium is its anti-heretical char-
acter. Mark composed one of the four Gospels that remain unshaken
by the storm of heresy®®. The prayer of St. Mark, who stands before the
heavenly throne, strengthens the faith of the consubstantial adherents
and helps the holy Churches remain in the true doctrine, which cannot
be shaken by the winds of “heretical babbling”™. It should be noted that
the subject of heretics is entirely absent from the two Byzantine enco-
mia. Connected with this is the author’s “numerology”. Several times he
emphasises that the four Gospels constitute a complete whole, a kind
of closed pleroma, comparable to four pillars upon which the purity of
the faith rests®.

This latter point probably accounts to a considerable extent for the
difference between the presentation of St. Mark by the author of the
Encomium under discussion and the one in the Byzantine encomia. The
Byzantine authors place St. Mark’s apostleship in the foreground, ar-
ranging his other dignities — Evangelist and martyr — in the form of
a kind of hierarchical ladder. For the author of the Encomium, some-
thing else is more important: above all, he seeks to emphasise St. Mark’s
orthodoxy. Mark the apostle (missionary) and Mark the Evangelist

P. 368). It is impossible, however, to establish direct borrowing here. More
likely, Niketas David Paphlagon, the author of the Acts, and the author of the
Encomium drew in different ways on information from some tradition that has
not survived.
7 “Having bound him, they dragged him along the ground, his body striking
against stones, rocky ground, and wood, until he was torn apart. Each of them
tortured him mercilessly in a beast-like manner: some with clubs, others with
stones, pushing him with their hands and feet, and his blood stained the earth
red”. Beauxue Muneu Yemuu. Anpearv. Cmo6. 955.
8 Beauxue Mureu Yemuu. Anperv. Cmb. 952.

% Ibid. Cmo. 956.

% Cf. “He writes the wise Gospel and adds to the universal Church the fourth
pillar of heavenly theology, by which its four-cornered structure remains
unshaken by the storm of heresy” (Great Menaion Reader. April. Col. 952);
“He brought forth the fourth spring of the waters of divine theology and gave
the whole assembly of the faithful to drink of the ‘drink of eternal life”” (Ibid.
Col. 953); “God willed that the fourfold writing of these things be fourfold in
form” (Ibid. Col. 953).
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strikes down the pagans and affirm the true foundations of the faith,
which cannot be shaken by any false teaching®".

We may now attempt to determine the time and place of composi-
tion of the Encomium to St. Mark. Our analysis of the theme of light in
the Encomium to St. Onupbrius led us to conclude that this text could
not have appeared in Rus’ before the fourteenth century, since it bears
clear evidence of the influence of Hesychasm®. a comparison of the
two Encomia, as well as of the two hagiographical “dossiers” (those of
St. Onuphrius and St. Mark), allows us to formulate more well-ground-
ed hypotheses. All the prototypes of the narrative texts in the “dossiers”
of St. Mark and St. Onuphrius can readily be identified in the Byzantine
tradition®. From this perspective, the absence of Greek prototypes for
the two Encomia may indicate quite clearly that they were originally
written in Church Slavonic.

On the basis of the analysis undertaken, it may be suggested that the
authorship of the Encomium to and Martyrdom of St. Mark belongs to one
of the representatives of the Tarnovo Literary School®. The possibility

1 See, in particular, the chairetisms: Beauxue Muneu Yemuu. Anpeav. Cmo. 957.

62 Bottmenxo A.A. Lleprosrocaassirckoe IToxsaasroe Caoeo cB. Orydppuio Bean-
xomy. C. 84.

We have in mind the long Life of St. Onuphrius and its two synaxarian (Pro-
logue's) versions, the long Martyrdom of St. Mark and its two synaxarian (Pro-
logue's) versions. For more detail, see: Botimenxo A.A. [pedeckmne opurnnansr
KPATKMUX CAABSHCKUX >KnTuit cB. OHYyppust: mpeABapuTeAbHbIE 3amedanmst //
Busarturicknn spemenauk. T. 71 (96). M., 2012. C. 92—101; Bowmernxo A.A.
Kparxkue sepcum Myuennuectsa cB. Mapka Aaexcanppumiickoro B Beamnkmx
Munesnx Yersux murpornoanta Maxapms u X IpPeALIOAATaeMBIE TPEYECKIUE
opurnnaast // Busantuiickmit spemenaux. T. 109. M., 2025. C. 214—224; Bo-
tmenxo A.A. Cearon Onydppuin Beanxun. C. 123—133. The sole exception
is the Homily for the Commemoration of the Holy Apostle Mark, whose pro-
totype, as mentioned above, can be traced among the works of St. Clement
of Ohrid. But this precisely demonstrates that the “dossiers” of Byzantine
saints in the Great Menaion Reader could include not only translated texts
but also original works in Church Slavonic.

63

¢4 This is the conventional name for the literary school that formed part of

the Tarnovo School of Arts during the Second Bulgarian Empire. The so-
called Second South Slavic Influence on Rus’ is likewise associated with
the activities of this school. The founder of the school is generally con-
sidered to have been Patriarch Euthymius of Tarnovo, or of Bulgaria. This
school embodied what we once designated by the term “intellectual relay”
(see: Bottmenxo A.A. [Touemy xpucmorozus cupuiiyel packororaco Hadboe?
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that the author of the Encomium came from Bulgaria may be indicated
by his very good knowledge of the legacy of Theophylact of Ohrid. The
overwhelming majority of the information that he could not have taken
from the Martyrdom of St. Mark has clear parallels with the Preface to the
Commentary on the Gospel of Mark by the Archbishop of Ohrid®.

The general literary character of the Encomium accords well with
the principal characteristic of the Tarnovo Literary School: imitation
of Byzantine models. The author clearly knew Byzantine rhetorical
techniques and even displayed a certain degree of pretentiousness, but
this remains quite far from the sophistication and a certain refinement
demonstrated by the encomia of the ninth- and tenth-century Byzan-
tine authors that we have examined as points of comparison. Even the
best “replica” always differs from the original.

The genre of the work itself may also point to the Encomium’s be-
longing to the tradition of the Tarnovo School. An encomium combin-
ing hagiographical elements and an encomium proper is yet another

characteristic feature of the literary heritage of the “Tarnovo writers™®.

Ucemopuxo-xkyrvmyproiii 632420 na npobremy (6 nopadxe duckyccuun) //
Bocmox (Oriens). 2023. Ne 4. C. 225). Its principal representatives (apart
from Euthymius) were Gregory Tsamblak, Cyprian Tsamblak, Constantine
the Philosopher (Constantine of Kostenets), Gregory the Calligrapher
(Gregory the New), Dionysius the Wise, Joasaph of Vidin, Vladislav the
Grammarian, and Demetrius Kantakouzenos.
5 1) the indication that Mark wrote his Gospel ten years after Christ’s Ascen-
sion; 2) the designation of Mark as Peter’s spiritual son; 3) the identification
of the Evangelist Mark with the eagle (instead of the lion); 4) the writing of
Mark’s Gospel in Rome at the request of the Roman community; 5) the indi-
cation that Mark was a companion not only of the Apostle Peter but also of
the Apostle Paul; 6) Peter’s ordination of Mark and his dispatch to Alexandria
to preach Christianity.
It is generally believed that the genre of the encomium, combining elements of
a saint’s life and a panegyric, was introduced by Euthymius of Tarnovo. At the
same time, the dependence of this genre on Byzantine literature has been
emphasised. It would be more appropriate, rather, to speak of Euthymius’s
revival of the Late Antique genre of the hagiographic homily, as mentioned
above. In addition to Euthymius, encomia are known by Gregory Tsamblak
(to Euthymius of Tarnovo, Cyprian Tsamblak, the Forty Martyrs of Sebaste,
the Apostles Peter and Paul, the Prophet Elijah, the Great Martyr Demetrius
of Thessalonica, and the Great Martyr George), and Demetrius Kantakou-
zenos (to St. Nicholas the Wonderworker and the Great Martyr Demetrius of
Thessalonica).

66
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[ts very function — the simultaneous presentation of information about
a saint, drawing on additional non-hagiographical sources, and his glo-
rification — likewise points to a distinctive feature of this school.

The anti-heretical character of the works of the Tarnovo School
authors is well known and corresponded both to the confessional
situation in the Balkans in their time and to strong the position of
the Tarnovo Patriarchate. Their extremely hostile attitude towards
Bogomilism, Barlaamism, Adamite teachings, and the heresy of the
Judaizers is well known. The Encomium to St. Mark fits this paradigm
perfectly®”. Finally, the seemingly strange affinity of the Encomium’s
chairetisms with liturgy rather than rhetoric may be explained by
the close connection between the two in the literary heritage of the
“Tarnovo writers” .

It seems to us that the Encomium to St. Onuphrius was likewise writ-
ten by one of the representatives of the Tarnovo Literary School. The
encomia to St. Onuphrius and St. Mark, however, most likely belong
to two different authors. Although they share a number of general
characteristics, the most important of which may be called imitation
of Byzantine models, they also differ in several aspects. The Encomium
to St. Mark corresponds more closely to the genre of the hagiographical
sermon, whereas the Encomium to St. Onupbrius more closely resembles
an encomium proper. The intended audiences of the two texts are dif-
ferent. The Encomium to St. Mark was most likely intended for laypeo-
ple, hence its “catechetical” and anti-heretical connotations, whereas
the Encomium to St. Onuphrius was created primarily for monks. If the
Encomium to St. Mark clearly manifests the anti-heretical orientation
of the Tarnovo School, the Encomium to St. Onuphbrius reflects anoth-
er of its characteristic features: the influence of Hesychasm®. Finally,

67 In this context, the author’s emphasis in the Encomium on the four canonical

Gospels as the foundations of true doctrine becomes clear. His hidden polemic
with the Bogomils may be posited here, their principal doctrinal book being
the so-called Secret Gospel of John.
68 Thus, Cyprian Tsamblak composed both the Life of Metropolitan Peter, as well
as a liturgical praise dedicated to him.
¢ On the influence of Hesychast ideas on the Tarnovo School, see, for exam-
ple: [Temp (ITuzoav), uzymen. Vicuxacrekas mkoaa npenopobroro Geopocmst
Terprosckoro: https://pravoslavieru/orthodoxchurches/41670.htm?ysclid=
mlwc3m3b6k270376224 [accessed: 15.04. 2026].



https://pravoslavie.ru/orthodoxchurches/41670.htm?ysclid=mlwc3m3b6k270376224
https://pravoslavie.ru/orthodoxchurches/41670.htm?ysclid=mlwc3m3b6k270376224
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The Apostle and Evangelist Mark. Fresco in the Church of the Dormition
of the Virgin at the Gracanica Monastery, ca. 1320.
From open sources

although the chairetisms in the two Encomia are similar in terms of
genre, their place within the structure of the texts differs somewhat.

It is not difficult to identify the circumstances that could have facil-
itated the appearance of works by the Tarnovo writers in Rus’. During
the period of the so-called Second South Slavic Influence, ties between
Rus’ and ecclesiastical and literary centres in the Balkans grew con-
siderably stronger, facilitating the transmission to Rus’ of a substantial
body of both the translated Byzantine and the original South Slavic lit-
erature’’. Finally, works of the Tarnovo School could have reached Rus'

70 Not all scholars are inclined to associate the so-called Second South Slavic
Influence with the activities of the Tarnovo Literary School. Thus, V.D. Petro-
va writes: “The cultural and historical processes in Muscovite Rus’ defined
as the result of the ‘Second South Slavic Influence’ cannot in any way be
connected with the activities of the Tarnovo School and the dissemination
of its ideas, as is customary to interpret them” (IlempoBa B.A. Terprosckas
IIKOAA U TPO6GAEMA «BTOPOTO FOYKHOCAABSHCKOTO BAMSHMUD> // BecTHnuk Hu-
SKeropopckoro yausepenrera um. HI. Aobagesckoro. Ne 6(2). 2011. C. 511).
It is not entirely clear what the author means by “cultural and historical
processes in Muscovite Rus” and their “result”, considering that the article
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through one of its well-known representatives, Cyprian Tsamblak, who
became Metropolitan of Kiev (1389—14006).

The fact that manuscripts containing both encomia are absent from
South Slavic manuscript collections (or have not yet been found there)
does not preclude the possibility that some works by representatives of
the Tarnovo School, often without attribution, may have survived in
East Slavic, and particularly Russian, manuscripts, taking into account
the complex circumstances prevailing in the Balkans throughout the
Middle Ages and the early modern period”. The anonymous transmis-
sion of works by the Tarnovo School in the manuscript tradition is like-
wise nothing unusual’.

If our hypothesis is correct, it opens up new possibilities for identi-
fying and attributing anonymous encomia preserved in the Great Me-
naion Reader of Metropolitan Macarius, as well as in other Old Russian
manuscript collections.

Conflict of interests
The author declares no relevant conflict of interests.

is largely devoted to such a narrow and specific issue as book correction. It is
difficult to deny that the overwhelming majority of Byzantine literature in
Church Slavonic translations appeared in Rus’ precisely during the period
of the so-called Second South Slavic Influence. It is equally difficult to deny
that the works of representatives of the Tarnovo Literary School appeared
in Rus’ at the same time. And if our hypothesis is correct that some works
by the “Tarnovo writers” may have survived only in East Slavic manuscripts,
and that some, if not all, of them subsequently entered the Great Menaion
Reader of Metropolitan Macarius, often without attribution, then the influ-
ence of the Tarnovo School on Old Russian literary culture has yet to be
properly appreciated.

In particular, the Life of St. Romylos by Gregory the New was published from
a manuscript in the Imperial Public Library (now the National Library of
Russia); see: Monaxa I'puzopus XKumue npenodobrozo Pomura, no pyxonucu
XVI 8. Umn. ITyba. 6-xu cobp. Turvdepdunza, ¢ npur. Cayxbot npen. Pomury
no pyxonucu XVII 8., beazpad. nap. 6-xu, coobw. IT.A. Copry. CIT6., 1900.

71

72 In particular, several anonymous works have been attributed to Gregory

Tsamblak: the Homily to All Orthodox Christians, the Encomium to the Great
Martyr Demetrius of Thessalonica, and the Preface to the Ladder, see. Typu-
206 A.A. I'puropunt Llambaax // TlpaBocaaBras snpmxaomeamst. T. 12. M,
2006. C. 588.
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Abstract

This article examines the women who surrounded men in positions of
power — be they husbands, fathers, or brothers — during the “Age of Liber-
ty” and the early decades following the complete restoration of royal rule.
Eighteenth-century Swedish society, much like that of preceding centuries,
preserved a patriarchal view of women, irrespective of their social standing,
whether common or noble. Bearing sons, supporting men, and managing
the household were regarded as their natural roles. Over time, however,
the situation began to change: educated and energetic women from the
upper classes increasingly emerged from the shadow of their husbands.
At the turn of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries and, particularly,
after the end of the Great Northern War, women's salons, both political
and cultural in orientation — literary and artistic — began to flourish in
Sweden, following the example of leading European states. The article fo-
cuses specifically on political salons headed by the wives of leading or oth-
erwise prominent politicians of the kingdom. Practice demonstrated that
women who were able to realise their ambitions and potential by using
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their marriages and family connections as a starting point achieved greater
success in influencing politics and public opinion. Initially, they preferred
to act as informal leaders of circles that regularly gathered in their homes;
from the mid-eighteenth century, however, politically active aristocratic
women no longer hesitated to publicly demonstrate their political posi-
tions, sympathies, and antipathies. How accessible was the political sphere
to women? Were they independent actors, or was their activity determined
by the will of men, with their functions limited to transmitting informa-
tion to interested parties? Answers to these and other questions can signifi-
cantly broaden our understanding of Swedish society during this period.
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ver the past several decades, the number of scholarly works

devoted to the “woman question” has increased many times

over, considerably expanding a field of research that had

previously often been reduced to the study of the private
lives of monarchs and other figures in positions of power, as well as the
possible influence of favorites, mistresses, and simply lovers on the deci-
sions they made.
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In this brief overview, we shall turn our attention to the period in
eighteenth-century Swedish history marked by the country’s first experi-
ment with parliamentary government'. We are referring to the so-called
“Age of Liberty”, founded on a substantial limitation of the monarch’s
absolute power by the Riksdag and the aristocratic Council of the Realm.
We shall also consider the first decades following Gustav III’s coup, when
royal power was restored on an almost fully comprehensive basis.

Our focus is on women whose activities were connected, to varying
degrees, in different forms and capacities, with the political sphere, and
who became prominent not merely because of their birth or their in-
fluential husbands, parents, and other relatives, but also because they
demonstrated qualities of their own: energy, determination, convictions,
and other talents.

As is well known, women in early modern society did not enjoy the
same opportunities as men, a fact reflected even in the principles of inher-
itance following the death of parents. In Sweden, for example, daughters
were entitled to only half of what was inherited by sons, who also found
it considerably easier to secure employment. At the same time, scholars
note that even in earlier periods, women could, under various circum-
stances, acquire legal and property rights and opportunities. This applied
above all to widows who had lost their husbands in wars. In this respect,
the eighteenth century provides clear evidence of a growing number of
cases in which women found themselves at the head of sometimes very
large enterprises: farms, factories, and mines.

For women from impoverished noble families, another means of se-
curing a livelihood was service at court. According to scholars, however,
they acted in such positions primarily in the interests of their families,
above all those of their male relatives, and only subsequently in their own
interests. We have several vivid examples of this from the history of the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. One such example is Emerentia von
Diiben, who was appointed to serve the young Princess Ulrika Eleonora,
sister of Charles XII and wife of the future King Frederick I of Sweden, and
who retained her position until the death of her charge. Naturally, this
position contributed to the career advancement of her relatives, enabling

I Bodensten E. Korruption, utlindsk paverkan och frihetstidens styrelseskick.

En politisk historia // Statsvetenskaplig tidskrift. 2021. S. 335.
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them to attain high positions in the state. It is believed that over time she
acquired a degree of social and political influence that went well beyond
the ordinary®. Another example is Anna Catharina von Bérfelt, a favor-
ite of Hedwig Eleonora, the mother of Charles XI and grandmother of
Charles XII. According to a report by the French minister de Campredon,
she accepted rewards for assisting in the resolution of certain matters, but
ultimately paid for this with financial ruin and years in prison.

Women who came from the narrow aristocratic elite, which had re-
mained close to political power throughout the Middle Ages and the ear-
ly modern period, were more confident in participating in decision-mak-
ing on a wide range of issues. Throughout the eighteenth century, we can
see women becoming increasingly independent not only in their choice
of hats or dresses, but also in their interest in spheres that had seemingly
been unfamiliar to them, such as economics and politics. At the same
time, it is no longer sufficient to explain this development solely by the
good education received by aristocratic women.

Women increasingly sought to distinguish themselves from the
broader mass of society by asserting their abilities and achievements.
Thus, of approximately 340 newspapers and journals founded between
1730 and 1809, around ten were intended specifically for a female read-
ership, offering instructional and educational material. Although they
were published in small print runs and their articles were almost always
anonymous or written under pseudonyms, they nevertheless represented
an important signal of changes taking place in society. Interestingly, all
this coexisted with occasional reports of witchcraft trials being initiated
in various parts of Sweden.

The changes taking place in society were clearly reflected in the fact
that salon culture quickly and naturally became part of everyday life in
Sweden, taking both political and non-political forms. In the latter case,
salons gathered around prominent female writers and artists. The salon
circle of Sophia Elisabet Brenner, a well-known writer and artist, is usually
regarded as the first example of this kind. Some scholars consider her one
of the pioneers of women’s intellectual emancipation in Sweden. The term
“protofeminism” has even been introduced to characterize her activities.

2 Emerentia von Diiben, www.skbl.se/sv/artikel /EmerentiavonDuben, Svenskt

kvinnobiografiskt lexicon (entry by Charlotta Forss).
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Ladies-in-waiting awaiting Queen Ulrika. Artist . Pasch.
From open sources

Our attention, however, is focused specifically on political salons
headed by the wives of leading or otherwise prominent politicians of the
Swedish kingdom. Practice showed that the women who achieved the
greatest success in influencing politics and public opinion were those
who were able to realize their ambitions and potential by using their
marriages and family connections as their starting point. At the same
time, they did not always step out from behind their husbands or male
relatives, preferring instead to act as informal leaders who played their
own game in special settings — salons and circles, whose number grew
rapidly during the second half of the seventeenth century and especially
in the eighteenth century.

It turns out that such gatherings were about much more than hand-
icrafts, card games, dancing, and listening to music. They also provided
opportunities to establish and maintain connections with influential
families and political groupings, to act as intermediaries between differ-
ent forces, and thereby to acquire the potential to influence political de-
cisions. The hostess herself played a key role in this process: it was she
who set the tone of the gathering. Her ability to manage the atmosphere
was shaped by a variety of factors, including psychological characteristics,
the status of her family, and the broader political climate of the period.

Sources concerning the activities of women’s salons in the eigh-
teenth century are not abundant. As a rule, they consist of documents of
a personal nature: diaries, correspondence, and memoirs, as well as the
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correspondence of foreign diplomats, who were important participants
in the social and political life of Stockholm during this period.

One of the earliest circles of this kind was the salon established for
foreign ministers by Magdalena Stenbock, the wife of the prominent
late-seventeenth-century politician, Privy Councillor and Chancellor,
Count B.G. Oxenstierna. Foreign diplomats frequently visited their home
in the capital and their country estate, where they engaged in frank dis-
cussions in which the countess herself actively participated. Contempo-
raries wrote that she sympathized with the Habsburgs and was hostile
toward France, which had a definite influence on her husband’s policies.
The diplomats whom she supported eagerly made use of the informa-
tion she supplied concerning Swedish policy and court news. There is
even an insufficiently substantiated claim that she and her husband were
“bought” by the Holy Roman Empire for 8,000 dalers.

With the beginning of the “Age of Liberty”, discussion of the most
pressing political issues extended beyond the narrow circle of state
officials®. While men had the opportunity to debate matters in pub-
lic squares, coffechouses, and taverns, women remained confined, as
before, within the walls of their homes. In such circumstances, estab-
lishing and maintaining a functioning salon was one of the few ways
of addressing this problem. Using the limited sources and scholarship
available to us, let us examine the activities of some of these women. As
early as the mid-seventeenth century, the wives of prominent politi-
cians were perceived not only as potential instruments for influencing
their husbands, but also as independent sources of information, partic-
ularly given the considerable social activity of Swedish women, which
was repeatedly noted, for example, by French and Imperial diplomats.
This was also observed by the first postwar Russian minister to Sweden,
Chamber Junker Count Mikhail Petrovich Bestuzhev, who arrived in
Stockholm in 1722 and mentioned women’s activity in his very first
dispatches. In his report of March 28, 1722, describing his efforts “to

3 Evidence of the growing involvement of society is the enormous amount of

journalistic material, both legal and clandestine, that literally flooded Swe-
den // In particular, see: Holm S. In a city flooded with pamphlets” Foreign
Diplomats Monitoring and Spreading the News in Eighteenth-Century
Stockholm. Media and Mediation in the Eighteenth Century. https://doi.
org/10.37852/0blu.209. Lund, 2023. P. 80.
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reconcile” King Frederick and Duke Charles Frederick, he stated that,
among other things, he had discussed the matter with the three high-
est-ranking figures. Yet he was astonished when, “on the third and
fourth day, the whole city knew about it”. Bestuzhev was convinced that
“this was spread through their wives, since the ladies here, without ex-
ception, all belong to the Duke’s party™.

The Russian minister also took note of the women’s reaction when,
following instructions from St. Petersburg, he had printed “a certain
opinion” concerning the “case” of former Chamberlain Willem Mons
and subsequently distributed several copies among “friends at court”.
Some ladies openly expressed their regret that “Mons’s sister had been
treated cruelly”. Evidently, such an outspoken reaction made a particu-
lar impression on Bestuzhev, who continued to draw attention to similar
incidents in his later dispatches.

It is well known that the leading politician during the first decades
of the “Age of Liberty” was Count Arvid Horn. His role was so prominent
that foreign governments described him as the foremost political figure
in Sweden, whose authority and influence surpassed those of the Crown,
and consequently accorded him particular attention. The Russian au-
thorities were no exception, since relations with Sweden were important
for establishing and maintaining the Russian Empire’s new status in the
region. The methods used to bring one politician or another over to one’s
interests had long been known and were employed by all countries: gifts,
stipends, assistance in resolving pressing matters, such as land disputes,
and opportunities for career advancement in service abroad. In Sweden,
however, following the Great Northern War, material rewards, above all
monetary ones, became particularly widespread, as was noted not only by
foreign observers but also by the Swedes themselves. The situation was
so serious that some historians and economists maintain that the cor-
ruption prevailing in the country at the time nearly led to the loss of the
state’s independence and certainly acquired a systemic character.

We shall not discuss here whether Chancellor Horn received such gifts
from diplomats of various countries — the archival evidence on this point is
quite definite — but shall simply take it as a given. What interests us is that

* ABIIPU. @.96.0m. 1. 1722. Ne 6 or 28 mapra. A. 28 06.
5 ABIIPU. @.96.0m. 1. 1724. Ne 5 4. 2 or 11 pexabps. A. 420—421 o6.
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his wife, Countess Margareta Gyllenstierna®, was involved in this as well. In
1724, the Russian minister in Stockholm, Count Bestuzhev, proposed that
she be presented with “good sables and furs, as well as fine Chinese goods
for the chambers and fabrics” worth 2,000 rubles, which were intended for
the Count himself. He justified the proposal by noting that “the aforemen-
tioned Count is very wealthy and uninterested in such things, and, being
also a man of great ambition, he may perhaps take this gift as an affront™.

The Countess’s name appears in Russian diplomatic dispatches in con-
nection with the efforts of Ambassador Plenipotentiary Prince V.L. Dol-
gorukov to prevent Sweden from joining the Hanoverian Alliance. Hav-
ing arrived in Stockholm late, he unsuccessfully sought an opportunity
to meet Count Horn. According to the rules governing the Riksdag then
in session, however, the Lord Marshal was not permitted to discuss affairs
with foreign ministers. The Prince therefore chose an indirect approach:
“to act through his wife or through outsiders”. He had been given an ex-
ample by the Imperial ambassador Count Freitag, who, after his arrival,
was unable for some time to obtain an audience and therefore could not
meet with the senators, but frequently visited their wives, while they visit-
ed his wife — in other words, “they dine with one another”. As a result, the
Prince was received by Countess Gyllenstierna at least twice. It is notewor-
thy that she was the “queen”, while the wife of another prominent poli-
tician, Count M. J. De la Gardie, Hedvig Catharina, was the “vice-queen”
of the sumptuous reception and ball for 500 people organized by Dol-
gorukov on December 15, 1726, on the occasion of Empress Catherine I's
name day. He also requested that the Cabinet send, at her request, sables,
“of which she has provided a list specifying the quantity and type”, and
believed that these “might well be given free of charge™.

By the beginning of the 1730s, Margareta Gyllenstierna, like her
husband, had established herself as a supporter of an alliance with
France. Some scholars draw attention to the fact that her name is
mentioned repeatedly in the dispatches of the French minister Baron
Charles-Louis de Biaudos de Casteja, who received some information

¢ Until the end of the eighteenth century, aristocratic women in Sweden pre-

ferred to retain their family name after marriage.

7 ABITPU. @. 96.0m. 1. 1724. Ne 6 or 1 mronst. A. 106 06. — 107.

8 ABITPU. @. 96. Om. 1. 1726—1727. Ne 12 5 Kabuuer or 23 pexabpst 1726 r.
A. 11 06. — 12.
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from her’. Taking into account his complaints about his wife’s estrange-
ment following his falling-out with Count Horn, we are inclined to be-
lieve that his knowledge stemmed from conversations in the Countess’s
salon, conducted in the presence of a large audience. The Swedish his-
torian K. Sennefelt calls Countess Gyllenstierna the “hostess” of several
dozen men who “courted her husband on his name day and birthday”*°.

Incidentally, the aforementioned fact that politicians were prohibit-
ed from taking certain actions during the Riksdag became another pre-
condition for the involvement of women in high politics, a circumstance
foreign ministers readily exploited. Among them, however, there was one
who became so successful at this that he deserves separate attention.

We are referring to the French minister Baron Charles-Louis de Bi-
audos de Casteja. He carried out his diplomatic mission in Stockholm
from 1727 to 1735 with such zeal and dedication that, largely thanks
to him, Sweden restored its close ties with Paris and began pursuing
a policy aligned with French interests. One of Casteja’s most successful
tactical methods, based on the practices of the Versailles court, was to
make use of the potential of politically active women. His circle includ-
ed several ladies of high society with whom he held long and frank
conversations in their salons, at receptions, and at balls.

One of them was Countess Charlotta von Liewen (married name
Bonde), who, like some members of her family, was initially a support-
er of the Holstein party but fairly quickly shifted toward French inter-
ests. In his dispatches, Minister Casteja spoke highly of the information
he received from her. Its source was the position held by her husband,
Count Gustaf Bonde, whom the Russian Minister N.F. Golovin described
in one of his reports as “a timid man”. His career experienced a rapid
rise in the late 1720s, when he became Vice-Chancellor, making him
an even more attractive figure for foreign diplomats. The Russian au-
thorities maintained contacts with him as well; in several reports, Golo-
vin included him among the “well-disposed” senators who, for example,
were rewarded by resolution of the Privy Council on the occasion of
“the restoration of friendship and correspondence between Russia and

®  Norrbem S. Kvinnor vid maktens sida: 1632—1772. Lund: Nordic Academic
Press, 2007. S. 86.

10 Sennefelt K. Stockholmsliv. Riksdagsumginge och identitetsformering under
frihetstiden. Historisk Tidskrift 125: 3. 2005. S. 415.
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Hedvig Catharina De la Gardie.
From open sources

Sweden, and Sweden’s recognition of His Imperial Majesty’s title of Em-
peror of All Russia”!. Incidentally, Bonde, like his superior Count Horn,
requested that a reward of 1,000 ducats be presented to his wife, and
even accompanied the Russian minister to the women’s chambers him-
self, where the countess “accepted the money without any difficulty”
Count Gustaf Bonde continued to maintain regular contacts
with Russian ministers, first with Golovin and later with M.P. Bestu-
zhev-Ryumin. He was also among those who eventually began to ex-
press dissatisfaction with the excessively active and overbearing con-
duct of Minister Casteja and contributed to his expulsion from the
country. This was partly why, following the victory of the pro-French
forces at the Riksdag of 1738, he was among the six senators whom the
Hats party decided to throw out of the Senate. Countess Charlotta von
Liewen herself died in 1735, shortly before receiving a reward from
Louis XV in the form of diamond earrings in gratitude for her services.
Perhaps the best-known lady in Casteja’s circle, and one who fre-
quently operated on the verge of scandal, was Countess Hedvig Cathari-
na Lillie (married name De la Gardie), who, according to contemporaries,
was one of those who influenced the formation of public opinion. Her ac-
tivities were so remarkable that they deserve a closer examination.

1 ABITPU. @. 96.Om. 1. 1728. Ne 4 ot 5 mroas. A. 275—276 06.
12 ABITPU. @. 96. Om. 1. 1730. Ne 6 or 21 asrycra. A. 50 06.
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Born into wealth and raised by an active and enterprising mother who
devoted particular attention to the education of her only child, she was
married at the age of sixteen. The De la Gardie family, into which Hedvig
Catharina married, had maintained ties since the late sixteenth century
with the country from which the family had originally come to Sweden.
Over time, her pro-French sympathies only grew stronger, a tendency re-
flected in the activities of several political salons that she organized and
supported®®. Together with her husband, the countess staged theatrical
performances and special Thursday evenings for that segment of Stock-
holm society which supported the Hats party. It is reliably known that she
made generous financial contributions to the party fund, and after the
death of Baron von Hopken, she and Count C. Gyllenstierna for a time
became informal leaders of the Hats.

Her independent character and her amorous adventures — both real
and alleged — were constantly under public scrutiny. The famous pamphle-
teer Olof von Dalin portrayed her in his journal as an example of the kind of
woman one should not emulate. He described her harshly, using an allego-
1y based on one of the vices: “Madam Sociable Lust” (“Mrs. Lusty Society” ).

Her mother’s vigorous approach to life was reflected in the fate of her
daughter Eva, later Countess Ekeblad. She not only devoted herself to rais-
ing her children but also managed a vast estate with such dedication that,

3 Carlsson I. Parti — partivisen — partipolitiker 1731—43. Kring uppkomsten av
véara forsta politiska partier. Stockholm Studie in History, 29. St. 1981. S. 195.

4 In the third issue of his journal Then Swanska Argus, published in 1732, the
25-year-old O. Dalin addressed women with the following words: “Good day,
Swedish ladies! It has been a long time since you were greeted in the press in
this way. Our scholars seem to be negligent, since they either write things you
do not understand or avoid you altogether, as though the saying were untrue
that whoever is on good terms with you may do whatever he wishes. Your sex
seems at times to rule and hold sway over the entire earthly globe, and your
favour is the happiness of many, regardless of whether they deserve that happi-
ness or not; therefore, I am so cunning that one of my first sheets is addressed
to you. It is indeed fitting that such a noble sex should be the first to receive
you, and I hope that you will receive me kindly. However, lest you disregard my
great modesty, I shall tell you that I have come to you not as a flattering cavalier
hoping to win your friendship through false modesty, sweet words, and pleas-
ant flattery. Such fashionable embraces would be foreign to Argus! No, I come
as a secret and insincere counsellor, to point out to you the path of virtue and
teach you the beautiful, worthy, and decorous customs of your sex...” In this
way, he skilfully depicted the gender dynamics at the top of Swedish society.
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Henrika Juliana von Liewen. Artist G. Lundberg.
From open sources

for her practical experiments and discovery of the properties of starch, she
was elected a member of the Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences at the age
of twenty-four.

More independent of French policy in Sweden was the wife of Count
Carl Gyllenborg, the wealthy English widow Sarah Derith (née Wright).
Unlike the ladies mentioned above, she was of less distinguished birth but
considerably more politically sophisticated. She supported her husband in
1717, when he, as Sweden’s plenipotentiary representative, was arrested in
London on charges of involvement in a Jacobite conspiracy. After accompa-
nying him to Stockholm, she used all available resources to help the Count
rise to the head of government. She maintained a salon that became a meet-
ing place for politicians, industrialists, and figures from the worlds of cul-
ture and science, with the aim of supporting Swedish interests in England.

It is noteworthy that women seeking to become part of political pro-
cesses were highly inventive in their choice of means, and simply wear-
ing a rose on a special ribbon as a sign of opposition to Count Horn’s
policies was no longer sufficient. For example, they exploited vulnerable
aspects of King Frederick I's private life associated with the lady-in-wait-
ing Hedvig Taube. The young sixteen-year-old girl caught the eye of the
fifty-four-year-old king and completely captivated him with her beauty,
cheerful disposition, and sound judgment. In order to shield his interest
from excessive attention, he approached Chancellor Count Arvid Horn
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with a request that she be lodged in his household. According to Fryxell,
however, Horn indignantly refused to participate in matchmaking, where-
as the already familiar Countess De la Gardie and Baroness Hopken en-
thusiastically assumed the role of intermediaries between the lady-in-wait-
ing, her parents — who, incidentally, approved of the union!® — and the
king. Somewhat later, the aforementioned Sarah Derith, together with her
friends, learned of the birth of the first child of the king’s official mistress
and, by hastening to visit and congratulate Taube on her delivery, prevent-
ed a possible boycott of her. Given that the royal couple had no children
while Taube bore several, Frederick gradually became increasingly depen-
dent on the aforementioned individuals and factions. This, for example,
played a role in supporting the Hats party’s plans directed against A. Horn.

Following the unsuccessful attempt at revanche — the war of 1741—
1743 — women'’s participation in political life became even more apparent.
One well-known place where political questions continued to be discussed
actively was the salon of the lady-in-waiting Henrika Juliana von Liewen.
By the age of twenty, she had already demonstrated her support for the
Hats party, while her family and personal connections enabled her to col-
lect and skillfully use the information she obtained to further her inter-
ests. Having become a lady-in-waiting to the future King Adolf Frederick’s
bride, and later his wife, the Prussian Princess Louisa Ulrika, in 1748 she
betrayed her confidence by passing information about a royal conspiracy
to the ambassadors of France, Denmark, and Russia. The information con-
cerned a royal plot aimed at strengthening the monarchy, and its disclosure
resulted in the destruction of these plans. Yet her mind was occupied by
more than intrigue: she also wrote political articles for the journal An Hon-
est Swede, whose editorial office was located in her home. Von Liewen’s
services were recognized by the authorities, and she was granted a pen-
sion, which she retained even after the rival Caps party came to power.

It should be noted that the energetic wife of the future King Adolf
Frederick, Louisa Ulrika, gathered around herself a considerable num-
ber of women with active and independent personalities. The famous
painting The Hen Picture'® by J. Pasch and H. Scheffel was created in

5 Fryxel A. Berittelser ur svenska historien St. 1903. S. 6.
16 There are several other titles: “Picturesque Hens”; “Ladies-in-Waiting Await-
ing Queen Ulrika”.
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Eva Ekeblad.
From open sources

1747 and depicted six of the princess’s ladies-in-waiting as birds with
women’s heads, with a rooster visible behind them. It was rumored that
the commissioner had thereby been portrayed as well: Prime Minis-
ter Count C.G. Tessin, who had allegedly asked the artists to depict,
in accordance with fashionable European conventions of the time, the
women he had once spied upon in a bathhouse. The aforementioned
HJ. von Liewen was one of them. The others depicted were Ernestine
von Griesheim, Charlotta Sparre, Ulrika Stromfelt, Agneta Stromfelt,
and Catharina Charlotta Taube.

A study of the biographies of these ladies-in-waiting shows that they
were highly unconventional women. Countess Charlotta Sparre (married
name von Fersen), for example, not only captivated European rulers with
her beauty and grace and was known for her passion for ballet and the-
atrical performance, but also instilled in her daughters an independent
view of the position of women in society. Countess Catharina Charlotta
Taube (married name De la Gardie) was not only the sister of Frederick
Is official mistress, but also the woman who came to the defense of twelve
women accused of witchcraft. With her active support, smallpox inocula-
tion was introduced in Sweden; she herself and her children underwent
the procedure in 1756.

Many contemporaries spoke negatively of Countess Eva Helena
Lowen (married name Ribbing), whose life resembled an adventure
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novel. Her beauty and wit made her a desirable conversational partner
for many politicians, including King Gustav III. Her heart, however,
belonged to France!” — or, more precisely, to the French ambassador,
with whom she willingly shared political and court information, which
became the basis for France granting her a very generous pension. The
negative attitude of her contemporaries and later generations can part-
ly be explained by the fact that her son, Adolf Ribbing, played a key role
in the assassination of Gustav IIL

French sources indicate that, by the late 1760s, Countess EH. Low-
en was listed among nine Swedes receiving secret pensions from France.
Three women appeared on the list. In addition to the aforementioned
countess, there was Countess Christina Sophia Bielke (married name
Rudenschdld), who inherited the activist outlook of her grandmother and
stepmother but, unlike her father, Count Ture Gabriel Bielke — one of
the most trusted figures of the Russian authorities in Sweden during the
first decades of the “Age of Liberty” — was a loyal supporter of the Hats
party and France. In her salon, like Countess Lowen, she not only host-
ed card games but also conducted pro-French propaganda and agitation.
The third woman on the list of “pensioners” was Baroness Gustava Duval,
who, together with her husband, also did much for the Hats and France.

Although all three women worked in the same direction, the size of
their pensions varied. Countess Lowen received the most — 12,000 dalers;
Countess Bielke received 6,000, while Duval received only 1,000 dalers!s.
[t is quite possible that this was related to the fact that the salons of the
first two women were frequented by people of considerably higher rank
and therefore required greater expenditure to maintain the standard of
their receptions.

The outspoken political sympathies of the wives of high-ranking
men, or of women who, by virtue of their official or personal position,
were close to the sphere of high politics, often became grounds for sus-
picions of espionage. a striking example is the aforementioned Countess
De la Gardie; in the second half of the eighteenth century, such cases

became even more numerous. For example, Julie Eckerman, the mistress

7" Her grandfather, Count Arvid Horn, whose career came to an end with the
active involvement of the French, would certainly have been surprised.

18 Norrhen S. (2007.) S. 193.
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Eva Lowen. Artist G. Lundberg.
From open sources

of Count Carl Sparre, was suspected of having an affair with Miiller, a sec-
retary of the Russian embassy who supplied her with secret information,
which she used at her own discretion.

Incidentally, several other politically active Swedish women were sus-
pected of spying for Russia. In particular, according to the memoirs of the
future King Charles XIII’s wife, Duchess Hedwig Elisabeth Charlotte of
Holstein-Gottorp, Countess Ulrika Eleonora von Diiben (married name
Rilamb) used her connections with Count Mdrner to obtain secret infor-
mation and transmit it to St. Petersburg. These suspicions were reinforced
by her friendship with Countess Constance Wilhelmine de Saint-Priest,
the wife of a French diplomat and a spy herself, through whom informa-
tion was passed on, among others, to Catherine II’s favorite, Count Platon
Zubov.

It is worth mentioning that the future Swedish queen herself led
a turbulent life filled with political and personal passions. Among other
things, she was one of the authors of the conspiracy against Gustav I1J,
and in 1776 became the “Grand Mistress” of one of Sweden’s Masonic
lodges. She also founded the salon known as the “Green Table,” where
noblewomen gathered around their sewing and discussed political issues.
Some contemporaries suspected her of spying for France. Interestingly,
the Wikipedia category “18th-Century Spies” lists 33 people, of whom 19
are women, including eight Swedish women.
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This brief overview of the “extra-familial” activities of noble and
high-ranking women in Sweden allows us to make several observations.
Throughout the eighteenth century, there was a steady trend toward
increasing female involvement in political and public life. Their activ-
ism was often transmitted across generations, while their practices of
communication gradually moved beyond traditional salon culture and
the narrow circle of favorites, acquiring features of politically engaged
participation.

As in the preceding period, the principal figures, at least in the po-
litical salons, remained women belonging to the highest strata of Swed-
ish society, while examples of women of more modest origins occupying
such roles were exceptional. At the same time, the evidence presented
above concerning those who dared to step beyond the boundaries of
traditional female behavior provides grounds for at least two interest-
ing conclusions.

First, it is impossible not to notice how thin the line was between
politics “for love” and politics “for calculation”, as well as between
“noble patriotism” and “immoral espionage” in the interests of anoth-
er country. Second, in most of the examples cited above, we encounter
what contemporaries wrote about with condemnation and contempt
and what today is more appropriately termed the “sexualization of
women’s political activity”. How firmly these phenomena became es-
tablished in Swedish public life remains a question for further histor-
ical inquiry.
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Abstract

The article aims to critically examine the ideological confrontation
between the French Enlightenment thinkers and the Society of Jesus.
This confrontation was most clearly expressed in Denis Diderot’s ar-
ticle The Jesuits in Diderot and d’Alembert’s Encyclopédie, in which
he levelled a number of accusations against the Society of Jesus. The
article considers all the historical examples cited by the French think-
er to demonstrate the allegedly criminal nature of the Jesuit order.
The analysis reveals a discrepancy between Diderot’s stated accusa-
tions against the Jesuits and the actual historical events. It demon-
strates that the style of presentation is non-academic and polemical,
failing to meet the standards expected of an encyclopaedic work. It is
shown that a number of the crimes attributed to the Order are not
supported by historical scholarship, including the accusations that
the Jesuits participated in attempts on the lives of French monarchs;
some are linked to political circumstances, such as the Order’s activ-
ities in the context of the Reformation and Counter-Reformation;
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while certain claims are the product of Diderot’s imagination, in-
cluding his account of the so-called Mammillairs sect. Overall, the
article demonstrates the extreme lack of objectivity and pronounced
bias of Diderot’s position, his failure to apply a scholarly approach to
the issues under consideration, and a tendency to tailor the evidence
to a predetermined conclusion. At the same time, some of the French
thinker’s statements not only contradict the findings of historical
scholarship but also diverge from Diderot’s own views as a represen-
tative of the French Enlightenment. Given that Diderot and d’Alem-
bert’s Encyclopédie constitutes a kind of ideological manifesto of the
French Enlightenment, the article concludes that the time has come
to move away from a purely eulogistic attitude towards the intel-
lectual legacy of eighteenth-century French thinkers and to subject
their works to critical reappraisal.

Keywords:
Enlightenment; Jesuits; Encyclopédie; Diderot

For citation:

Georgy Sh. Pilavov. Diderot versus the Jesuits: the Presumption of Guilt.
The Historical Reporter. 2026. Vol. 60. P. 240—273. DOIL: 10.35549
HR.2026.2026.60.009

he eighteenth century is known in human history as the

Age of Enlightenment, a period that had an enormous im-

pact on the development of our civilization. This phenom-

enon was expressed most vividly in France, where the En-
lightenment movement encompassed the most pressing social, political,
religious, and philosophical issues of the time.
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Denis Diderot. Artist Louis-Michel van Loo, 1767.
From open sources

The thinkers and philosophers of the French Enlightenment, who
succeeded in fundamentally altering not only the course of philosophical
thought but also the entire course of human history, were not unanimous on
everyissue. Thus, the differences between the views of Jean-Jacques Rousseau
and Voltaire are well known; they eventually led to a conflict and a complete
break between the two. Rousseau also came into conflict with Denis Diderot.
Voltaire and Paul Thiry (Baron d'Holbach), as well as Diderot and Jean Le
Rond d’Alembert, likewise disagreed on a number of matters. Despite their
broadly similar views on most philosophical and social issues, they differed
on certain questions concerning social and religious matters.

There was, however, one subject on which the philosophes displayed
a remarkable degree of unanimity. When discussing a certain commu-
nity of like-minded individuals organized into a particular institution-
al structure, the Enlightenment thinkers showed little restraint in their
language — both with regard to the organization itself and to its ordi-
nary members. Voltaire denounced them vehemently, freely resorting to
such epithets as “swindlers, bankrupts, criminals, regicides, and villains™.
Claude Adrien Helvétius called them “one of the most ruthless scourges
of nations™”. Diderot devoted an exceptionally long article to them in the

U Boavmep. Bor u aropan. B 2 1. T. 2. M.: Akapemms nayk CCCP, 1961. C. 262.

2 TeavBeyuii KA. O yeroBexe, €ro yMCTBEHHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTSIX M €r0 BOCIIUTAHMUA.

M. TocypapcTBeHHOE COLJMaAPHO-9KOHOMMUIECKOE M3aaTeAbcTBO, 1938, C. 291.
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Encyclopédie — longer than the articles on philosophers, religion, and fa-
therland combined. There, with an intensity of rhetoric unusual for him,
he asserted that they “are the most odious defenders of tyranny”; that
“there are no crimes that have not been committed ... no doctrines more
depraved than those propagated by them™. In Pocket Theology, d’Hol-
bach, referring to a member of this organization, piles up insinuations
in a manner reminiscent of the sensationalist press of our own time: he
“behaves outrageously wherever he happens to lodge. With women, how-
ever, he is usually accommodating; boys do not get off so cheaply™.

The reader will already have guessed that this remarkable unanimity
of indignation among the French philosophes was directed against the
Jesuit order. The history of their confrontation has been described repeat-
edly, both in historical scholarship and in the history of philosophy. There
is, however, a question which, in our view, has not received sufficient at-
tention, including in contemporary historical and philosophical scholar-
ship: how justified were the accusations made by French thinkers against
the Jesuits? In the author’s view, it is worthwhile to examine the factual
material on which the philosophes based the conclusions set out above,
analyzing the evidence they cited with the tools of modern scholarship.

The anti-Jesuit position was expressed most comprehensively by
Diderot in the corresponding article in the Encyclopédie. What imme-
diately attracts attention in this material is its decidedly non-encyclope-
dic manner of presentation, for example: “No, holy fathers! Neither gold
nor influential connections could guarantee the survival of such a small
organization as the Jesuit order™. As has already been noted, however,
“the authors of the Encyclopédie regarded it above all as an instrument
through which a single ‘correct’ view of the social, religious, and political
organization of the world could be shaped™. The emotionally charged
and rhetorical presentation of the material indicates that this motive pre-
vailed in this case as well.

Ouaocodust B «Duguraoneanmn» Amuapo n Aasambepa. M. Hayka, 1994.
C. 270, 274.

Toavbax I1. Kapmanuoe 6orocaosue. M: [ocypaapcTBeHHOE M3AATEABCTBO IOAM-
Taeckon anteparypsr, 1961. C. 85.
Onnocodms B «HUMKAOTIEAUN» AMAPO 1 Aarambepa. M:: Hayxa, 1994. C. 276.

[MunraBo6 I.I1. Duymraoneans: Auapo n A'Arambepa: KOHTEKCTYaABHO-KPUTH-
geckoe ocmbicaenne // Vicropus puaocopun. 2024. T. 29. Ne 1. C. 51.
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Il Gesu. The Jesuit order’s mother church in Rome.
From open sources

For the purposes of our study, the most important point is the list
of Jesuit “crimes” which the author presents with evident relish: “Since
the establishment of the order, not a single year has passed without the
Jesuits distinguishing themselves by some notorious atrocity””. The sub-
sequent list of the Jesuits’ “sins”, however, deserves closer examination
than a mere enumeration. We shall analyze Diderot’s list, drawing not
only on works devoted specifically to the Jesuits but also on historical
research more broadly.

“In 1547, Bobadilla, one of Ignatius’s companions, was expelled from
Germany for publicly opposing the Augsburg Interim in print’™.

The decree of Emperor Charles V — the Augsburg Interim — was an
attempt to find a compromise between Catholicism and the Reformation.
As is often the case in such situations, it provoked dissatisfaction on both
sides of the conflict. On the Protestant side, the Lutheran theologians
Nikolaus Amsdorf and Matthias Flacius opposed the Augsburg Interim,
considering its provisions unacceptable to the Reformation’. Bobadilla,
by contrast, criticized it from the standpoint of the Roman Church for
making concessions to the Protestants. As T. Campbell notes, he “was

7 Boguslavskiy V.M, ed. 1994. Philosophy in Diderot and D’Alembert’s “Ency-
clopedia”. Moscow: Nauka. P. 272.

8 Ibid.

?  Hauschild W.-D. Lehrbuch der Kirchen- und Dogmengeschichte. Giitersloh,
2005.Bd. 2.P. 411.
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Nicolas de Bobadilla. Engraving by Philippe Galle, 16th century.
From open sources

particularly outspoken on this issue and, in a public address, had the im-
prudence to condemn imperial policy”™. As a result, by order of the em-
peror, he was forced to leave Germany.

It should be noted that Bobadilla clearly lacked tact and the ability to
accept compromise solutions. Following the death of Ignatius Loyola, he
“provoked a crisis in relations between the Society and Pope Paul IV
Nevertheless, there are no grounds for classifying his criticism of Charles
V’s actions as a “notorious atrocity”.

“In 1560, Gongalo da Silveira was executed in Monomotapa as a spy
for Portugal and the Jesuit order’2,

Gongalo da Silveira was a missionary in Africa, in the territory of
present-day Zimbabwe. His mission in Monomotapa was exclusively
catechetical in character and was initially highly successful: he “bap-
tized the ruler of the Mutapa state, Negomo Mupunzagutu, his mother,
and prominent members of the aristocracy”'®. These events, however,
aroused the hostility of Arab merchants from Mozambique who had

10" Campbell T.]. The Jesuits, 1534—1921. a History of the Society of Jesus from Its
Foundation to the Present Time. New York: The Encyclopedia Press, 2013. P. 53.

1 O’Malley ]. The First Jesuits. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1993. P. 32.

12
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arrived in Monomotapa and saw da Silveira’s activities as a threat to
their interests. As has been noted, “the Muslims convinced the Chief
that Silveira was a spy — either for the Portuguese or for the Chief’s
brother Shepute, a claimant to the chieftainship™. As a result, the mis-
sionary was killed.

There is no evidence indicating that the Portuguese Jesuit engaged in
any form of espionage. Europeans did not penetrate the region in which
Monomotapa was located until three centuries later. Gongalo da Silveira
himself was beatified in 1629. In recognition of his missionary work in
Zimbabwe, a school and a hospital have been named after him.

“In 1578, the Jesuits were expelled from Antwerp for refusing to recog-
nize the Pacification of Ghent™.

These events took place during the Dutch Revolt, which, in addition
to the struggle for Dutch independence, was also a religious conflict.
The background to the events surrounding the expulsion of the Jesuits
was set out in the fundamental work of the Belgian medieval historian
Henri Pirenne. He notes that the Jesuits “enthusiastically intervened in

14 Chadwick H. Life of the venerable Gongalo da Silveira of the Society of Jesus:
pioneer missionary and proto-martyr of South Africa; from original sources.
New York: Benziger, 1910. P. 90.

15 Ouaocodns B «Duymnraoneanmn» Auapo n Aarambepa. M.: Hayxka, 1994. C. 272.
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the struggle against Calvinism”™. The consequences, naturally, were not
long in coming;: “the Calvinists regarded them as their most dangerous
opponents, and therefore the enemies of Spanish rule and Catholicism
immediately launched a fierce campaign against the order”"’. Their refus-
al to recognize the Pacification of Ghent was used as a pretext “to expel
them from all the towns where power was in the hands of the Orangist
party. Their school and their church in Antwerp were handed over to the
Calvinist community 8. Thus, the Jesuits were effectively persecuted for
carrying out the very functions for which their order existed.

“In 1581, the Jesuits Campion, Sherwin, and Briant were sentenced to
deatbh for taking part in a conspiracy against Elizabeth 1 of England. During the
reign of this great sovereign, the Jesuits organized five attempts on ber life’™.

Of these figures, the most significant is Edmund Campion, about
whom a considerable body of literature has been written. It should be
noted that in his youth he was a well-known Catholic priest in England
whose sermons were extremely popular; he was called the “idol of Ox-
ford” and the “second Cicero”. After converting from Anglicanism to
Catholicism and joining the Jesuit order in Rome, Campion returned to
England and began preaching the Catholic faith, which was prohibited
there. He was arrested, tortured, sentenced to death, and executed togeth-
er with other Catholic priests?’. The accusation that Campion intended
to incite a rebellion and overthrow the queen was not supported by evi-
dence; they were executed solely for religious reasons. All three were can-
onized in 1970. More than twenty educational institutions in England
and other countries — including schools, colleges, and academies — have
been named in honor of Edmund Campion.

As the strongly anti-Jesuit J. Huber wrote, Campion and his associ-
ates “began disseminating malicious, insulting pamphlets against Eliza-
beth™!. He was apparently referring to the booklet Decem Rationes (Ten
Reasons), printed at an underground press. Yet its subject was exclusively

16

Tupernn A. Hupepaanackas pesoaronms. M.: Couakrus, 1937. C. 450.
17 Ibid. C. 452.

18 Tbid.
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Simpson R. Edmund Campion: a biography. London; Edinburgh: Williams and
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Edmund Campion. A 17th-century engraving.
From open sources

religious: the author compared Anglicanism with Catholicism, present-
ing arguments in favor of the latter on the basis of Scripture and the
works of the Church Fathers.

“In 1588, they inspired the League established in France against Hen-
ry 11722,

It would be strange to assume that the order could have remained
neutral during the French Wars of Religion. The choice of sides in the
confrontation involving Henry of Navarre (who at that time was a Hu-
guenot; a king who held contradictory positions and was notorious for
behavior considered scandalous even by the standards of his time) was
obvious for the Catholic League.

“In the same year, the Jesuit Molina published bis pernicious specula-
tions on the compatibility of divine grace and free will .

Diderot’s attempt to pass moral judgment on Molinism, given his athe-
ism, appears disingenuous. It is doubtful that he understood the nuances of
Luis de Molina’s doctrine, as Molina sought to reconcile the Augustinian
doctrine of predestination and divine grace with the concept of free will.

It should be noted that Luis de Molina’s Concordia provoked a con-
siderable response in the theological world. Moreover, today one can

22 Boguslavskiy V.M, ed. 1994. Philosophy in Diderot and D’Alembert’s
“Encyclopedia”’. Moscow: Nauka. P. 272.
2 Ibid.
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Luis de Molina. An 18th-century engraving.
From open sources

speak of “a highly impressive renaissance of current philosophical inter-
est in Molina™. We need only mention the Oxford University volume
Molinism: The Contemporary Debate (New York: Oxford University Press,
2011) and the major study published by the international academic pub-
lisher Brill, @ Companion to Luis de Molina (Leiden: Brill, 2014). a num-
ber of contemporary philosophers from various countries have published
studies of Molina’s intellectual legacy in these works, demonstrating the
unjustified nature of Diderot’s dismissive assessment of his work.

“In 1593, the Jesuit Varade put a sword into Barrier’s hand so that he
could kill the best of kings™.

Here and elsewhere, Diderot oversimplifies the background to the
events that took place during the reign of Henry IV. The history of the
attempts on his life was examined in detail in the book The Assassination
of Henry IV by one of France’s leading historians, Roland Mousnier.

Pierre Barriére discussed his plan to assassinate the king not only
with the Jesuits but also with representatives of other religious orders —
the Capuchins, Carmelites, and Dominicans — who likewise approved of
his intention. The reason was that in 1593 “the king had not yet received
papal absolution and, consequently, could still officially be regarded as

2 UBarnob B.A. Aync ae Moanna, OV, 1 Havasa cxosactmaeckon teorormnn Obige-
crBa Mucyca. TTpeancaosue k mybankaygmum nepesopa 52-i aucryragmn «Kow-

rkopanm» // EINAL I Tpobaemst praocodpum n reosornm. 2014. T. 3. Ne 1—2 (5-6).
2 Ouaocodust B «Dunmraoneanm» Auapo n Aanambepa. M:: Hayka, 1994. C. 272.
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Chatel’s Attempted Assassination of Henry IV. Engraving, late 16th century.
From open sources

a heretic and an apostate”, from which it followed that “the king was
a tyrant-usurper and that it was permissible to attack his person”. At the
same time, as Roland Mousnier noted, “Henry IV said in 1603 that it
was a Jesuit who exposed Barriére’s intentions”. Thus, the Jesuits played
arole in Pierre Barriére’s attempted assassination that was directly oppo-
site to the one attributed to them by Diderot.

“In 1594, the Jesuits were expelled from France for complicity in the
attempted regicide committed by Jean Chdtel”.

“In 1595, the Jesuit Guignard, caught inciting the murder of Henry IV,
was executed on the Place de Gréve”.

The attempted assassination by Jean Chatel and the possible involve-
ment of Jean Guignard as a representative of the Jesuit order have been
examined in considerable detail in Mousnier’s work: “Chatel constantly
denied that the Jesuits of Paris were acquainted with his plan™®. In his
view, there was no evidence whatsoever of a Jesuit conspiracy: “Noth-
ing allows us to assert that Father Guignard inspired Chatel’s attempt or
knew anything about it™.

26 Mynove P. Youncrso erapuxa IV (14 mas 1610). CI16. Espasus, 2008. C. 264.
27 Ibid.

28 Ibid. C. 268.

2 Ibid. C. 269.
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As a result, the French historian reaches the following conclusions:
“The trial against the Jesuits was conducted in violation of all the rules.
No charges were brought against the Jesuits; they were not summoned
before the court and were given no opportunity to defend themselves.
It was obvious that they had neither directly inspired Chatel nor known
of his plans. The Parlement of Paris exploited Chatel’s attempt in order
to conduct a tendentious trial against the Jesuits™’. Thus, what we are
dealing with here is politically motivated persecution.

It should be noted that some historians support Diderot’s version
concerning the involvement of the Jesuits in Pierre Barriére’s attempted
assassination, while adding entirely fanciful details. Thus, Jules Michelet
explains the fact that the Jesuits Jean Guignard and Guéret (Barriére’s
former teacher at the Jesuit school) declared their innocence by claiming
that they “had received Loyola’s permission to obey the commands of the
order even to the point of mortal sin and, consequently, could calmly lie
even in articulo mortis™!.

“In 1597, the Congregatio de auxiliis was convened to discuss the
new Jesuit doctrine of grace, and Pope Clement VIII told them ‘Quarrelsome
men, you are sowing discord throughout the Church”*.

This refers to the pontiff’s attempts to resolve the conflict between
theologians belonging to the Jesuit and Dominican orders. Their debates
concerned the extent of divine grace and its influence on free will in two
different categories of people: sinners and those who had been saved. The
situation was complicated by the fact that Clement VIII had no theological
education, therefore the pope’s knowledge of theology was quite limited??.
Moreover, the conflict had a political dimension and was connected with
the rivalry between Spain and France*. After prolonged discussions, it was
decided not to issue a final verdict. Thus, the matter remained unresolved.

It is noteworthy that, in searching for arguments against the Jesuit
order, Diderot did not hesitate to rely on the questionable authority of

0 Tbid. C. 271.
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Clement VIII, who was not only far from being a distinguished theologian
but also remained in the memory of posterity as the man who “personally
and directly directed the proceedings” in the case of Giordano Bruno?®.

“In 1598, they incited a scoundrel, blessed him in the name of God,
placed a dagger in bis hand, promised him a beavenly crown, and sent him
to kill Maurice of Nassau; for this crime they were expelled from Holland ™.

As for the attempt on the life of Maurice of Nassau, it should be not-
ed that historical sources date it to 1595, when a certain Peter Panne
attempted to kill him. As Pirenne reports, the Protestants regarded the
Jesuits as “the instigators of the attempt on the life of Maurice of Nassau,
carried out by Peter Panne™’. However, suspicion of the order led to even
more fanciful accusations, such as claims that the Jesuits had planned
a St. Bartholomew’s Day Massacre in the Belgian provinces™.

The apocryphal account of the assassination attempt, which was ac-
cepted in anti-Jesuit circles, is presented by Theodor Griesinger: “In 1595
the Jesuits learned of an individual who, although he did not meet the
required conditions, was nevertheless chosen for want of a better instru-
ment. He was a cooper, or hoop-maker,in Ypres named Peter Panne, a poor
man who could barely earn enough bread to keep his wife and child from
starving?’. Various cloak-and-dagger details were added to this romantic
narrative, including “two Jesuits in disguise” and a “four-sided dagger
consecrated by the pious fathers™° that they supposedly gave to Panne.
This version is riddled with contradictions. Thus, according to Guettée,
“Panne confessed that he had bought a four-sided knife to carry out the
crime he had planned™!.

It is difficult to determine how much credence can be placed in the
testimony of an unsuccessful would-be assassin, given the nature of the
torture and executions practiced in Holland at the time (one need only re-
call the fate of Balthasar Gérard). The scholarly reliability of Griesinger’s

35 Poxuyoin B.C. Ayxopaano BpyHo n mukeusmngms. M: M3a-8o Akapemun Hayk
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work is also questionable: in the absence of any references whatsoever, it
is difficult to classify it as a historical study, while its one-sided presen-
tation of the material makes it possible to characterize it as “pretentious
and subjective™?,

“In 1604, the merciful Cardinal Federico Borromeo expelled them from
the Breda College for crimes that made them deserving of being burned at
the stake™.

Federico Borromeo was a prominent churchman and a patron of the
arts and sciences. However, his activities were connected exclusively with
Italy. In 1601, he was appointed Archbishop of Milan and did not leave
the city until his death, devoting himself to the construction of churches
and to questions of education and culture. Thus, the possibility that he
could have made decisions concerning the Jesuit order is doubtful. More-
over, Breda had already been captured by Maurice of Nassau’s army in
1590, after which the existence of a branch of the Jesuit order there is at
the very least questionable.

Here we once again encounter Diderot’s characteristic superficial ap-
proach to the material he presents. He was apparently referring to Cardi-
nal Carlo Borromeo, who was known for his reforms of Catholic religious
orders. In this case, however, the date is problematic, since the cardinal
had already died in 1584.

Johann Huber’s description of Carlo Borromeo’s conflict with the or-
der boils down to the claim that the cardinal caught his confessor, the
Jesuit Ribera, engaging in sodomy, after which he discovered that this
sin was flourishing in the Milan College and disbanded it. Huber does
not specify the date of this conflict, and his account contains a number
of questionable points. In his view, Carlo Borromeo “began obstructing
the activities of the Jesuits as soon as he noticed that they were trying to
attract all talented people into their order, thereby depriving the secular
clergy of its finest members™*. He then quotes one of the cardinal’s let-
ters, in which Borromeo accuses the order of “rejecting the most wor-
thy novices while welcoming with open arms clever and unscrupulous

2 MaxcumoB A.C. Muccust nesyntos B Poccun n Boctounast moantuxa Puma (Or-
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intriguers who possess neither piety nor virtue™. The contradictory na-
ture of these accusations is obvious.

“In 1605, the Jesuits Oldcorne and Garnet, the instigators of the Gun-
powder Plot, were sentenced to death”.

The role of the Jesuits in the Gunpowder Plot is examined in detail in
the work of A. Fraser, which “summarizes the views on the Gunpowder
Plot that have emerged to date™®. At the time, the Superior of the Jesuits
in England was Henry Garnet, who not only was not an instigator of
the plot but also attempted to prevent it. Having learned of the planned
attempt at a coup and assassination, he did not warn the authorities be-
cause the information had been disclosed to him under the seal of con-
fession. However, Garnet wrote to the Jesuit Superior General, Claudio
Acquaviva, urging him to influence the conspirators and persuade them
to abandon their plans®’. Despite this, he was executed, and his alleged
involvement in the plot was used by the English government to tight-
en anti-Catholic legislation. As has been noted, the English authorities
“sought to leave a powerful and immediate emotional impression of the
events associated with the Gunpowder Plot in the public mind, with guilt
unquestionably falling upon the Catholics, rather than creating condi-
tions for a meticulous investigation of all the circumstances of what had
occurred ™,

“In 1606, the Venetian authorities were forced to expel the Jesuits from
their territories for resisting the decrees of the Senate™.

J. Huber provides a generally accurate description of the situation:
“Pope Paul V came into conflict with the Republic; the Jesuits took his
side, defended his claims, and refused to celebrate Mass in a country under
papal interdict. The Venetian government expelled them and prohibited
them from remaining in Venetian territory, even after it had reconciled

4 Ibid. C. 134.
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Carlo Borromeo. The artist Giovanni Ambrogio Figino.
From open sources

with the Pope™. The Jesuits returned to Venice in 1656. This was a condi-
tion imposed by Pope Alexander VII for providing them with assistance in
the struggle against the Ottoman Empire. Thus, the expulsion of the Jesuits
from Venice was connected with the political circumstances of the time.

“In 1610, Ravaillac assassinated Henry V. The Jesuits were suspected of
having incited the assassination. With the intention of inspiring terror in the
hearts of monarchs, the Jesuit Mariana published in the same year, together
with bis De rege et regis institutione (On the King and the Royal In-
stitution ), an apology for regicide™".

It is unclear what motives could have prompted the Jesuits to assas-
sinate the French king after the order had been permitted to return to
France in 1604. As Mousnier noted, “Father Coton served at court as the
king’s confessor and confidant. He was highly successful among the cour-
tiers both as a preacher and as a spiritual adviser. Students flocked to the
College de Clermont. The king allowed the Jesuits to open other colleges,
including the famous College de La Fléche, where Descartes studied ™2,
In his view, “Henry IV himself refuted point by point all the accusations
leveled against the Jesuits. After all, it was a Jesuit who warned him of
Barri¢re’s attempted assassination; another Jesuit told Barriére that he

0 Ty6ep K. Mesynror. CI16. M3p-so ®. [Tasaenxosa, 1898. C. 75.
ST Quaocodpns B «Duynraoneann» Auapo n Aarambepa. M.: Hayxka, 1994. C. 273.
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would be damned if he dared to carry out the deed. Not a single Jesuit was
involved in Chatel’s attempt”™.

As for the work of Juan de Mariana, it should be noted that “Father
Coton called Juan de Mariana’s book a ‘bad book’ and recalled that at
‘our Provincial Congregation’ in Paris in 1606, ‘we recognized this pen
as badly sharpened’ and demanded of the Superior General of the order
‘that those whose writings were harmful to the French crown should be
punished and their books destroyed”*.

It should also be added that, according to contemporary scholars of
the Spanish theologian’s intellectual legacy, his writings reveal a pessi-
mistic, neo-Augustinian view of human nature and society, which led
him to avoid the Thomistic approach to the state and its rulers®. Thus,
interpreting the Spanish Jesuit’s work as an apology for regicide is a con-
siderable oversimplification.

“In 1618, the Jesuits were expelled from Bobemia as people who dis-
turbed the public peace, incited subjects against the state authorities, poi-
soned minds with the barmful doctrine of the pope’s infallibility and uni-
versal dominion, and sowed discord throughout the country. In 1619, they
were expelled from Moravia for the same reasons™®.

Here Diderot refers to events connected with the anti-Habsburg Re-
volt in Bohemia of 1618—1620, which was directed “not only against the
House of Habsburg, but also against the Jesuits. One of the first acts of
the provisional government was the expulsion of the order and the con-
fiscation of its property”™’. Thus, once again, we are dealing with politi-
cal events associated with the confrontation between Protestantism and
Catholicism. T. Griesinger maintains that the war began with “the revolt
of the Bohemian Protestants, who had long been incited to rebellion by
Jesuit intrigues, as a result of which the rebels began by permanently
expelling the Jesuits from Bohemia”; however, it is difficult to discern the
logic behind this accusation®.

3 Ibid.
> Ibid. C. 68.
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Frangois Ravaillac. The artist Crispijn van de Passe the Elder, 17th century.
From open sources

“In 1631, their clique provoked unrest in Japan, and the entire empire
was drenched in the blood of pagans and Christians”™.

The Jesuits achieved considerable success in the Christianization of
Japan at the end of the sixteenth century. Their policy was character-
ized by “non-interference in the country’s internal affairs, respect for its
customs and traditions, and adaptation to the local culture”®. However,
after representatives of other orders arrived in Japan, the competition
that arose among them had a negative impact on attitudes toward Chris-
tianity as a whole.

This became particularly apparent after Tokugawa Ieyasu, the founder
of the Edo shogunate, came to power and made the destruction of Christi-
anity in Japan one of his objectives. Moreover, “the Tokugawa shogunate
accomplished this task through bloody persecution of missionaries and
Japanese Christians and their complete expulsion from the country™".
In 1614, he prohibited the Christian faith in Japan, expelled all mission-
aries, and began executing those who refused to renounce Christ.
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The situation was further aggravated by the fact that Japanese Catho-
lics “encountered new and dangerous enemies in the form of Dutch and
English merchants, who sought to seize control of Japanese trade. These
Calvinists and Anglicans did not hesitate to persuade the shogun to drown
the Japanese Church in blood”% The number of victims was enormous: in
1624 alone, approximately 30,000 people were subjected to execution.

A vivid example of Protestant influence on the Japanese authorities
that contributed to the persecution of Catholics is the activity of the En-
glish navigator William Adams, who became an adviser to the shogun.
As has been noted, the Englishman was a fervent Protestant who hated
Catholics®.

In 1614, the Jesuit Miguel de Carvalho, in his annual report ad-
dressed to Pope Paul V, expressed concern about the danger posed by
William Adams and other Protestant merchants. He claimed that Adams
and his companions had turned the shogun leyasu against the followers
of Catholicism®. After being expelled, Carvalho illegally returned to Ja-
pan and was burned alive during the hecatombs of 1624.

Adams’s Dutch colleague, Captain Jan Joosten, held a similar posi-
tion. It should be noted that after Japan’s complete rupture with Europe,
the only Europeans granted the right to trade with Japan were Dutch
merchants. This became possible thanks to the assistance the Dutch
provided to the Japanese authorities in suppressing the Christian rebel-
lion — the Shimabara Rebellion®.

In addition, Japanese rulers were subjected to constant pressure from
Buddhist leaders, who were dissatisfied with the decline in their own
congregations as the number of followers of Christianity increased.

Thus, the Jesuits, like representatives of other Catholic orders, had
already been expelled from Japan in 1614, whereas the massacre at
Shimabara was carried out by the Japanese authorities in 1637 with Dutch
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support. Yet here too Diderot attributes blame to the order, confusing
both the dates and the substance of the events that actually took place.

“In 1641, they fanned the flames of an absurd struggle against the Jan-
senists, disturbing the peace and ruining so many sincere and devout de-
fenders of the faith™.

The confrontation between the Jesuits and the Jansenists had a num-
ber of causes, a detailed analysis of which lies beyond the scope of our
study. We shall merely note that the Jansenist movement was “not so
much religious as political, since it was directed, among other things,
against the highest-ranking hierarchs of the French Catholic Church,
who were an integral part of France’s political system””. Thus, the Jesuits,
who in many passages of Diderot’s list are portrayed as disturbers of or-
der and public peace, were in this case acting in the interests of the state,
attempting to curb the destructive influence of the Jansenists.

“In 1643, the authorities of Malta, outraged by the depravity and cruel-
ty of the Jesuits, expelled them from the island™®.

The conflict between the Maltese and the Jesuits in 1643 had
a background directly contrary to Diderot’s claims. It was initiated by
Jean-Paul Lascaris, Grand Master of the Order of Malta, who issued an
order “prohibiting women from wearing masks during the last three
days of Carnival and, more generally, restricting the presence of women
at Carnival festivities”®. Outraged by this measure, the Maltese ran-
sacked the Jesuit College, whose members they regarded as responsible
for the decision. At the same time, “the sack of the building ended with
a drinking spree at the expense of the wine supplies in the College cel-
lars”, after which the authorities were forced to comply with the reb-
els’ principal demand and expel the Jesuits from the island’. As noted
in contemporary scholarship, “the Maltese revolt against the Jesuits in
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1639 was a complex phenomenon reflecting the dynamics of relations
between different Catholic confessional and national identities™".

It is noteworthy that among Diderot’s accusations he cites the “de-
pravity” of the Jesuits, whereas in reality they “sought to bring Carnival, as
a setting for popular revelry and indecent behavior, under their control 2.

“In 1709, their base envy led to the destruction of Port-Royal, the
opening of graves and the scattering of the bones of the dead, and the de-
struction of its sacred walls, whose stones now fall upon the heads of the
Jesuits themselves™.

In brief, the events that led to the destruction of Port-Royal can be
summarized as follows: “In 1705, a papal bull condemning Jansenism
was promulgated ... Three years later, in 1709, the Archbishop of Paris
issued a decree of condemnation; by order of the king, on October 29,
1709, the abbey of Port-Royal-des-Champs was closed and destroyed,
the nuns were dispersed, and the tombstones were demolished”.

There were, of course, specific reasons for the promulgation of the
papal bull. First and foremost, we should note Louis XIV’s negative at-
titude toward Jansenism, as it was observed that “the king feared the
movement’s spirit of resistance””. At the same time, despite the con-
demnation of Jansenius’s book in 1653, “Jansenism continued to live
and operate in the provinces of the kingdom, and its death had been
announced somewhat prematurely’”7°.

The conflict intensified when, in 1701, a Jansenist petition concern-
ing one of the disputed theological questions — the so-called “respectful
silence” — received widespread support from doctors of the Sorbonne.
The king appealed to the pope to condemn this proposition, which result-
ed in the bull Vineam Domini Sabaoth. It was after the nuns of Port-Royal
refused to accept the bull that the royal decree abolishing the abbey was

1 Ibid.
72 Ibid. C. 149.
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Jean-Paul (Giovanni Paolo) Lascaris di Ventimiglia e Castellar.
(Grand Master of the Order of Malta). Unknown artist, 17th century.
From open sources

promulgated”’. As can be seen, the role of the Jesuits in these events was,
at the very least, greatly exaggerated.

“In 1713, they obtained from Rome the papal bull Unigenitus, which
served as a pretext for countless evils, including eighty thousand royal war-
rants for the arrest of the most honest people in the state”™®.

This accusation is closely connected with the question of Port-Royal,
since the bull Unigenitus was likewise devoted to the condemnation of Jan-
senism. It condemned Réflexions morales, written by the Jansenist leader
Pasquier Quesnel. As has been noted, the second edition of this book,
published in 1693, “contained virtually all the errors of Jansenism””’.

It should be noted that Diderot was not the only one to see the hand of
the Jesuits behind the adoption of this papal bull. In his study of Jansenism,
St. Tikhon wrote that “the Jesuits took advantage of the enormous influence
which the Jesuit confessor of Louis XIV, La Chaise, a cunning and persistent
man who ruthlessly persecuted everything hostile to the Jesuits, had over the
king. Under his influence, Louis, who had dealt so harshly with Port-Roy-
al, asked the pope at the end of 1711 to issue a bull against the Réflexions;
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moreover, ‘the true authors of this bull were the Jesuits Le Chaise and
d’Aubenton”. Undoubtedly, La Chaise was an opponent of the Jansenists
and had influence over Louis XIV. Yet how a Jesuit who had died in January
1709 could have influenced the king’s decision at the end of 1711, let alone
become a co-author of a bull issued in 1713, remains unclear.

We shall leave Diderot responsible for the figure of 80,000 people
allegedly arrested on the basis of the papal bull.

“In the same year, the Jesuit Jouvancy, in the bistory of the Society that
he had written, dared to include the assassins of our kings among the mar-
tyrs; the authorities ordered the work to be burned™®!.

This refers to the work of the French poet and historian Joseph de
Jouvancy, which was condemned by two parliamentary decrees in 1715
because it gave favorable assessments of Jacques Clément and Frangois
Ravaillac — the assassins, respectively, of Henry Il and Henry IV. In 1722,
the work was also placed on the Index of Forbidden Books in Rome.

It should be noted that the tendency to praise assassins — regarded as
tyrannicides — was quite popular among the French philosophes as well.
The same names appear in Jean Meslier’s famous Testament. “Where are
the Jacques Cléments and Ravaillacs of our France?” he asks®2. Even more
noteworthy is the fact that this and other passages by Meslier influenced
Diderot himself, particularly his tyrannicide poem Les Eleuthéromanes.
In the course of composing the poem, the French thinker modified its de-
tails several times, including replacing the historical figures mentioned in
it. In one of the earlier versions, Jacques Clément and Frangois Ravaillac
were specifically named as fighters against tyranny®. In the final version,
Diderot settled on the less provocative figures of Brutus and Scaevola®.

Clearly, Jouvancy and Diderot had different, if not directly opposite,
reasons for daring to approve the actions of the assassins of French mon-
archs; nevertheless, the very fact is worthy of attention.
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Joseph de Jouvancy. A 19th-century engraving based
on a lifetime portrait by an unknown artist.
From open sources

“In 1723, Peter the Great, for the protection of bis person and the paci-
fication of bis state, expelled the Jesuits from bis dominions™.

As in many other cases, this expulsion of the Jesuits was connected
with the political situation, in this instance the deterioration of relations
between the Russian and German emperors in connection with the affair
of Tsarevich Alexei. As a result, “considering the expulsion of the Russian
ambassador from Vienna unlawful, Peter I responded to the German em-
peror with a declaration dated April 17, 1719, expelling from Russia all
the Jesuits whom the emperor had so strongly patronized™¢. Diderot’s in-
sinuation that the Jesuits posed a threat to the emperor’s life (what kind
of threat could it have been?) may once again be left without comment.

“In 1728, the Jesuit Beruyer rewrote the bistory of Moses as a novel, put-
ting frivolous and licentious speeches into the moutbs of the patriarchs™’.

Joseph-Isaac Berruyer is known as the author of Histoire du Peuple de
Dieu (History of the People of God, 1728). One part of this work did indeed

“provoke a storm of indignation and heated controversy. The freedom
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with which the author described certain facts was deemed inappropri-
ate”, The work was condemned both in France — by the Sorbonne and
the Parlement of Paris — and by the Church, including the leadership of
the Society of Jesus. It was subsequently placed on the Index of Forbidden
Books by a bull of Benedict XIV.

The paradox of Diderot’s accusation lies in the fact that he was him-
self an atheist and belonged to a group of anti-clerical French philosophes
(one need only recall Voltaire’s famous injunction, “Crush the infamous
thing”). Moreover, according to the German philologist Manfred Nau-
mann, he participated in the creation of the propagandistic anti-Chris-
tian work Christianity Unveiled, attributed to d’Holbach®’.

If we return to the substance of the accusation, the fact that the Society
itself condemned Beruyer’s work allows us to regard the matter as settled.

“In 1730, the Jesuit Tournemine, in sermons delivered in one of the
churches of Caen and addressed to Christians, expressed doubts as to
whether the Gospel was Holy Scripture”™.

Even historians of philosophy with anti-religious views in the Soviet pe-
riod recognized the absurdity of such accusations. Thus, KKh. Momdzhyan
observed in this connection: “Of course, there can be no question of any he-
retical or ‘blasphemous’ statements by the Jesuits, although opponents of the
Society of Jesus often advanced such accusations in order to discredit it™".

“In 1731, the depraved and sacrilegious Jesuit Girard managed, through
bribery and influence, to escape death at the stake™”.

The trial involving the Jesuit Jean-Baptiste Girard, who was accused of
witchcraft and sexual misconduct, became — quite undeservedly — one of
the most notorious trials in France during the first half of the eighteenth
century. This was primarily because the Girard affair was exploited by the
Jansenists in their struggle against the Society of Jesus’®. The case gave rise
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Jacques Cl ment. Unknown artist, 16th century.
From open sources

to a vast number of pamphlets, including many published outside France.
It was mentioned in Voltaire’s La Pucelle d’Orléans, while Jean-Baptiste
de Boyer, Marquis d’Argens, portrayed Girard as one of the characters in
the famous erotic novel Thér se philosophe, under the name Dirrag (an
anagram of Gerard). Although the trial of Jean-Baptiste Girard continues
to be studied by historians to this day, it is hardly possible to establish
the truth definitively. At the same time, it must be acknowledged that the
Girard affair had a negative impact on the reputation of the Society of
Jesus, regardless of what actually happened in Toulouse in 1728—1730.

“In 1743, the shameless Jesuit Benci founded a sect of Mammillairs in
Italy™*.

Here it is appropriate to quote KKh. Momdzhyan once again, who
succinctly noted in this connection that “no sect of Mammillairs exists™”.

“In 1745, the Jesuit Bishop prostituted the sacraments of Redemption
and the Eucharist and threw the consecrated bread to dogs™°.

Here there is an error in the Russian translation of the Encyclopé die:
the original gives the Jesuit’s name as J. Pichon”. He is known for having
published in 1745 the work L’ Esprit De Jésus-christ Et De L'eglise Sur La
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Fréquente Communion, in which he advocated frequent Communion and
criticized Jansenist doctrines. His work was criticized not only by the Jan-
senists, “but also by clearly anti-Jansenist prelates, such as Languet, the
biographer of St. Margaret Mary”. As a result, in 1748 the author retract-
ed his work®. Nevertheless, Pope Benedict XIV placed it on the Index of
Forbidden Books.

As O. Andurand has noted, “at a time when doctrinal Jansenism seems
to have died out, Pichon’s treatise clearly demonstrates that frequent
Communion remained a heated and controversial issue”, while criticism
of his work from different perspectives demonstrates the decline of the
Society’s influence during those years”.

Diderot’s own polemical fervor as an atheist regarding this theologi-
cal question merely demonstrates his bias.

“In 1755, the Jesuits of Paraguay led the inbabitants of the country,
organized into military detachments, into battle against their legitimate sov-
ereigns 1.

These events are known as the Guarani War, in which the Jesuits —
undoubtedly pursuing their own objectives as well — assisted the indig-
enous liberation movement against the Spanish and Portuguese coloniz-
ers, who had decided to abolish the Jesuit missions in Paraguay.

The assessment of the results of the Society’s activities in Paraguay re-
mains controversial among scholars. Only two points are beyond serious
dispute. First, the Jesuits succeeded in building an effective economy. Sec-
ond, it is evident that the indigenous population enjoyed greater rights
there than in other Spanish and Portuguese colonial possessions, since
“the Jesuits were distinguished from other colonizers from the outset by
their generally humanistic approach to the indigenous population™!,
This was to a considerable extent what prompted the Indians to attempt
armed resistance against the Spanish and Portuguese forces.
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Sebastido José de Carvalho e Melo. The artist Francisco José Resende.
From open sources

Naturally, the effectiveness of the Jesuit project in Paraguay aroused
opposition among various social groups. First, there were the large Span-
ish and Portuguese landowners of South America, whose attempts to
enslave the indigenous population were obstructed by Jesuit policies
toward the Indians. Second, other Catholic orders were envious of the
Jesuits” successes and sought by every means to hinder their activities.
Representatives of the Franciscan, Dominican, and Capuchin orders re-
peatedly appealed to Rome, complaining that the Jesuits were engaged in
commercial activities while disregarding established ecclesiastical regu-
lations. Finally, the Society’s enemies in Europe — the philosophes, Jan-
senists, and others — were prepared to exploit the Paraguayan issue as
part of an information war against the Jesuits.

The Guarani resistance to the forces of European colonizers was a struggle
for freedom — the very freedom whose defense the French philosophes pro-
claimed so passionately. At the same time, the Jesuits whom Diderot branded
“the most despicable defenders of tyranny” stood on the side of the indige-
nous population. Diderot makes no attempt to address this contradiction.

It is also noteworthy that here Diderot takes the side of Spain and Por-
tugal, toward whose sociopolitical realities the French philosophes were
extremely hostile. They “repeatedly leveled the same accusations against
these countries, asserting that they were ruled by obscurantism, ignorance,
religious fanaticism, cruelty, arrogance, idleness, and a vicious form of
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government %2, One might expect Diderot to side with the indigenous peo-
ples who had risen against their oppressors. Yet the involvement of the So-
ciety of Jesus in the conflict demonstrated the flexibility of his convictions.

“In 1757, a man living under the protection of the Society of Jesus —
a man whom it had patronized and housed in various establishments of its
own — attempted to assassinate our monarch, Louis XV"1%,

Both during the investigation and in historical scholarship, a consen-
sus emerged that Robert-Frangois Damiens acted independently. Diderot’s
insinuation apparently stems from the fact that in the 1730s Damiens
“served at the Jesuit college in Paris, which he left after getting married™™.
It is hardly possible to construct an accusation on such flimsy grounds. The
opponents of the Society of Jesus, however, advanced even more absurd
evidence. Thus, Montglave and Chalat emphasized that Damiens had been
born in Arras, a city “known for the influence which the sons of Ignatius
exerted over the minds of its inhabitants™®. Arguments of this kind serve
only to demonstrate the Jesuts’ non-involvement in the event.

“In 1758, the Portuguese king was killed. The plot was conceived and car-
ried out by the Jesuits Malagrida, Matos, and Alexander. In 1759, this entire
gang of religious assassins was expelled from the Portuguese dominions™ .

Once again, Diderot treats the facts with considerable freedom: the
Portuguese king was merely wounded. The assassination attempt, known
as the Tavora affair, continues to raise numerous questions to this day,
since the event was exploited by Portugal’s de facto ruler, the Marquis
of Pombal, to carry out repression against the nobility and the Society of
Jesus. Interrogations were conducted under torture, while the executions
were a spectacle of unprecedented brutality even by the standards of the
time: “the accused had the bones of their arms and legs crushed with
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perished in the prisons. It should be noted that after Pombal’s resigna-
tion, most of those convicted in the Tavora affair were acquitted. H. Boh-
mer (in Jesuits: An Historical Study) acknowledged the negative aspects
of Jesuit activity while simultaneously seeking to shield the order from
unjustified criticism, wrote: “...the profound duplicity, infernal cunning,
and bestial cruelty of his conduct are beyond justification. The cruelty
of a predatory beast, which so often appears as one of the characteris-
tic traits of great statesmen, was Pombal’s defining characteristic”%. It is
noteworthy that the Portuguese reformer is regarded as one of the prom-
inent representatives of enlightened absolutism.

Naturally, as an enemy of the Jesuits, Pombal did not hesitate to im-
plicate them in the Tavora affair. By royal decree, the Jesuits were expelled
from the country in 1759, and their property was confiscated. At the same
time, Pombal took steps against prominent members of the Society of Jesus.
Gabriel Malagrida — one of the most influential Jesuits in Portugal — and
his associates were arrested. As noted in historical scholarship, “..during
the subsequent investigation and trial, no convincing evidence was pre-
sented against him... Nevertheless, Malagrida was accused by the Inqui-
sition of heresy, blasphemy, perjury, and prophecy, and was immediately
imprisoned by that tribunal™®. Notably, in order to secure the desired
verdict, Pombal appointed his own brother as Portugal’s Grand Inquisitor.
The elderly Jesuit lost his mind in prison, yet was nevertheless sentenced
to death, strangled, and burned at the stake in an auto-da-f¢ in 1761'%°.

Overall, the Tavora affair bears all the hallmarks of fabrication, while
there is no evidence whatsoever of Jesuit involvement — something even
J. Huber, who held a strongly negative view of the Society, acknowl-
edged!!.

“In 1761, one of the Jesuits, having taken control of trade on the island
of Martinique, completely ruined bis clients. In France, demands were made
for the trial of the unscrupulous bankrupt; the Society was held responsible
for the damage inflicted on people by its representative, Father Lavalette™ 1.
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In the conclusion of his article, Diderot appeals to the so-called
“Lavalette affair”, involving a bankrupt representative of the Society
of Jesus. Without going into the details of this case, it should be noted
that it was purely economic in nature and was exploited by the Society’s
enemies as a pretext for its suppression in France.

“What has been said proves”, Diderot concludes, “that there are no
crimes which the Jesuits have not committed during the two centuries
of their existence”!®. In our view, however, an analysis of Diderot’s ar-
guments demonstrates that there are no unscrupulous methods he did
not employ in writing this Encyclopédie article — from outright false-
hoods to omissions and unfounded yet suggestive insinuations. All the
historical examples he cites were either interpreted in an extreme-
ly subjective manner, contradicted the facts, or were simply invented.
Needless to say, the purpose of this study is in no way to “whitewash”
the activities of the Society of Jesus. The analysis conducted here, how-
ever, demonstrates just how far Diderot’s accusations against the Jesuits
were from an impartial and scholarly approach. In the author’s view,
this provides yet another argument for abandoning the panegyrical
treatment of the legacy of the French philosophes and subjecting it to
critical reappraisal.
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Abstract

The article examines the activities of dragomans and secretaries who
served in the Russian mission in Constantinople in the eighteenth
century. Their principal efforts were aimed at advancing Russian in-
terests in the Ottoman Empire and focused on diplomatic and intelli-
gence objectives, protocol, translation and clerical functions, and mat-
ters of record-keeping and document management. Among the earliest
dragomans and secretaries were Orthodox subjects of the Sultan who
assisted ambassadors and envoys in carrying out their duties and fa-
cilitated communication with their counterparts from foreign states,
official representatives of the Topkapt Palace, and the Sublime Porte.
Dragomans and secretaries also assisted in collecting confidential doc-
uments and obtaining data from informants and agents concerning the
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ussia’s foreign-policy activities in the Ottoman Empire were

inextricably linked to the work of the Russian diplomatic

mission. Under the Treaty of Constantinople of 1700, Rus-

sia acquired the right to maintain a permanent diplomatic

representative in the Ottoman capital with the rank of envoy extraor-

dinary. Of all Russian diplomatic missions, the mission on the Bosporus
occupied a special position.

The structure of the Constantinople Mission provided for a head —

a plenipotentiary ambassador, envoy, or resident — under whom there

was an adviser or secretary, depending on the status of the host country.

In terms of staffing and functional responsibilities, the personnel of all

diplomatic missions were practically identical; only missions in the states

of the East additionally employed dragomans — interpreters of local lan-

guages. Dragomans had a wide range of responsibilities. The first, or po-

litical, dragoman dealt with the most important matters in relations be-

tween Russia and the Porte, making him a significant figure for the head
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of the Constantinople Mission. The first dragoman had an assistant who
was responsible for dealing with Ottoman courts and police and for par-
ticipating in the resolution of commercial and property matters. All other
dragomans worked in less important areas of the Russian diplomatic mis-
sion at the Ottoman court. In embassies and missions, dragomans held
the ranks of first, second, third, fourth, and even fifth dragoman, with
corresponding salaries.

The names are known of an entire generation of interpreters who
served in the Constantinople Mission during the first half of the eigh-
teenth century and made a significant contribution to Russia’s diplomatic
and intelligence activities on the Bosporus: S. Lavretsky, D. Petrov, P. Ku-
chumov, S. Chizhinsky, A. Botvinkin, F. Konstantinov, M. Arsenyev, A. Po-
chaynov, P. Sofonov, P. Ratka, I. Suda, A. Vasilyev, S. Volkov, M. Tevkelev,
G. Maltsov, F. Senyukov (Senyakov), I. Bakunin, K. Retkin, Ya. Pokhvis-
nev, P. Argamakov, as well as foreigners — Florio Beneveni, Gaspar Testa,
Nikolai and Luka Barca, Anton and Andrei Marini — who were pioneers
of Russia’s corps of interpreters on the Bosporus!. In the second half of
the eighteenth century, interpreters accompanying ceremonial embas-
sies to Constantinople included S. Dementyev, P. Shchukin, D. Melnikov,
S. Melnikov, G. Myshkin, L. Severin, S. Lashkarev (Loshkarev), . Forsman,
A. Palladoklis, G. Panaiodoros, and others? Some of the aforementioned
dragomans also performed the duties of secretaries.

The Constantinople Mission interacted with dragomans serving
in various diplomatic missions in the Ottoman capital. The position of
dragoman afforded its holder special privileges, while dragoman families
were regarded as a distinct nobility®. Some families effectively monopo-
lised dragoman posts, creating entire dynasties: Tarsia, Borisi, Bruti, Gril-
lo, Navon, Piron, and others*.

U Axywe6 MM. «ITpustean eBo paboTaroT BEAMKOMY TOCYAAPIO B YEM MOIYT

ycepaHO». MHOCTpaHLBI Ha pycckon caysKbe B Llapsrpape B mepBot geTBepT
XVIII sexa // Boenno-ucropmaeckmn skypuaa. 2025. Ne 8. Asrycr. C. 20—31.
The information is contained in ‘Relations between Russia and Turkey’
(Fond 89) of the Russian State Archive of Ancient Acts and the Archive of
Foreign Policy of the Russian Empire.

Testa M. de, Gautier A. L'origine des dynasties de dragomans // Bulletin de
[ association des ansiens Eleves de L'inalco. 1992. Octobre. P. 7—12.

Testa M. de, Gautier A. Dragomans et diplomats Européens auprés de la Porte
Ottomane. Istambul, 2003. P. 130.
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Local dragomans were indispensable, since at that time most heads
of diplomatic missions did not speak Ottoman Turkish and did not know
how to conduct business at the Porte. Moreover, dragomans were not
merely oral and written interpreters: they also performed protocol and
courier duties and often acted as “liaisons” and “messengers”; some of
them independently conducted negotiations, gathered important infor-
mation, and offered valuable advice’. However, most heads of the Con-
stantinople Mission had alternative channels of communication both
with the Porte and with the Sultan’s court, which were often used to
check the dragomans’ loyalty and the authenticity of the information
they provided. The links in this chain were frequently embassy secretar-
ies, physicians, and treasurers, as well as dragomans employed by the Ad-
miralty, the Ottoman government, and the Sultan’s palace.

As international relations developed, demand for dragomans in-
creased, leading to the establishment within the dragomanate of a special
school for interpreters, whose pupils later came to be known as student
interpreters or junior dragomans.

Special embassies headed by envoys extraordinary and sent to Con-
stantinople on specific diplomatic missions included among their large
retinues numerous nobles and embassy officers, some of whom performed
the duties of secretaries. Thus, in 1756, Envoy Extraordinary Prince
S.P. Dolgorukov (1696—1761)° had an audience with the Sultan accom-
panied by his three sons: the Embassy Secretary Alexander (1721-1763),
who held the imperial charter, the Embassy nobles Vladimir and Nikolai’,
as well as his nephew, the Embassy noble Vasily; at his audience with the
Grand Vizier, he was accompanied by two sons. In 1760, Envoy Extraordi-
nary Prince G.I. Shakhovskoy (1706—1774)% had audiences accompanied
by his eldest son, Embassy Secretary Boris (1737—1813), who carried the
imperial charter. In 1763, Envoy Extraordinary Prince A.S. Dolgorukov

Muxszamarnoba T.H. Vacturyr pAparomanos B OCMaHCKOM UMIIEPUM — MOCT

meskAy 3armapom 1 Boctokom // MepycasnmmcKmit IIpaBoCAaBHBIN CeMMHAP.

Bomm. 6. M., 2015. C. 61—-64.

¢ Son of Pyotr Mikhailovich Dolgorukov and Anna Ivanovna Buturlina,
husband of Irina Petrovna Golitsyna.

7 S.P. Dolgorukov also had a son, Pyotr, and daughters Anna, Maria (the elder),
Maria (the younger), and Anastasia.

8 Son of Ivan Perfilievich Shakhovskoi and Tatiana Fedorovna Korkodina,
husband of Maria Illarionovna Koshkarova.

? G Shakhovskoi also had a son, Nikolai, and daughters Daria and Varvara.
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Nobleman of the Embassy in Constantinople, Prince V. S. Dolgorukov.
From open sources

(1721-1763) attended his first audiences with the Sultan and the Vizier
accompanied by his nephew Yakov Dolgorukov, an Ambassy noble and
army ensign, who held the letter of credence. In 1756, Vladimir Dolgoru-
kov performed the duties of secretary (carrying back the “vizier’s letter’”)
during his father Prince S.P. Dolgorukov’s farewell audience with the
Grand Vizier; in 1763, Yakov Dolgorukov performed secretarial duties
(carrying back the “vizier’s letter”) during his uncle A.S. Dolgorukov’s
farewell audience with the Grand Vizier.

In the eighteenth century, the best-known dragomans serving in the
Constantinople Mission were Italians, Frenchmen, and Greeks: Marini,
Pisani, Timoni, Francini, Pini, Chirico, Fonton, Dandri, Buidi, and others.

European diplomats did not always know Eastern languages, the spe-
cifics of the local mentality, or the rules of conducting negotiations that
could produce the desired results. Some maintained that only Turks could
negotiate with Turks, possessing not only the language but also a similar
way of thinking. Any document drawn up by the Turks contained nu-
merous circumlocutions, subtleties, elaborate formulations, and veiled
meanings, making it quite difficult both to translate the document and to
understand the hidden meaning encoded in the message. During trans-
lation, dragomans often had to provide additional explanations on vari-
ous matters, drawing, among other things, on their own knowledge and
information obtained from other sources.
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Advisers had consultative functions in addressing the most difficult
and responsible tasks facing diplomats on the Bosporus. Secretaries assist-
ed advisers and residents in the work of the Constantinople Mission: they
recorded messages, composed and enciphered reports, dispatches, and
memoranda, and supervised the local chancery. They were also entrusted
with registering documents, issuing passports and handling deposits, as
well as dealing with auxiliary tasks. In some cases, they performed courier
and intelligence duties, for which they received additional remuneration.
a separate place in the structure of the Russian diplomatic mission on the
Bosporus was occupied by the residency and military intelligence, which
maintained secret channels and agent networks throughout Constanti-
nople and in almost every part of the Ottoman Empire.

In Constantinople, Russian embassy dragomans and secretaries per-
formed an enormous volume of work. They negotiated with the Porte
over visits by Russian residents, envoys extraordinary, and ambassadors
to the Sultan, the Grand Vizier, and other members of the Ottoman cab-
inet; they delivered diplomatic notes and memoranda to a special Otto-
man official — the Grand Dragoman of the Porte — who headed the en-
tire translation service of the Ottoman government and prepared various
decisions concerning the foreign-policy affairs of the Sultan’s court. Rus-
sian interpreters needed to know Ottoman Turkish, the widely used Ara-
bic language of the Ottoman Empire, as well as the principal languages of
business correspondence in Constantinople — Italian and French. There
were relatively few such specialists in Russia, particularly specialists in
Eastern languages, and the Russian government therefore made efforts
to train the necessary personnel.

The Constantinople Mission was not only a centre of diplomatic and
translation activity but also a hub of intelligence operations. “The duties
of a permanent diplomatic representative in Constantinople included
establishing contacts and acquaintances among various strata of Otto-
man society, creating a network of secret agents and ‘informant friends’,
who were referred to in diplomatic correspondence as ‘confidants’, ‘cor-
respondents’, and ‘informers™, as well as ‘observing and studying all
spheres of life in the country to which he was accredited”!. The heads

10 fAxywe6 M.M. CraHOBAEHME PYCCKOM AMIIAOMATUM M Pa3Beakn Ha Bocdope

B 1700—1720 1r. // Victopnaeckmit sectamk. 2023. Ne 46. C. 46—65.
TocydapeBa M.IO. Pycckas ammaomatmdeckass mwuccus B Crambyse B 20—

30 roasr XVIII Bexa // Bectauk Pszanckoro yansepceurera mmenn C.A. Ecenn-
Ha. 2011. Ne 1 (30). C. 96.

11
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Ceremonial procession in the centre of Constantinople. Early 18th century.
Artist ].-B. Vanmour, 18th century. Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam

of the Constantinople Mission carefully selected both regular diplomatic
personnel and freelance or locally recruited employees. “The choice of
a good secretary and butler is more important than that of all other ser-
vants. For an ambassador, a secretary must possess intelligence and reli-
ability, so that instructions, numerical codes, letters, and embassy affairs
remain secure. It is well known that attempts are made to bribe a secre-
tary more often than an ambassador”'2 Translators, secretaries, couriers,
and copyists were sent to the Constantinople Mission from the College
of Foreign Affairs.

In the Ottoman capital, in the mid-eighteenth century, a school for
training interpreters operated under the Constantinople Mission. It had
been established by Resident LI Neplyuev, and at different times be-
tween five and ten pupils studied languages there. Russian pupils studied
Italian, Latin, and Turkish. The Resident recommended sending young
pupils (aged 10—12), whose maintenance, including their education,
would cost only 50 levkas a year (approximately 75 roubles). He argued
that adult pupils would “eat a great deal of bread, while little benefit
can be expected from them™?. By 1732, the staff of the Constantinople
Mission had increased, particularly after the establishment of the school

12 ABTTPM. @. 89.0m. 89/1.1733. A. 9. A. 120—121.
B Ibid. 1721. A, 8. A. 24 06, Ibid. 1722. A. 6. 4. 1. A. 48—56.
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for interpreters, so that some of the personnel lived in the residence of
Envoy Extraordinary LA. Shcherbatov (1696—1761)", who had arrived
in the Ottoman capital the previous year. LI. Neplyuev was forced to rent
a second house for himself and his assistant A.A. Veshnyakov, while the
interpreters, pupils, and copyists remained in the former residence. In his
report, the Envoy wrote of the unavoidable increase in expenses, justify-
ing it as having been “driven to it by extreme necessity”*.

It should be noted that the first students sent to Istanbul by the Acad-
emy of Sciences were four young noblemen who were to study Turkish
and were assigned salaries!®.

These measures contributed to strengthening the corps of dragomans
and secretaries at the Constantinople Mission, as well as to the develop-
ment of diplomatic and intelligence activities in the Ottoman Empire.
“Knowledge of the Turkish language was in great demand at that time
not only in the Russian mission in Istanbul but also in St Petersburg —
diplomatic missions from Turkey began arriving in Russia”'’”. The school
played a significant role in organising the activities of the Constantino-
ple Mission.

Ordinary letters and reports generally went directly to St. Petersburg,
but there was a period when they were sent to Russia via the capitals of
European states. Secret reports and dispatches, unlike ordinary (“pub-
lic”) correspondence, were enciphered. Important political and military
information obtained from secret agents was encrypted using numerical
codes'®. The names of the informants themselves, who were called “cor-
respondents”, “confidants”, and “informers”, were also kept secret. The
correspondence often specified the sums spent on bribing spies and other
clandestine purposes. Among the secret correspondence sent to St. Pe-
tersburg were copies of letters “To the Turkish ministers from Persia,
Transcaucasia, and Crimea”, containing valuable information on politi-
cal intentions, troop movements, and other matters®.

4 Son of Andrei Dmitrievich Shcherbatov, husband of Praskovia Ivanovna

Streshneva, father of Natalia Ivanovna Shcherbatova.
15 ABITPU. @. 89.0m. 89/1.1732. A. 7. A. 339.
16 Tbid. 1724. A. 3. A. 74; Ibid. A. 4. A. 78—78 06.
17" TocydapeBa M.FO. Pycckas aunaomarnaeckast muccus 8 Crambyae. C. 97.

18 dxywe6 M.M. Pe3aupentst n cexpernsie areHTs! Poccun B KoncranrmHomoae

1721—-1751 rr. // Uctopmueckun Bectauk. 2025. Ne 52. C. 80—97.
TocydapeBa M.IO. Pycckas anmmaomarndeckas muccus B Crambyae. C. 104.
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Envoy in Constantinople, Prince I. A. Shcherbatov.
From open sources

Ordinary diplomatic correspondence contained detailed reports,
memoranda, and letters describing public audiences, ceremonial visits,
and so forth. It also included descriptions of other activities involving
interaction with the governmental institutions of the Porte, registers
of official expenditures, and personal petitions from employees of the
Constantinople Mission. a separate category consisted of documenta-
tion recording the day-to-day work of the Mission.

A well-known interpreter of the Constantinople Mission was Ni-
kolai Ivanovich Buidi (Buydiy), “a native Greek from loannina, who
had for several years been usefully employed in various matters”, whom
A.A. Veshnyakov placed “in training in the interpreter’s profession”?.
Veshnyakov wrote of him: “one poor Greek has already been with the
Mission for his ninth year; he is suitable for translating from Greek and
[talian into Russian and from Russian, is of a very quiet disposition and
has already been tested for loyalty... he has rendered considerable ser-
vice; he is a native of Arta, Albania, and comes from a good and distin-
guished family there”!. In 1735, N. Buidi was robbed by the Ottomans,
arrived in Constantinople, and “placed himself under the protection” of

20 ABTIPI. @. 89.0m. 89/1.1752. A 7.
21 Ibid. @. 89.0m. 89/1.1740. A. 8. A. 297.
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the Russian resident, whom he accompanied to St. Petersburg in 1736.
In 1739, he was accepted into service as a student of interpreting and
sent to the Ottoman capital.

Another well-known interpreter was Alexander Pini (Piniy), the
stepson of Andrei Marini, who was accepted into service in 1739 as
a student of interpreting and “... was immediately dispatched to the
Porte and, for his services, promoted to interpreter. He speaks Greek,
[talian, and Turkish as a native... he studied diligently and with suc-
cess 22, “He speaks Turkish perfectly; however, he is not yet able to read
and write everything entirely on his own, although he has studied very
diligently and for a considerable time, and knows more than many old-
er interpreters, since Turkish writing, being defective, is extremely dif-
ficult to read. They write without vowels, and since the vowels are pro-
nounced differently, it means that if someone has not read a particular
word with a teacher, he may sometimes be unable to read it. Moreover,
the language used in court and chancery documents differs completely
from speech and ordinary language, and anyone wishing to write in the
same manner must know Arabic and Persian, which also have different
letters™.

Another prominent interpreter was Francisco Barut, “a native of
Aleppo, with a mastery of Arabic, Persian, Turkish, and many other
Eastern languages, as well as Christian languages — Latin, Italian, and
French; a man of limited intelligence in matters concerning other sec-
ular affairs and social intercourse, but extremely skilled in languages,
especially Eastern ones, and therefore very useful for the study of lan-
guages and the training of interpreters™.

A total of 13 salaried people were attached to Russian Resident
A.A. Veshnyakov in Constantinople: “among them, some are clearly al-
ready fit and worthy. Others are maintained in the hope and expecta-
tion that they will become so™?.

In 1740, Russian resident in Constantinople A.A. Veshnyakov re-
tained Semyon Mironovich Dementyev, a Cossack of the Poltava Reg-
iment who had been released from Ottoman captivity, as a student at

the Constantinople Mission. According to Veshnyakov, S. Dementyev

22 Tbid. 1741. A. 12. A. 467—468.
2 Ibid. 1743. A. 5. A. 307.

24 Tbid. A. 467—468.

25 Ibid. A. 309.
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Resident in Constantinople, A. M. Obreskov.
From open sources

“speaks Turkish like a native, writes in an extraordinary hand, and
reads fluently”. In 1751, Russia’s chargé d’affaires in Constantinople,
A.M. Obreskov, reported the summons of the interpreters Dementyev
and Rubinov to Moscow?”. In 1754, S. Dementyev was appointed a drag-
oman. In 1756, Dementyev accompanied Envoy Extraordinary S.P. Dol-
gorukov from Constantinople to Kyiv, where the latter was travelling
to congratulate the new Sultan on his accession to the throne. The pur-
pose of the journey was “to meet his father, whom he had not seen since
he fell into captivity, more than twenty years ago™.

In 1752, four interpreters worked in Constantinople: the Italians Al-
exander Pini (Piniy) and William Dandri (Dandriy), the Greek Nikolai
Buidi (Buydiy), and the Russian Pyotr Shchukin, who had been appointed
to the position through the patronage of the influential Chief Secretary of
the College of Foreign Affairs, 1.O. Pugovishnikov. Shchukin’s father was
a townsman living in Moscow’s Meshchanskaya Sloboda. When his fa-
ther went bankrupt, P. Shchukin entered the Slavic-Greek-Latin Spassky
School Monastery, where he studied until 1732, when he transferred to

26 Tbid.
27 ABTTIPI. @. 90. Om. 90/1.1751. A, 337.

2 AancumoB MUIO. Pocemiickast onmmaomarus B Espore B cepeanne XVIII B
Ot Axenckoro mupa A0 Cemmaerren BorHsl. M:: ToBapuigecTBO HayIHBIX 13-
Aarmn KMK; 2012 C. 75-78.
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the Rhetoric School. At that time, the Synod received a request from the
College of Foreign Affairs to send six of the best pupils there, “two each
from the subjects of theology, philosophy, and rhetoric”; P. Shchukin was
one of them. At the College of Foreign Affairs, he studied under the re-
nowned Orientalist Professor Kerr, who taught six students from 1732 to
1737.1In 1739, P. Shchukin was sent as a secretary to the Constantinople
Mission and thereafter worked there, remaining a student but perform-
ing clerical duties. In 1751, he was appointed an interpreter of the Con-
stantinople Mission.

The diplomatic correspondence mentions Ali Hodja, “a Turk in our
service who teaches the languages and interpreters, as well as writing”%’;
“the Turkish-language teacher Hafiz Efendi*’, who is attached to our
school and is usefully employed when necessary”; and a teacher of Turk-
ish for Russian interpreters and pupils by the surname Barut.

A document from 1785 contains the names of students at the school
for interpreters attached to the Constantinople Mission®..

Heinrich (Genrikh) Godet: “has neither an inclination nor an apti-
tude for the Turkish language and gives no hope of becoming a dragoman,
yet he may become a competent chancery clerk. He is employed for French
and Italian correspondence with foreign ministers when necessary’;

Stepan Lukyanov: sent to Sinop with Consul Forsman, “as he has
shown the greatest progress in the Turkish language and can already be
employed in place of a dragoman at consular posts”;

Yakov Konyushenko: “studies Turkish diligently, willingly, and
with great success, and understands this language better than his other
fellow students. He is already employed by First Dragoman Pisani for cor-
respondence and negotiations’;

Ivan Levanda: “studies Turkish with exceptional diligence and suc-
cess’;

Alexander Levanda: “has made considerable progress in Turkish
alongside with Yanovsky”;

Brothers Nikolai Pisani and Matvey Pisani: “study Turkish suc-
cessfully and conduct themselves commendably”;

Ivan Vincenzo Gianni: “studies Turkish diligently”.

2 Ibid. A. 468.
30 ABITPU. @. 89.0m. 89/1.1781. A. 589. A. 14 06.
31 Ibid. Om. 89/8.1785. A. 649. A. 78—79.
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The list also includes Alexander Ochiyevsky, Mikhaila Demchensky,
and Ivan Yanovsky?®%

Thus, the school for interpreters attached to the Constantinople Mis-
sion trained future personnel who, after completing their course, joined the
staff of the diplomatic mission or filled vacancies for dragomans and sec-
retaries at Russian consulates, and vice-consulates in the Middle East. Sec-
retaries and dragomans performed important functions in the diplomatic
mission on the Bosporus, carrying out numerous responsible assignments,
including confidential and secret ones. They were not simply interpreters
but key figures in the complex and tense negotiating process between the
diplomatic representatives of the Russian and Ottoman Empires.

Residents, envoys extraordinary, and ambassadors at the Ottoman
court, as well as Russian envoys extraordinary and plenipotentiary in
Constantinople, performed not only diplomatic, protocol, and represen-
tational functions but also worked to set up an intelligence and coun-
terintelligence network in the Ottoman Empire. Secretaries and drago-
mans were involved in this network; they also established constructive
relations with foreign diplomats and working contacts with the vizierial
and Sultan’s courts, seeking to secure for the heads of the Constantinople
Mission a position equal to that of the representatives of the Western
European diplomatic corps on the Bosporus.
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Abstract

The Iran—Israel war of 2025—2026 has altered the geopolitical land-
scape of the Middle East, highlighting the importance of Arab—Iranian
relations for the development of contemporary Middle Eastern political
processes. The relevance of the article lies in the fact that the historical
legacy of Arab—Iranian relations has left an indelible mark on the de-
velopment of contemporary Arab—Iranian ties. The historical features
of the formation of Arab—Iranian relations continue to influence in-
teraction between Iran and the Arab states. The events at the turn of
the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, with Iran playing an active
role, transformed the structure of international relations and interna-
tional security in the Middle East. The novelty of the study lies in the
fact that some earlier approaches and methods have not always provid-
ed an adequate explanation of the policies of Iran and the Arab states.
Many assessments characterised by a high degree of generalisation have
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ceased to accurately reflect the actual state of affairs in the study of
Arab—Iranian relations. The main aim of the article is to conduct an in-
depth examination of the historical factors influencing Arab—Iranian
relations in order to address existing gaps in previous research on the
subject and provide a new perspective on the problems surrounding the
formation of contemporary Arab—Iranian relations. The upper chrono-
logical limit of the study is the 1979 Islamic Revolution in Iran, which
fundamentally transformed Iran and the nature of its policy towards
the Arab world. The theoretical and methodological framework of the
study is based on the systemic principles, analysis and synthesis, and
general historical methods, including the principle of historicism, the
historical-systems approach, the historical-comparative method, and
the method of periodisation. The article is particularly relevant given
that Russia has consistently advocated the normalisation of Arab—Ira-
nian relations as a condition for stabilising the political situation in the
region. This fact provides a substantiated basis for viewing Moscow’s
new role in the Middle East as a unique stabilising factor in key areas
of military and energy security, as well as in the political and economic
affairs of the region.
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Introduction

The Middle East is rightly regarded as the cradle of world civilisa-
tions. The history of the Middle East began with the earliest human set-
tlements and witnessed the rise and decline of some of the world’s oldest
cultures and civilisations, including the Sumerian, Egyptian and Meso-
potamian. Several major pre-Islamic empires and Muslim states emerged
in the Middle East, and modern nation-states were subsequently estab-
lished. The region’s rich and diverse world gave rise to the great empires
of the Middle East: the Assyrian, Babylonian and Persian empires.

The geopolitical position of the Middle East placed it at the centre of
world history and politics from ancient times. The Middle East became an
arena for numerous wars and an object of foreign conquest. The region
experienced the campaigns of Alexander the Great, Roman legionaries,
the Crusaders, the Mongols, the Seljuks, the Ottomans and European co-
lonial powers. From the third century AD onwards, the Middle East came
under the rule of Byzantium and the Iranian Sasanian Empire, which
waged continuous wars for dominance in the region. The Arab conquests
of the seventh and eighth centuries AD brought these struggles to an
end. As a result, virtually the entire territory of the Middle East came
under Arab rule. The Arabs brought a new religion, Islam, to the peoples
of the Middle East. It is no coincidence that the Middle East is regarded as
the birthplace of the three great monotheistic religions: Judaism, Chris-
tianity and Islam.

Subsequently, a substantial part of the region remained under the
rule of the Ottoman Empire for centuries, and the Ottomans periodically
fought the Iranian Safavid dynasty for influence in the Middle East. From
the eighteenth century onwards, European powers intensified their pen-
etration of the Middle East. European expansion led to the colonial sub-
jugation of Middle Eastern states and to their territorial redistribution
following the collapse of the Ottoman Empire. After the Second World
War, national liberation movements emerged in the Middle East, as a re-
sult of which many states in the region achieved political independence.

All the old and new empires, powers and states of the Middle East
have contributed a vivid and distinctive chapter to the history of the re-
gion. They had their own unique historical trajectories and were creat-
ed by different peoples and ethnic groups. Over time, sharp distinctions
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between their traditions, cultures, beliefs and languages were blurred.
Nevertheless, their most distinctive characteristics have survived to the
present day and have contributed to the unique character and image of
the modern Middle East.

The foregoing applies to the history of the Arabs and Persians, which
has left a particular imprint on the nature of contemporary Arab-Irani-
an relations and Iran’s policy in the Middle East. Arab-Iranian relations
have been characterised by complexity and dynamism. Today, the study
of the historical factors shaping Arab-Iranian relations and the causes of
Arab-Iranian disagreements has acquired particular importance.

An overview of Arab-Iranian relations in the pre-Islamic period

Arab-Persian interaction dates back more than three thousand years. The
first Arab-Persian contacts took place after the conquest of Babylon by
the Achaemenid Empire in 540 BC. It was at this time that the Arabs be-
came allies of the Persian Empirel. The Achaemenids sought to establish
control over the Persian Gulf, which became an arena of Arab-Iranian
interaction®

After Alexander the Great conquered Persia, Iran was ruled by the
Greek Seleucid dynasty (305—240 BC). Cultural interaction between
the various peoples of the empire increased. This cross-cultural process
spread to different parts of Iran and affected the upper echelons of the
[ranian aristocracy. The Seleucids sought to establish their dominance in
the Persian Gulf in order to secure trade routes. Arab-Persian contacts
continued despite a decline in the volume of trade. Arab-Iranian ties in-
tensified with the establishment of the Parthian dynasty (247—224 BC).
The Parthians prevented the Arabs from penetrating deep into their
territory. Consequently, cultural interaction remained limited and took
place through Arab settlements along the frontier. The rise to power of
the Sasanian dynasty in Iran in 224 AD marked a new stage in the flour-
ishing of the Persian Empire, which coincided with the decline of urban

U Bosworth C.E. Arabs and Iran in the Pre-Islamic Period. Encyclopedia Iranica.

http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/arab-i (accessed 07.07.2025).

Avaxornob U.M. Axemenmpackas aepskasa. ['a. XVII Mcropus Bocroka. BocTox
B apesuocti. T. I. M: 1B PAH, 2002. C. 290—-311.
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life among the Arabs. Increasing raids by Arab nomads posed one of the
principal threats to Iran and its settled and urbanised population®.

One of the important elements of the security strategy of the Persian
Empire was the development of a policy of expelling Arabs who had es-
tablished themselves in Iranian territory during the weakening of the
Parthian Kingdom, as well as preventing raids by Arab nomads. The Per-
sians forcibly drove the Arabs from the coast of the Persian Gulf into the
interior of Arabia. Punitive expeditions against the Arabs in their own
territory were prompted by Iran’s growing concern over the security of
trade routes in the Persian Gulf.

Later, the Sasanian rulers recognised an Arab confederation on the
borders of the Persian Empire with a centre in Al-Hira. Arab inhabitants
lived relatively well within the Sasanian Empire. Unlike Byzantium, the
Persians granted greater autonomy to Arab settlements. As a result, the
Arab population of the Persian Empire became its allies. Arab warriors
guarded Iranian frontier territories®.

Before the Arab conquest of Persia in 642 AD, Arab-Iranian relations
were largely determined by the Arabs’ attempts to penetrate Iranian ter-
ritory and establish settlements there. The Persians sought to resist these
attempts. Iran was concerned with extending the borders of the Persian
Empire into Arabia. The result of this interaction was periodic conflict
between Arabs and Persians. Iran did not seek to conquer all Arab lands
or impose its religion (Zoroastrianism) and culture on the Arabs. Before
the Arab conquests and the fall of the Sasanian Empire, the Arab threat
to Iran was primarily limited to territorial raids. Peaceful relations be-
tween Arabs and Persians could not last indefinitely.

In the 620s, a conflict arose between the Persian emperors and the
rulers of the Lakhmid state and a number of influential Arab tribes, in-
cluding Banu Bakr. Persian intervention in Arab affairs aggravated the
conflict. The Arab population of the Persian Empire sided with their fel-
low tribesmen and opened the way for the Islamic army during the Arab
conquests.

HoBoceavyel A.I1. Tocypaperso Cacarmnaos. Mcropus Bocroka. Boctok B Cpea-
Hue sexa. 1. I1. Ta. I. M: 1B PAH, 2002. C. 23—-34.

3axodep b.H. Victopust BocTouroro cpeareseroBbst (Xaandat n Banskami Boc-
ToK). U3a-8o MI'Y. M., 1944. C. 8-9, 13—14.
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The Arab conquests coincided with a period of weakening of the Per-
sian Empire as a result of prolonged wars with Byzantium and growing
internal separatism among various socio-religious movements. The larg-
est of these were the Mazdakite and Manichaean movements’. Some Per-
sians who fought against the Arabs saw Islam as liberation from the op-
pressive hierarchical structure of Sasanian rule and therefore voluntarily
embraced Islam.

The impact of the Arabisation and Islamisation of Iran
on the nature of Arab-Iranian relations

One of the most important factors in Arab-Iranian relations was the Is-
lamisation of Iran during the Arab conquests. The official Iranian view,
and those who support it, holds that Iran voluntarily embraced Islam,
recognising its supremacy over local religious doctrines. Its proponents
emphasise the concepts of equality and justice in Islam, contrasting them
with the complex administrative structure of the Sasanians. Others argue
that the Arabs forcibly compelled Iran to embrace Islam, taking advan-
tage of the circumstances that had developed.

The Islamisation of Iran fundamentally transformed the culture and
self-identification of its population. Given the socially oriented nature of
Islam, whose rules and principles regulated every aspect of individual and
social life, the lives of Iranians underwent profound changes. This was re-
flected in art, architecture, painting and literature. Since Islam originated
in the heart of Arabia and sanctified ancient Arab customs and traditions,
and since Arabic is the language of the Qur’an, the Arabisation of con-
quered peoples inevitably accompanied their Islamisation. The Persians
were no exception. The consequences of the Arabisation of Iran continue
to be felt today, giving rise to heated debates in Iranian society over the
Arabisation and Islamisation of Iran.

These changes resulted in a civilisational rupture in the development
of Iranian society, its culture and its self<identification. a certain element
of polarity emerged in the Iranian consciousness, consisting of two op-
posing foundations. One was rooted in the pre-Islamic cultural tradition.

5 Ibid.
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The other developed on the basis of cultural transformations brought
about by the Arab conquests. This dichotomy is particularly evident when
the issue of self-identification becomes closely intertwined with the ques-
tion of power. This duality affected Iran’s foreign policy and its relations
with the Arab countries. Iran’s deep involvement in Arab politics became
a reflection of the influence of Islam on the self-identification of Iranian
society following the Islamic Revolution.

Iran was not completely Arabised and managed to preserve its lan-
guage, culture and sense of national self-identification. Many pre-Islamic
[ranian traditions and customs survived, as well as its cultural and spir-
itual values. As a result, Iran was able to exert a certain influence on the
Arabs and contribute to the treasury of Islamic civilisation. Many Arab
rulers adopted Iranian fiscal and administrative systems. Court etiquette
and rules of conduct were also adopted by the Arabs’. Overall, Iran ex-
erted a greater influence than Byzantium on the formation of systems of
administrative and political governance among all Arab-Islamic dynas-
ties. This was partly because the Arabs conquered individual Byzantine
provinces but were unable to subdue its capital, Constantinople, whereas
[ran was subjected to a total Arab conquest. Consequently, according to
a number of Iranian historians, Islam became the principal heir to Sa-
sanian cultural values. The Arabs carried Islam to other countries and,
together with it, the legacy of the Sasanian Empire’.

The consequences of the Arab conquests had a significant impact on
[ran’s relations with the Arab countries. Iranians continue to experience
a historical trauma associated with the defeat of the Sasanian Empire,
which was far more advanced in every respect than Arabia at the time of
the emergence of Islam®.

The nationalist and secularly oriented segment of Iranian society
genuinely regrets what happened, whereas the clergy welcomes the
Arab conquests that brought Islam to Iran. a number of Arab experts

¢ Bapmoavd B.B. Pabots! 1o nctopun mcaama n Apabekoro xaandara. M., 1966.

C.174-188.

3axodep b.H. VicTopwmst BocTouHOro cpesneseronbs (Xaandat n Bavskumi Boc-

ToK). M3a-80 MI'Y. M., 1944. C. 8-9, 13—14.

8 Al Zabed S. Hatred of Arabs Deeply Rooted in Persians, Says Iranian Intel-
lectual. Al Arabiya News. September 9, 2011. https://www.alarabiyanet/arti-
cles/2011/10/09/170927 html (accessed 02.01.2025).
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describe these sentiments among Iranians as manifestations of “racism”
and claims to “racial superiority”. The resulting mutual distrust and sus-
picion are still sometimes expressed today in offensive language in the
press and literature by some segments of the Arab and Iranian popula-
tions. Thus, Iranians resent the fact that Arabs call them ajam, meaning
“silent”, “speechless” or “illiterate”. In fact, the word ajam in Arabic does
have these meanings, but it is applied not only to Persians but also to
other non-Arab peoples, foreigners, and those who do not know Arabic
or have only a poor command of it. The term, however, is more character-
istic of dialectal usage. Iranians are also offended by the fact that Arabs
sometimes call them Majus, ie. descendants of the “Magi” or “sorcerers”,
thereby implying their marginal position in the Islamic world.

Iranians resent the fact that Arabs apply an Arab essence to everything
associated with Islam. Arabs accuse the Persians of exerting a negative in-
fluence on Islamic civilisation. They argue that the administrative practices
introduced by the Persians from the Sasanian Empire undermined the orig-
inal democratic spirit of Islam and transformed the structure of governance
in the Caliphate along imperial lines. Other Arab clerics believe that the
Persians deliberately introduced a number of “harmful” Zoroastrian prin-
ciples into Islamic doctrine, thereby distorting the original meaning of the
Qur'an and the faith in an attempt to undermine Islam. They also accuse
Iranians of introducing unorthodox practices into Islam, such as Sufism’.

With the spread of Shiism in Iran, ethnic and cultural contradictions
between Arabs and Iranians intensified. Shiism became the dominant re-
ligion in Iran after the Safavid dynasty came to power in 1501'°. However,
even before the Safavids, other ruling dynasties had adopted certain Shi-
ite practices. The Persians may have been more inclined towards Shiism as
a means of distinguishing themselves from the Arabs, most of whom were
Sunnis. Following the establishment of Safavid rule, Iran became one of
the principal centres of Shiism!!. The Safavids did much to develop Shiite

? Al Bashir M\W. Islamic Sufism: Origins, influences and rules. Kan His-

torical Periodicals 33. 2017. [In Arabic] https://platform.almanhal.com/
Files/2/109110 (accessed 09.11.2024).

3axodep b.H. Victopust BocTodHOrO cpearesekoBbst (Xaandat n Banskani Boc-
TOK). M,, 1944. C. 143—150.

HoBoceavyel A.IL. TocypaperBo Cedenpaos B XVI — magase XVII . McTopmsa

Bocroxa. Boctox Ha pybeske CpeaneBexosbs n Hosoro Bpemenn XVI—XVIII Bs.
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shrines in Iraq, particularly in Karbala, Najaf and Samarra. As Iran be-
came an alternative centre of Islam, rivalry between Iranians and Arabs
intensified. The development of Shiism in Iran introduced a new dimen-
sion into Iran’s interaction with Arabs and Turks in the form of sectari-
an hostility. Iran’s desire to play an important role in the Islamic world
while remaining religiously independent and autonomous could not but
irritate the Arabs, who took pride in their unique role in Islam. Gradual-
ly, concepts such as “Arabism” and “Iranism”, and Shiism and Sunnism,
acquired an antagonistic character'?,

The role of nationalism in Arab-Iranian relations

After gaining national independence, the political systems of the Arab
countries and Iran were dominated by secular and nationalist elements,
which restrained the role of the sectarian factor. During this period, the
role of religious factors in shaping Arab-Iranian relations diminished to
some extent. Processes of reform and modernisation had a significant im-
pact on the development of Arab-Iranian relations. By the 1920s, reform
and modernisation had become actively debated among the so-called ed-
ucated classes. It was representatives of this group who acted as a kind of
driving force behind reform. The growth of nationalism as an accompa-
nying product of modernisation in the Arab countries and Iran contrib-
uted to a deepening of their national and cultural rivalry and increased
tensions in bilateral Arab-Iranian relations®.

After the two world wars, religion, as the principal ideological in-
strument for governing the masses in the Arab countries of the Middle
East, began to give way to nationalism, which at the turn of the 1950s
was joined by secular ideas of socialism and communism. Modern forms
of Arab and Iranian nationalism had many features in common. Nation-
alism was regarded as a defensive mechanism. Its defensive function was

12 Kyraeuna AM., Axmedo6 B.M. OcHoBuble HampaBaeHwmst moamnturm WP

B apabckmx crpanax bamskuaero Bocroxa (1990-e — nagaao 2020-x rr.) M: Mu-
ctutyT BocTokoseaernst PAH, 2021. C. 210.
B Kyaazuna A.M. Vipau o Bropon noaosnue XIX — magase XX B. T'a. 4. McTopms
Bocroxka. T. IV. Bocrox B Hosoe Bpems (xoren XVIII — ragaso XX B.). Ka. 2. M.:

MB PAH, 2005. C. 70—83.
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soon supplemented by an expansionist component. This applied both to
pan-Arabism and Pan-Turkism, which sought to bring national minori-
ties living in other countries back under a single national-state umbrella
in the form of a federative or confederative state!“.

Iran was concerned about the rise of the Arab national movement,
fearing Arab territorial claims and attempts to rename the Persian Gulf
the Arabian Gulf. The Arabs laid claim to Khuzestan province, a number
of islands in the Persian Gulf, and parts of the coastal areas of the Strait
of Hormuz.

A number of independent Arab states faced a lack of historical experi-
ence in state-building. They sought self~determination through a struggle
against the “foreign”, the “other” and the “hostile”. For many, Iran came
to represent such a state!®. The creation of a unified Arab nation-state was
the dream of Arab nationalists. Although a single Arab state was never
established, a sense of inter-Arab solidarity and collective action against
the “other” was clearly felt. Over recent decades, numerous pan-Arab or-
ganisations and institutions have been established in the Arab countries.
[ran was particularly concerned by the sense of collective Arab solidarity,
which became especially apparent during the Iran-Iraqg War.

The central concept of Iranian nationalism as a political ideology was
that of the “Iranian lands” (Iran-zamin). Emphasis on the Persian char-
acter of Iranian nationalism could alienate national minorities from the
authorities. Therefore, the authorities primarily emphasised “Iranism” as
the basis of a unified Iranian nation. The Sasanian concept of Eranshahr
(Eran = Iran) denoted the unity of land and empire!®.

The defensive nature of Iranian nationalism was manifested in Iran’s
relations with neighbouring states. Thus, during the rule of Reza Shah,
the first shah of the Pahlavi dynasty (1926—1941), Iran made no ter-

ritorial claims against its neighbours, whose territories were inhabited

4 Antonius G. The Arab Awakening. The Story of the Arab National Movement.
Safety Harbor, FI: Simon Publications, 2001. P. 490.

Ayatollah Zanjani, Mobammad Tavakoli. Usul-e Siyasat-e Khareji-ye Jomhu-
ri-ye Eslami-ye Iran: Mabna-ye Unvan-e Diniyu (Religious Principles as the Ba-
sis of the Foreign Policy of the Islamic Republic of Iran) // Majalla-ye Batruhj-e
Kasli (Quarterly Research Journal). Tehran, 2012. Vol. 42. Ne 2. https:/ /jour-
nalsutacir/article 29898 0.html (accessed 12.08.2025).

Amanat A., Vejdani F. Iran Facing Others: Identity Boundaries in Historical
Perspective. New York: Palgrave. McMillan, 2012. P. 292.
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Reza Shah Pahlavi.
From open sources

by Persian-speaking populations, including Herat, which had been part
of Iran until 1856. The disputed islands in the Persian Gulf may be
considered an exception. Two of them, Greater and Lesser Tunbs, were
transferred to Iran under an agreement with Britain whereby Iran relin-
quished its claims to Bahrain. The island of Abu Musa was placed under
joint administrative control by the Emirate of Sharjah and Iran.

[ranian nationalism was “protective” in character. It opposed the
threat of growing Arab and Turkish expansionism, which laid claim to
parts of Iranian territory under the pretext of uniting Arab or Turk-
ish lands. In practical terms, Iranian nationalism was primarily used as
a foundation for political, economic and cultural reforms.

In the 1920s—1950s, a number of Iranian thinkers raised the issue
of Pan-Iranism!”. Pan-Iranism was intended to serve as a response to the
growth of pan-Arab and Pan-Turkist sentiments in the region. It ex-
pressed Iran’s desire to preserve its territorial integrity, which had been
under constant threat during the first half of the twentieth century. Un-
like the Arab countries, where pan-Arabism in the form of Ba’athism or
Nasserism became state ideology, this did not occur in Iran. Differences

7 @edopoba V.E. DaeMeHTHI TaHMPAaHM3Ma BO BHELIHEN moautmke WMpana //
Mcaam Ha Banskaem n Cpeanem Bocroke. 2015. Ne 9. C. 437—442.
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between the Iranian and Arab national movements were partly related
to Islam. For devout Iranian Muslims, it was difficult to make religiously
offensive statements about Arabs. All Shiite imams were ethnically Arab.
Moreover, many Iranians viewed themselves as followers of the Prophet
Muhammad, which made them partly Arab. At the same time, Arabs were
not concerned with such considerations. Many did not regard Iranians as
true Muslims at all. At the same time, Islam often conflicted with Irani-
an nationalism. This dichotomy intensified in the 1960s, coinciding with
processes of reform and modernisation, and reached its peak following
the Islamic Revolution of 1978—-1979.

The Iranian clergy opposed the national movement in Iran. The
clergy believed that nationalists placed the identity, culture and loyalty
of the Iranian nation at the centre, rather than Shiite Islam, which had
served as the basis for the formation of the identity and culture of the
Iranian nation since the Safavid dynasty. They rejected the nationalists’
view that the Arab conquests and Islamisation of Iran had harmed the
country, arguing instead that the Arab conquests had liberated Iranians
from the oppressive Sasanian hierarchical system of governance. From
their perspective, before the Arab conquests Iran had existed in a state of
jabiliyyab (ignorance).

In fact, anti-nationalist ideas became the foundation of the ideology
of the Islamic Revolution in Iran in 1978—1979. Even after the Islamic
Revolution, clerics systematically attacked nationalists and pre-Islamic
traditions. Interestingly, left-wing forces in Iran also opposed the nation-
alists. They contributed to the development of subnational traditions and
promoted ethnic and linguistic particularism while condemning the im-
perial traditions of the Persians. This approach differed fundamentally
from the practices of the Arab national movement, in which leftists and
socialists became ardent supporters of pan-Arabism. In Iran, the ruling
regime and clergy viewed Iran as a cultural and historical construct of
Shiite Islam competing with orthodox Islam. In the Arab countries, Is-
lam and ethnic nationalism reinforced one another. In Iran, by contrast,
there was a dichotomy between nationalism and Islam. It gave Iranian
foreign policy a dual and contradictory character. This became particu-
larly apparent after attempts were made to put into practice the idea of
exporting the Islamic Revolution to the Arab countries of the Middle
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East. The policy of exporting the Islamic Revolution provoked Arab op-
position and led to a deterioration in Arab-Iranian relations!s.

Despite the clergy’s attacks on Iran as a national, cultural and his-
torical construct, Iranian nationalism retained a strong position. Iranian
national symbolism survived and remains in existence to this day. Over
the past three decades, particularly after the Iran-Iraq War, even clerics
have been forced to recognise nationalism as a useful instrument in the
struggle against Iran’s opponents. At the same time, most Arab countries
viewed Iran’s claims to an “Islamic mission” with distrust, harboured sus-
picions regarding Iranian nationalism, and feared its political ambitions.
[ran’s Shiite particularism also reinforced Arab suspicions of the Islamic
Republic of Iran (IRI), despite the Iranian regime’s attempts to give the
revolution a pan-Islamic character so that it would not be portrayed as
a Shiite phenomenon.

A certain “limitation” of Islamic ideology in terms of developing new
state institutions and reforming existing ones forced the Iranian author-
ities to adopt a more tolerant attitude towards nationalism as a more

18 Hunter S.T. Iran Divided: The Historical Roots of Iranian Debates on Identity.
Culture and Governance in the 21st Century. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Lit-
tlefield, 2014. P. 272.
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flexible instrument of reform. With the accession to power of President
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad (2005—2013), the development of Iranian na-
tionalism resumed. M. Ahmadinejad and his supporters held the view that
Iran was not merely a territorial and ethnic construct but also a cultur-
al and spiritual phenomenon and the product of an ancient civilisation.
In other words, Iran had constituted a distinct civilisation long before Is-
lam. These views left their mark on Iranian society and generated public
demand for the development of Iranism and nationalism as the basis of
[ranian identity and an alternative to Islamism. Contemporary Iran ur-
gently needs such ideas in order to reach a dignified agreement with the
West on the nuclear issue and reconsider its policy in a number of Arab
countries in the Middle East. Thus, the possibility remained for the re-
vival of nationalism as the foundation of a new political ideology in Iran.

The development of independent Arab states, theories of pan-Ara-
bism and the Arab national movement, alongside Iranian nationalism,
complicated Arab-Iranian relations. In the process of building new na-
tion-states, a number of Arab countries, above all Iraq and the monar-
chies of the Persian Gulf, used the image of Iran as that of an alien entity
from whose expansion they needed to defend themselves. The presence
of enclaves of Iranian populations in these countries and Iran’s cultural
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influence on their subjects intensified these states’ hostile attitude to-
wards Iran®.

[ran’s attempts to preserve its position in the region and in the Persian
Gulf were perceived by Arab countries as additional evidence of the hos-
tile and expansionist nature of Iranian foreign policy. Under monarchical
rule in Iran, the strengthening of nationalism coincided with a revival of
historical rivalry with the Arabs. However, as the experience of the Islamic
Republic demonstrated, limiting Islam through nationalism did not con-
tribute to the development of friendly ties between Arabs and Iranians®.

Thus, traditional ethnic and religious differences were transformed,
under conditions of modernisation, into issues of national security and
the preservation of state integrity.

The Israel factor

The nature of Iran-Israel relations was determined by a whole range of
factors. The dynamics of bilateral ties depended on the evolution of do-
mestic processes in Iran and Israel, the particular features of the formation
and development of their political systems and state institutions, the na-
ture of ruling elites, and the confessional and ethnic composition of local
societies. Ideological orientations, demographic indicators, geographical
parameters and the specific nature of the resource base were also of con-
siderable importance. Israel and Iran were “outsiders” in the Arab world.
In the 1940s—1960s, owing to a number of geographical factors and eth-
nic, confessional and cultural differences between the populations of Is-
rael and Iran, Tehran did not regard Tel Aviv as a potential threat to its
security. This circumstance contributed to the rapprochement of the two
countries in the 1950s against the background of the powerful rise of Arab
nationalism and pan-Arabism?!. At this time, Israel adopted the so-called

Y Halliday F. Arabs and Persians beyond the Geopolitics of the Gulf // Cahiers
d’Etudes sur la Mediterranee Orientale et le Monde Turco-Iranian. July, 1996.
Ne 22.

Khosrow G. Siyasat va Qodrat dar Jomhuri-ye Eslami-ye Iran (Power and Poli-
tics in the Islamic Republic of Iran). Tehran, P. 620.

Haymxun B.B. CoBpemeHHbII KOHBEPIeHTHBIN apaOCKMIA HALJMOHAAMU3M B 3€P-

Kase ncropmyeckon namsiti // Iloanc. [Toantnaeckne mecaeposarmst. 2021.
Ne 6. C. 42-59.
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“peripheral” strategy in its foreign policy. As a result of a reassessment in
Tel Aviv and Tehran of the objects and sources of national threats, nor-
mal relations and mutually beneficial cooperation developed between the
two states. The establishment and development of relations between Iran
and Israel exacerbated tensions between the Shah’s government and the
clergy and secular Iranian nationalists. The clergy sought to protect the
holy sites in Palestine, while nationalist forces saw parallels between the
Palestinian struggle and Iran’s anti-colonial movement of 1951%. Both
groups sharply criticised the Iranian government’s policies concerning
cooperation with Israel. Under these circumstances, the government of
Mohammad Mosaddegh (1951—-1953) pursued a policy that came to be
known as “calculated ambivalence™. On the eve of the 1953 coup, the po-
sition of left-wing forces in the army strengthened against the backdrop of
the weakness of M. Mosaddegh’s government. This led Tel Aviv to fear the
possibility of a coup in Iran and the accession to power of left-wing forc-
es led by military officers, as had occurred in Egypt and Irag?*. Tensions
between the Shah’s government and the secular and religious opposition
became particularly pronounced during the country’s modernisation pro-
cesses in 1960—1970. Nationalist supporters of Iranian Prime Minister
M. Mosaddegh were closely connected with Iran’s Islamist forces. In the
1960s, these groups established close contacts with Arab nationalists and
[slamists and enjoyed their support. They based their policy towards Israel
on domestic considerations, namely hostility towards the Shah’s regime
and its pro-Western orientation. Their radical opposition to the Shah’s
government intensified after the overthrow of M. Mosaddegh. Later, the
[slamist wing of the nationalist forces joined with left-wing and Islamist
forces and sided with the Islamic Revolution in Iran in 1979%.

Thus, domestic factors did not exert a decisive influence on the nature
of Iran’s state policy towards Israel, and vice versa. However, failure to

22 Bialer Uri. The Iranian Connection in Israel’s Foreign Policy, 1948—1951 //
Middle East Journal. Spring 1985. Ne 39. P. 292—315.

2 Ramazani R.K. Iran and the Arab-Israeli Conflict // Middle East Journal. Au-
tumn 1978. Ne 32. P. 416.

24 Sobbani S. The Pragmatic Entente: Israeli-Iranian Relations: 1948—1988.
Westport. CT: Praeger, 1989. P. 77—84.

25 Ramazani R.K. Iran and the Arab-Israeli Conflict // Middle East Journal. Au-
tumn 1978. Ne 32. P. 415—420.
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take them adequately into account in the foreign-policy decision-making
process could have the effect of creating latent conflicts between Tel Aviv
and Tehran. After the Islamic Revolution in Iran in 1979, Tehran sev-
ered all relations with Israel and declared the need for the destruction
of the Jewish state. Tehran’s anti-Israeli position came at a high cost to
the country and became a major cause of deteriorating relations with the
United States and the West as a whole, followed by the imposition of
sanctions against the Islamic Republic of Iran?.

The nature of Iran-Israel interaction depended heavily on systemic
factors in international relations in the Middle East. Inter-Arab relations,
the Arab-Israeli conflict and the Palestinian issue largely determined the
dynamics of Iran-Israel relations?. Iran-Israel contacts activated the con-
flict potential inherent in Arab-Israeli relations and intensified distrust
in Arab capitals towards the policies of Tel Aviv and Tehran in the Middle
East. Iran’s relations with Israel introduced new dimensions into percep-
tions of threats and security in the Arab-Muslim region?®. Arab countries
manipulated the Iranian and Israeli threat factors in order to balance
their relations with one another, gain influence in the Arab environment
or obtain material benefits. Following the 1967 Arab-Israeli War, Iran
decided to balance its relations with Israel by developing ties with Arab
regimes hostile to Israel. From Israel’s perspective, the normalisation of
relations between Iran and Iraq was a highly alarming signal and a chal-
lenge to the national security of the Jewish state. Tel Aviv feared that,
having resolved the Kurdish issue, Saddam Hussein might become more
active against Israel. Any normalisation of relations between Iran and the
Arab countries was highly undesirable for Israel. Conflict and hostility
in Arab-Iranian relations diverted the attention of Arab countries away
from Israel and its political agenda in the region. Israel hoped that the
Islamic Revolution in Iran might alter the positions of Arab countries to-
wards the Jewish state. The revolutionary rhetoric of the IRI alarmed not

26 Bialer U. The Iranian Connection in Israel’s Foreign Policy, 1948—1951 //
Middle East Journal. Spring 1985. Ne 39. P. 292—315.

27 Mathew M.W. The Balfour Declaration and the Palestine Mandate: British Im-
perial Imperatives // British Journal of Middle Eastern Studies. 2013.40. Ne 3.
P. 231-249.

28 Sobbani S. The Pragmatic Entente: Israeli-Iranian Relations: 1948—1988.
Westport. CT: Praeger, 1989. P. 77—84.
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only conservative Arab leaders but also Ba’athists in Iraq and Syria, who
feared that it could destabilise their populations. At the same time, Tel
Aviv hoped that the Iran-Iraqg War (1981—-1988) might induce Iran to
turn towards Israel. During the first six years of the Iran-Iraq War, Israel
assisted Iran by supplying it with weapons. Israel’s expectations regarding
the new Islamic regime in Iran proved mistaken. From the late 1980s,
[srael began changing its Middle Eastern political strategy, placing great-
er emphasis on normalising relations with individual Arab states. This
was facilitated to a considerable extent by the visit of Egyptian President
Anwar Sadat to Jerusalem and the signing of the Camp David Accords in
1978. The changing geopolitical situation in the Middle East at the turn
of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries altered the attitudes of many
Arab countries towards Israel®.

In reality, Iran and Israel possessed rather limited political instru-
ments for shaping relations within the Arab environment. The compli-
cated history of Iran-Israel relations demonstrated a certain political
“isolation” of Israel and Iran and their “confinement” between Arab am-
bitions and the rivalry of world powers in the Middle East. Hostility in

2" Bialer U. The Iranian Connection in Israel’s Foreign Policy, 1948—1951 //
Middle East Journal. Spring 1985. Ne 39. P. 292—-315.
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[ran-Israel relations, just as agreement between them, did not automat-
ically guarantee Tehran and Tel Aviv friendly relations with the Arab
world. Interaction between Tel Aviv and Tehran was a persistent source
of tension in the regional political environment. Theoretically, systemic
factors at the regional and international levels could have contributed to
improving relations between Iran and Israel. In practice, however, they
led to an intensification of the Iran-Israel confrontation in the region®.

The role of inter-Arab relations

Inter-Arab politics had a major influence on the issue of Arab-Iranian
relations. The ideas of Arabism and Islam became firmly established in
the national consciousness of Arabs and served as factors of political and
national identification for the majority of the population of Arab coun-
tries*l. At the same time, the distinctive character of the regional political
environment left its mark on the foreign policies of Arab states.

The dominant ideologies in the Arab world during this period were
Arab nationalism, pan-Arabism and Arab socialism. These ideological
concepts were fundamentally hostile to Iran and threatened its territo-
rial integrity. The nature of Iran’s political system and its regional policy
influenced the balance of forces and interests in the Arab world. From
this perspective, Iran became a kind of target for Egypt. Gamal Abdel
Nasser attempted to overthrow the Shah’s regime in Iran and supported
opposition forces in Iran, including Islamists. Iran accused Egypt of sup-
porting the anti-Shah unrest of 1962%%

In the 1950s, Syria did not play an independent role in regional pol-
itics. Damascus was an object of the struggle for influence between Cairo
and Baghdad. The establishment of the United Arab Republic (UAR),

30 AxmedoB B.M. DBoaroymst MpaHO-U3PAMABCKMUX OTHOLIEHWUI B YCAOBUSIX KPU-
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ties // Bahgat Korany and Ali al-Din Hillal Dessouki (eds). The Foreign Po-

licies of Arab States. Boulder, Colo: Westview Pres, 1991. P. 49—102.

32 Dawisha A. Egypt in the Arab World: The Elements of Foreign Policy. London:
Macmillan, 1976. P. 131, 234.
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comprising Egypt and Syria, in 1958, caused concern in Tehran. Iran re-
garded this development as a change in the regional balance of power
and an attempt by radical Arab regimes to seize control in the Arab East.
The accession to power of the Ba’ath Party in the Syrian Arab Republic
(SAR) in March 1963, together with its ideological and political posi-
tions, was viewed negatively in the Shah-era Iran. Thus, differences in
approaches to Israel and the Palestinian issue, as well as inter-Arab alli-
ances with Egypt and Iraq, exerted a certain influence on the Shah’s Iran’s
policy towards Syria®.

The influence of Arab nationalism on relations between Iran and the
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (hereinafter KSA — V.A.) was highly specific.
During the 1950s—1970s, the KSA was interested in relations with Iran
as a means of countering pan-Arabism and Arab nationalism. However,
with regard to the Persian Gulf and regional leadership, the KSA employed
methods drawn from the political arsenal of Arab nationalists. [ran’s offi-
cial ideological doctrine during this period was based on secular ideas of
modernisation. The state ideology of the KSA was based on Wahhabism,
which represented one of the strictest schools of Sunni doctrine. Possibly
under the influence of Wahhabi doctrine, Saudi leaders harboured partic-
ularly strong feelings towards Iran compared with other Arab countries. In
practice, Saudi-Iranian relations were determined by the struggle for influ-
ence in the Persian Gulf and rivalry for leadership in the Islamic world**.

Another factor influencing Iran-Arab relations was inter-Arab rival-
ry. Inter-Arab relations often assumed an acute character. The principal
factors shaping inter-Arab contradictions were the struggle for leader-
ship, ideological differences, attitudes towards Israel and Iran, the Pal-
estinian issue, and the policies of the world powers. The rivalry among
Egypt, Iraq and Syria for leadership in the Arab world was explained by
the fact that these countries had historically been major cultural and po-
litical centres of the Arab world: Damascus was the capital of the Uma-
yyad Caliphate, Iraq of the Abbasid Caliphate, and Cairo of the Fatimid
Caliphate. Ideological differences were another source of disagreement
between the Arabs and Iran. Until the early 1970s, the Arab countries

33 Picard E. Lebanon: a Shattered Country, Myths and Realities of the Wars in
Lebanon. New York: Holmes & Meir, 1996. P. 202.

3 Badeeb S.M. Saudi-Iranian relations 1932—1983. London: Center for Arab and
Iranian Studies, 1994. P. 164.
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experienced intense ideological rivalry between secular, nationalist and
revolutionary regimes and conservative religious governments. This ri-
valry became known as the Arab “Cold War™. Such sentiments affected
bilateral relations between Iran and the Arab countries. Any attempts by
[ran to secure its interests in the immediate Arab territorial periphery
were regarded by one or another competing Arab country as a threat to
its leadership ambitions.

Differences in the relations of Arab countries with the leading world
powers constituted another factor in Iran-Arab disagreements. During
the Cold War, Arab countries’ relations with the USSR and the West
largely determined their positions towards one another. Arab countries
that maintained good relations with the USSR generally maintained
normal bilateral ties with one another while simultaneously becoming
objects of distrust and hostility on the part of US allies. Yet this in itself
did not guarantee friendly bilateral relations. Examples include relations
between Syria and Iraq and between Iraq and Egypt. Following the end of
the Cold War, Arab countries attempted to adapt to US policy in the Mid-
dle East. This largely determined the nature of their future relations®.

35 Kerr M. The Arab Cold War. Gamal ‘Abd al-Nasir and His Rivals. Oxford: Ox-
ford University Press, 1971. P. 174.

36 Stavridis ]. Are we entering a New Cold War? FP. February 17. 2016. https://
foreignpolicy.com/2016,/02/17 /are-we-entering-a-new-cold-war-russia-eu-
rope/ (accessed 12.09.2025).
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The imbalance of power among the Arab states gave Iran an opportu-
nity to act as an arbiter in inter-Arab relations. Arab countries used the
[ranian factor to constrain the ambitions of their rivals. Arab states often
used the Iranian factor to balance their relations with one another, gain
influence in the Arab environment or obtain material benefits. Egypt ad-
opted such an approach in the 1950s, as did Syria until the beginning of
the events of 2011. The use of Iran as a counterbalance to revolutionary
Arab movements became apparent in Yemen after the 1962 coup and the
outbreak of the civil war, which continued until 1968—1970%.

The nature of inter-Arab relations affected Iran’s security and its
ties with the Arab countries. This was particularly evident in Iran’s re-
lations with the Persian Gulf states. It was in the Gulf that relations
between the two sides were frequently tested from the perspective of
security. In the 1960s, Egypt intervened in the events in Yemen, where
it confronted Saudi Arabia. This seriously complicated Iran’s security
situation in the Persian Gulf. Iran was forced to intervene in inter-Arab
disputes because it frequently became an object of their conflicts. Teh-
ran could not effectively exploit inter-Arab divisions because no Arab
state was willing to go all the way in an alliance with Iran. During the
civil war, Iran supported Zaydi forces. Iran feared that Yemen would
become an ally of Nasser’s Egypt, which represented the antithesis of
the Shah’s Iran. Saudi Arabia viewed these steps by Tehran with suspi-
cion. It clearly did not want Egypt and Iran to strengthen their military
presence near its borders, fearing that this could destabilise the internal
situation in the kingdom?®. Throughout the 1960s and 1970s, Iran, Iraq
and the KSA competed for dominance in the Persian Gulf. Under these
circumstances, the smaller Arab monarchies of the Gulf regarded Iran
as a counterbalance to the ambitions of these states. Egypt, Iraq, Syria
and Libya, moreover, posed a threat to the Arabian monarchies with
their patriarchal systems of rule. From this perspective, the Arab mon-
archies viewed Iran as a counterbalance to revolutionary tendencies

7 Guldescu S. The Background to the Yemeni revolution of 1962 // Dalhousie
Review 1965. 45. Ne. 1. P. 66—77. https://dashspace.library.dal.ca.bitstrem/
handle/10222/59002/da./ (accessed 15.12.2025).

38 Katz M.N. Yemeni Unity and Saudi Security // Middle East Policy. 1992. Ne 1.
P.117—-135.
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emanating from the Arab East. However, they never supported Iran be-
cause of their sense of pan-Arab solidarity®.

The policies of the world powers

[ran’s contacts with European powers date back to the beginning of the
nineteenth century. Alongside their desire to secure economic and trade
advantages in Iran, European countries sought to use Iran as a counter-
balance in their relations with the Ottoman Porte. From the early nine-
teenth century, Britain began to display heightened interest in Iran.
The British were concerned about Russian activity in Central Asia and
the Transcaucasus. The protection of British possessions in India became
the priority of British policy in the Middle East.

After Britain established control over the Persian Gulf, Iran encoun-
tered British influence along its southern borders. In 1892, Britain signed
a protectorate treaty with Bahrain, disregarding the Iranian suzerainty

% Snyder S. Saudi and UAE Boots on the Ground Intensify the Yemen War.
The World, PRI, August 12, 2015. https://www.priorg/stories/2015-08-12/
saudi-and-uae-boots-ground-intensify-yemen-war (accessed 18.03.2025).
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over the island previously recognised by the ruling Al Khalifa family. Af-
ter the First World War, Britain pursued a systematic policy of removing
Iranians from the island. In 1971, under pressure from Britain and the
United States, Iran was forced to relinquish its rights to Bahrain in favour
of the Arabs®.

The disputed islands in the Persian Gulf constitute another legacy of
British colonial rule. Before Bahrain gained independence and the UAE
was established, Britain conducted negotiations with Iran over ownership
of the disputed islands. Ultimately, their status remained unresolved. The
question of the thalwegin the Shatt al-Arab is another contentious aspect
of relations between the Arabs and Iran. It was partly created by the Brit-
ish on the basis of their political preferences and interests in the region.

The Second World War brought the United States to the forefront in
the Middle East. The United States became the dominant power in the Per-
sian Gulf, placing its main emphasis on the KSA on the basis of the coun-
try’s geography and natural resources. Significantly, the United States never
had comparable relations with Iran. Its policy towards Iran was instrumen-
tal in nature. The US administration believed that, in order to preserve its

4 Wilson T.A. The Persian Gulf: From the Earliest Times to the Beginning of the
Twentieth Century. 1928, reprinted New York: Hyperion Press, 1981. P. 315.
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position in the region, the United States should distance itself from Iran.
Following an exchange of visits between the Shah of Iran and US President
Jimmy Carter in November—December 1977, many began to believe that
the United States had “abandoned” the Shah. By refusing to support the
Shah, the United States effectively acted as a catalyst for the Islamic Revo-
lution in Iran. The United States may not have expected Islamists to come
to power in Iran in place of a secular and liberal ruler such as M. Mosad-
degh*!. Immediately after the revolution, it appeared that the Americans’
calculations had proved correct. The first government in Tehran after the
Shah was formed by politicians of a pro-Mosaddegh type associated with the
[ran Freedom Movement, headed by Mehdi Bazargan. However, the situa-
tion soon changed dramatically. Less than a year later, Bazargan’s govern-
ment resigned. The hostage crisis, which could only be resolved by January
1981, seriously strained relations between the two countries for many years
and benefited the Arab regimes aligned with the United States. The Islamic
Revolution changed the regional balance of power and posed a challenge
to the Arab regimes. Iran’s relations with the Arab world deteriorated for
a long period and acquired a conflictual character. The Iran-Iraq War of
1980—1988 is a case in point; in practice, it became an Arab-Iranian war*.

Thus, Iran’s policy towards the Arab countries was influenced by
a whole group of factors: the bipolar nature of the international politi-
cal system, the geopolitical significance of the Middle East to the United
States and its deep involvement in the region’s social and political pro-
cesses, and the weakness of regional states and their dependence on the
policies of the great powers. In practice, this led to an intensification of
the Arab-Iranian confrontation in the region.

Conclusion

The historical legacy of Arab-Iranian relations in a predominantly Sun-
ni region intensified the sense of vulnerability and threat, which was

' Dilip H. The Longest War: Iran-Iraq Military Conflict. New York: Routledge,
1991.P. 364.
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conceptually institutionalised in the form of interventionist tendencies
in policy. Iran was constantly concerned with maintaining a favourable
balance of power that would exclude threats to its national security and
sovereignty from any international actor in the Middle East.

The Iran-Israel War of 2025 revealed a number of new trends in the
development of the system of international relations in the Middle East.
It created preconditions for changes in the policies of regional states, in-
cluding the nature of Arab-Iranian relations. The war demonstrated that
the historical legacy of Arab-Iranian relations, confessional and ethnic
differences, and the notorious Sunni-Shiite divisions largely serve as in-
struments for the political manipulation of poorly educated Arab and
[ranian masses in the interests of implementing the political plans of
world powers in the Middle East. At present, these instruments are poorly
suited to creating adequate conditions for the Arab countries and Iran to
enter the emerging new world order in the Middle East.

Israel’s growing claims to a position of regional leadership are generating
new concerns among the Arab states of the Persian Gulf. Israel’s aspiration
to impose a unipolar “New Middle East” places the GCC countries before
a difficult choice. How long will the political strategy of the Arab monarchies
be able to balance on the borderline between the questionable benefits of
normalising relations with Israel and containing its aspirations for region-
al dominance? Reliance on the United States in the long term no longer
guarantees security, while a policy of neutrality does not guarantee stability.

The Iran-Israel War exposed dangerous miscalculations and short-
comings in the security systems of the GCC countries and the vulnera-
bility of Iran’s regional strategy, particularly with regard to the practical
benefits of maintaining the “Axis of Islamic Resistance” project over the
long term. As a result, the Arab monarchies are beginning to reassess
their course towards normalising relations with Israel and are cautiously
moving closer to Tehran.

The principal differences between Iran and the GCC countries today
focus on the challenge of reconciling Iran’s security concerns with the
Arab monarchies’ course towards building an economically centred mod-
el of relations among the states of the Persian Gulf. Israel is committed to
confrontation regardless of any economic shocks. Consequently, the KSA
is increasingly concluding that an alliance with Tel Aviv is incompatible
with the kingdom’s long-term political agenda.
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The weakening of Iran’s position and the military capabilities of the
[slamic resistance forces is forcing Iran to reconsider its previous strategy
under conditions of international pressure and a partial loss of prestige
in the region. Most Middle Eastern states have grown weary of unending
armed confrontation and are opting for new instruments of economic
cooperation and technological integration. The IRI’s exclusive reliance
on military force is regarded by the regional powers as a factor of danger
and risk. How long can Tehran maintain a balance between its political
and ideological ambitions and the domestic political challenge? Growing
economic problems and an increasingly active protest movement may
sooner or later lead to a change of regime in the country.

At the same time, regardless of how difficult the process of establish-
ing new relations between Iran and the Arab countries may be, Iran’s
Arab prospects in the region will depend to a considerable extent on
whether Tehran succeeds in reaching an international agreement on the
nuclear issue. Following the war of 2025—2026, this issue is becoming
not merely a matter of political prestige but, above all, a condition for the
survival of Iranian statehood.
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Abstract

This article is devoted to the previously unknown case of the Military
Agent Section of the All-Russian General Staff of the Armed Forces, within
the framework of which an entire group of individuals, including several
prominent military specialists headed by former Colonel K. Zhikhor,
was arrested in Moscow in September 1918. The material demonstrates
the specific features of the repressive practices employed by the Cheka
against former officers during the Russian Civil War. While most of those
involved in the case were soon released, K.I. Zhikhor himself remained
imprisoned throughout the entire Civil War period and was ultimately
forced to change his military profession, becoming an engineer. Based on
documents from the Central Archive of the Federal Security Service of
Russia and other archives, introduced into scholarly circulation for the
first time, the article analyzes the causes, course, and consequences of
the case. In addition, the article traces in detail the fate of the principal
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defendant, K1I. Zhikhor, a loyal Soviet military specialist who continued
to face persecution for political reasons in subsequent years, which ulti-
mately led to his execution.
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oviet repressive practices directed against military special-
ists of the Red Army during the Civil War period— and,
more broadly, against former officers— remain insufficient-

: — ly studied, while historiographical layers have at times only
complicated the understanding of the true course of events'. Meanwhile,
the surviving archival materials make it possible to investigate these sub-
jects in considerable depth, although the sources relating to this issue

In particular, the commentators of the document collection V.I. Lenin and the
Cheka claimed that among the arrested “General Staff personnel”, after V.I. Le-
nin’s intervention, all were released for lack of evidence except L.V. Kvitnitsky
and K. Zhikhor, whose criminal activity was allegedly proven (B.M. Aerun
u BYK (1917-1922 rr.): C6. doxymernmob. M., 1975. C. 140). None of this cor-
responds to reality. Zhikhor’s criminal activity was never proven; not all were
released; and among those released, some in fact belonged to the White un-
derground. The hero of the First World War, former Colonel L.V. Kvitnitsky,
was in fact executed, a fact Soviet editors preferred to conceal.
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K. 1. Zhikhor.
From open sources

possess their own specific characteristics. In order to understand the
causes, course, and consequences of the case discussed below, extensive
work in the archives of Moscow and Yalutorovsk was required, as well as
the painstaking collection, literally piece by piece, of documents connect-
ed with this story.

Arrests

“On September 5, 1918, at about five o’clock in the afternoon, while ap-
proaching my house on Povarskaya Street, I saw that ten or twelve sol-
diers entering it, evidently for the purpose of conducting a search. I en-
tered after them, presented my documents, and stated my name. Indeed,
it was a detachment of the Cheka which, after carrying out a search and
confiscating all current official papers, arrested me and took me to the
Cheka headquarters, from where, after an initial interrogation, I was
transferred to Butyrka Prison, completely unaware of the reason for my
arrest”, wrote the arrested Head of the Military Agent Section of the Mili-
tary Statistical Department of the All-Russian General Staff of the Armed
Forces (ARGS) and former Colonel Konstantin Ivanovich Zhikhor to the
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Chairman of the Special Section of the Cheka, M.S. Kedrov, on April 9,
1919~

The author of this appeal could not have imagined that, as a result of
his arrest, he would spend the entire Civil War in detention and would
even be forced to change his profession. Let us attempt to determine the
reasons for such punishment within the context of the repressive policies
and practices of that time.

In this case, the Chekists arrested not only Zhikhor himself. The en-
tire Military Agent Section of the ARGS, responsible for foreign mili-
tary intelligence, was imprisoned: first the head, KI. Zhikhor, and the
following day his assistant V.A. Ivanovsky and the translator P.S. Arapov.
However, by the autumn of 1918, under the conditions of the blockade of
Soviet Russia, there could no longer be any talk of intensive internation-
al military contacts, and therefore the loss of the Section passed almost
unnoticed.

Zhikhor’s Pre-Revolutionary Biography

K.I. Zhikhor was born on May 20, 1882, in Elisavetgrad, Kherson Gov-
ernorate. The difficult conditions of Soviet life taught him the art of
adaptation, and therefore in some Soviet questionnaires he identified
himself as a Great Russian?, in others as a Ukrainian, a member of the
raznochintsy class* or of the petty bourgeoisie’, and the son of a singing
and music teacher®. In a questionnaire completed while imprisoned in
a concentration camp in 1919, he claimed to possess Ukrainian citi-

zenship and described his native language as “Russian-Ukrainian™.

Llentpaapusiit apxms Oeaepaspront cay>k6s1 6esonmacuoctn Pocenm (LIA OCB).
A.P-49135. A. 247247 06.

[lenTpasbHBIN TOCYAApCTBeHHBIM apxuB Mockosckon obaactn (LITAMO).
®.6336.0m. 1. A. 3. A. 18.

Tocypapersennsiit apxus Pocenrickoit Qeaepaymn (IA PO). ®. P-4042. Om. 15.
A. 695. A. 44; 1JA OCB. A. P-49135. A. 272.

5 TAPO.®.10035.Om. 1. A, T1-41957. A. 4 06.; LleHTpasbHbIN TOCYAAPCTBEHHDIN
apxus Knposckornt obaactn (LITAKO). @. I1-6799. Om. 8. A. CY-9894. T. 1. A. 7.

¢ TA PD. ®.10035. Om. 1. A. [1-41957. A. 9; ITAKO. @. I1-6799. Om. 8. A, CV-
9894.T. 1. A. 13.

7 LIJA OCB. A, P-49135. A. 272.
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o L° .4

K. I. Zhikhor, 1909. F. A. Gushchin Collection.
Published in the original quality for the first time

e
-
L)

At the same time, an NKVD memorandum prepared for his arrest in
1935 stated that he came from the nobility®, while in one document
he was even described as a former Polish general®. In reality, however,
as service records demonstrate, he was the son of a collegiate council-
or of the Kherson Governorate and belonged to the hereditary nobil-
ity!’. During an interrogation on September 25, 1918, he stated that
“the award bestowed upon me by the former government of the Order
of St. Vladimir, 3rd class, granted me hereditary nobility”!!. In his au-
tobiography of 1928, he wrote modestly about his parents: “My father
was an employee of the Treasury Chamber, my mother was the daugh-
ter of an artist/art teacher”'? The officer knew German, French, and
English, though he was most fluent in French. He also had a young-
er brother, Mikhail (November 21, 1884—7), a cavalry captain of the
17th Dragoon Nizhny Novgorod Regiment of His Majesty stationed

8 TAPO.®.10035.0m. 1. A, T1-41957. A. 1.
? TAPO. . P-4042.Om. 15. A, 695. A. 11 06.
10 TJA OCB. A, P-49135. A. 172, 194.

1 Tbid. A. 221.

12 TA PO. . A-390. Om. 24. A. 5589. A. 8.
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in Tiflis". Mikhail graduated from the junior class of the accelerat-
ed first-course program of the Imperial Nicholas Military Academy
and during the Civil War served in the White Don Army and in the
Armed Forces of South Russia, completing his service with the rank
of lieutenant colonel™. Since such family ties could entail serious dif-
ficulties in Soviet times, K.I. Zhikhor wrote in Soviet questionnaires
that he had no contact with his brother.

In 1900, after graduating from the Don Emperor Alexander III Ca-
det Corps (although some Soviet documents contain fictitious claims
that he graduated from a gymnasium), K1. Zhikhor entered the Nicholas
Engineering School in St. Petersburg, from which he graduated in 1903.
During the Soviet period he attempted to conceal his officer service—
apparently in order to avoid questions regarding his 1918 arrest— and
claimed that in the summer of 1903 he had worked as an intern for the
Batignolles company in St. Petersburg during the construction of the
Kamenny Island Bridge across the Neva, which supposedly became his
first engineering experience, and that in 1904—1905 he taught construc-
tion engineering (“Building Components— Materials and Construction
Work”) at technical courses in Odessa. In reality, however, from 1903 to
1906 Konstantin Ivanovich served in the 11th Sapper Battalion of Em-
peror Nicholas I in Odessa.

In 1906, Zhikhor entered the Nicholas Academy of the Gener-
al Staff, from which he graduated in 1909 (Zhikhor’s later Soviet-era
claims that he had also graduated from the Military Engineering Acad-
emy were false). During the Soviet period, he asserted that he had sub-
sequently left the army because of illness and worked in civilian in-
stitutions, but this too was untrue. In his autobiography of 1928, for
example, he stated that from 1908 to 1914 he had worked as assistant
director for technical affairs at the Schroeter & Co. office in Odessa and
allegedly also taught at construction courses?. In reality, he spent two
years commanding a company of the 59th Lublin Infantry Regiment in
fulfillment of the service qualification requirement, served as Senior

5 1JA OCB. A. P-49135. A. 272.

14 See: Huskeropopckue aparysst Ha dpponrax Beanxon Borinst, 1914—1918: Boc-
nomnuannst. M, 2014. C. 274, 281; Boaxo6 C.B. I'erepassl n mrab-odpuiepsr
pyccxon apmmn. OnsiT maptupoaora. M, 2012.T. 1. C. 430.

15 TA PO. ®. 10035. O 1. A. I1-41957. A. 11.
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Adjutant of a divisional staff, and temporarily performed the duties of
Chief of Staff of the 14th Infantry Division, with which he departed for
the front of the First World War.

Concerning his wartime service, Zhikhor wrote that in 1914—1915
he served on the Southwestern Front at the headquarters of the 14th
Infantry Division. During the battles near Mikotajow and Grodek on Au-
gust 27—30, 1914, Senior Adjutant Zhikhor distinguished himself, for
which he was awarded the St. George Golden Weapon. On August 28,
after the death of the division’s Chief of Staff, he assumed that position
and “worked bravely and selflessly, repeatedly exposing his life to evi-
dent danger, and through his advice and transmission of the Division
Commander’s orders contributed to the accomplishment of the mission
assigned to the division™.

In 1915-1916, Zhikhor served in Petrograd in rear-area positions
and in the Main Directorate of the General Staff (MDGS) as assistant
clerk and clerk due to illness!”. Many could only envy such a service—
meetings with foreign military representatives, banquets, decorations.
The 1918 investigative file preserved a diploma awarding Zhikhor the
Legion of Honour, dated June 16, 19168, By the age of thirty-five, the
officer had accumulated quite a collection of foreign decorations, which
also included the British Commander’s Cross of the Order of St. Michael
and St. George, the French Officer’s Cross of the Order of Academic Palms,
and the Serbian Order of St. Sava, 3rd class.

During interrogation on the day of his arrest, September 5, 1918,
conducted by the Head of the Counter-Revolution Department of the
Cheka, the future prominent Soviet statesman N.A. Skrypnik, Zhikhor
testified: “During the February Revolution, I was arrested together with
other officers living in the Astoria H[otel] and sent to the St[ate] Duma,
but after about four days I was released. During the October Revolution,
[ was also arrested in the same hotel, but after about three days I was re-
leased and resumed my work™’. Zhikhor completed his service in the old
army with the rank of colonel.

16" Supreme Order of 24 February 1915.
17 TA PO. ®. A-390. Om. 24. A, 5589. A. 8.
15 1A ®CB. A, P-49135. A. 169.

¥ Ibid. A. 216.
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In the opinion of General V.V. Marushevsky, the last Chief of the
General Staff of Imperial Russia, Zhikhor was entirely unsuited for inter-
action with foreign missions. Marushevsky recalled: “I became acquaint-
ed with him in connection with the matter of my appointment to Italy.
From the very first meeting he struck me by his lack of manners, his ap-
pearance, and even his rudeness. How such a staff officer could be ap-
pointed to a position involving communication with all foreign missions
is beyond me. Most likely, the majority of the best General Staff officers
were at the front, and only due to a lack of choice did they have to make
do with Zhikhor. In addition to these qualities, he also manipulated the
clerical environment through the crudest demagogic methods. Needless
to say, I intended to change all this at the earliest opportunity”™.

Zhikhor in the Red Army

Since the employees of the MDGS remained in service at the beginning
of 1918, Zhikhor entered the Red Army almost naturally, becoming
a military specialist (voenspets). In the spring of 1918, the MDGS moved
from Petrograd to Moscow. At that time Zhikhor was designated as a rep-
resentative of the People’s Commissariat for Military Affairs assigned
to maintain liaison with foreign military missions?!. In May 1918, the
MDGS was transformed into the All-Russian General Staff (ARGS), and
the personnel transferred to the new institution. In his autobiography of
1928, Zhikhor somewhat distorted his service in the Red Army, claiming
that he had served in the ARGS from 1917 to 1919 as head of a section,
although the ARGS did not yet exist in 1917, and by 1919 the military
specialist was already under arrest.

In the ARGS, Zhikhor occupied the post of Chief of the Military
Agent Section of the Military Statistical Department of the Operations
Directorate and, as before the revolution, maintained contacts with
foreign military representatives. During interrogation on September
5, 1918, he explained how and why perceptions of foreign military

20 Croatian State Archive. HR-HAD-810. K. 1; ['anun A.B. «ABa mecsija Ha iocty
HayaabHMKaA ['enepaspHOro mrraba (ceHTsi6ps — OKTIOps 1917 1.)» reHepasa

B.B. Mapyesckoro // Victopuaeckni Bectank. 2024. Ne 49. C. 280—281.
21 TJA OCB. A, P-49135. A. 143.
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10CTPAHHBI® BOGHHbLIE AreHTLI, NPHCYTCTBOBABMIE HA O
KD BITIH BWCTaBEM BB AcHb I'eopriepckaro npasaHaka.

K. I. Zhikhor (third from left) and foreign military agents
at the St. George’s Day celebration.
Central Archive of the Federal Security Service

representatives in Soviet Russia changed during 1918: “After arriving in
Moscow, I was instructed by L.D. Trotsky to provide information to for-
eign military representatives— the French, Italians, and English. I was
not instructed to inform military representatives of other states. Sub-
sequently a Japanese agent arrived. Before Trotsky’s order prohibiting
all relations with foreigners was published (about a month and a half
ago), I believed that the Japanese also belonged to the general circle of
‘allied’ representatives, as indicated in my mandate. After the publica-
tion of the order, we presented a report at which Trotsky confirmed the
prohibition. In any case, I could have provided little information, since
[ myself was not informed.

After the first meeting (held under the chairmanship of Comrade
IN.L] Podvoisky in April), it became clear that the participation of for-
eigners in discussing organizational questions was of little use. At that
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time M.D. Bonch-Bruevich instructed me not to provide foreign repre-
sentatives with any numerical data or similar information”?.

At first, Zhikhor personally visited the foreign military represen-
tatives. He went three times to see the French mission at the house of
[.A. Mantashev near Petrovsky Park, twice visited the British at the Elite
Hotel, and several times called on the Italians at 18 Pokrovsky Boulevard.
Japanese attaché Lieutenant Colonel K. Furuya and others also visited
Zhikhor himself. Around Easter, Zhikhor communicated with foreigners
aboard the train of Commissar N.I. Podvoisky. The information provided
to the foreigners was on several occasions censored by the Military Head
of the Supreme Military Council, former General M.D. Bonch-Bruevich.

In the testimony given in 1935, Zhikhor noted: “I maintained official
contacts with the dep[uty] military attachés of the following countries:
France, the United States, England, Japan, Belgium, Denmark, Sweden,
and Norway. After the October Revolution, while serving as Chief of the
Statlistical] Deplartment] of the All-Russian Genl[eral] Staff, I met in the
course of my duties with the Italian m[ilitary] attaché Mr. P. Ruggeri-Lad-
erchi; [ do not remember the mlilitary] attachés of other states”.

By the summer of 1918, seventeen Russian military agents abroad
were officially recognized, assisted by five deputies. In addition, four rep-
resentatives operated at the headquarters of Great Britain, France, the
United States of America, and Italy. Under the authority of the military
agents served seventy-seven servicemen and five copyists. From January
1, 1918 onward, none of these individuals had received pay. On June 24,
1918, the Military Statistical Department of the Operations Directorate
of the ARGS raised the issue of salaries, but the People’s Commissar for
Military Affairs, LD. Trotsky, imposed a strict resolution on the corre-
sponding document: “In view of the fact that, according to information
received by me, the military agents are spending funds remaining in for-
eign banks from allocations of former governments and, without provid-
ing any reports, are pursuing policies hostile to Soviet power, all of them
are to be dismissed (except those concerning whom special orders shall
be issued)™. After this, Zhikhor’s workload diminished significantly.

22 Ibid. A. 216—216 06.
2 TAPO. . 10035.Om. 1. A, T1-41957. A. 11.
2 1JA OCB. A, P-49135. A. 242.
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At that time, the thirty-six-year-old Zhikhor led the life of a bach-
elor (during interrogation in September 1918 he described himself
as unmarried and alone?); he would start a family only later. His
investigative file preserved a letter addressed to Mesdames Stucken
and Take (names translated from Russian — Editor) (care of Sidor-
ova, 17 Leontyevsky Lane?¢), dated April 5, 1918: “I believe that you
are very pretty and interesting young ladies, and since you are both
cheerful and lively, I should like to marry both of you at once, but
unfortunately you would probably not agree to this. I am an officer of
the General Staff, good-looking, decorated with eleven Russian and
foreign orders, recently arrived in Moscow owing to the evacuation
of the Main Directorate of the General Staff, where I presently serve.
[ have a well-furnished apartment, which I hope you will someday vis-
it, notifying me beforehand by telephone 35—51, in the evening when
[ am usually at home. Unfortunately, I cannot send you a photograph
at present, since I am still wearing civilian clothes, and my military
belongings have not yet arrived from Petrograd. I am very handsome
and have no doubt that you will like me, just as I already like both
of you in absentia. I regret that I cannot kiss you or your hands, but
if you marry me this will undoubtedly happen, although I warn you
in advance that [ do not like prolonged kissing— just a little peck
and nothing more. And what about you? In any case, we shall discuss
that later. If you wish, write me a few words at the following address:
Prechistenka, Eropkinsky Lane 7, apartment 4, to Colonel Konstantin
Ivanovich Zhikhor, or call me at telephone no. 35—51, preferably in
the evening between six and seven.

For now, adieu.

Your admirer in absentia,

K. Zhikhor?’.

The correspondence concerned an acquaintance initiated through
an advertisement in a matrimonial newspaper®.

25 Ibid. A. 216.

26 Ibid. A. 154a.

27 Tbid. A. 152—153 06.
28 Ibid. A. 217 06.
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Colonel K. I. Zhikhor with foreign representatives during
a visit to the Petrograd Cabinet of Forensic Examination, 1916.
Central Archive of the Federal Security Service. Published for the first time

Before his arrest, Zhikhor had already moved to another address in
Moscow— 22 Povarskaya Street, apartment 2 (he also worked there in
apartment 5*)— but as a result of the arrest the military specialist lost
this apartment™®. His savings amounted to 3,318 rubles in a savings ac-
count and a monthly salary of 300 rubles®. Konstantin Ivanovich was
a member of the Economic Society of the Former Main Directorates of
the War Ministry. In the summer of 1918, he suffered from catarrh of
the upper lobe of the right lung, malnutrition, and had a scar on his left

2 Pocemmexunt rocyaaperserssiid BoeHHbin apxus (PTBA). @. 11. Om. 4. A. 98.

A1, 3.
30 TA PO. . 10035.Om. 1. A. T1-41957. A. 14.
31 TA PO. @. P-4042. Om. 15. A. 695. A. 44.
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thigh, as a result of which in August 1918 he received a medical certifi-
cate granting him the right to resign from the army?*%

The obtaining of such a certificate was probably connected less with
medical problems than with a desire to leave the ranks of the Red Army.
The case file contains blank passes and a pass issued by the Ukrainian
General Consulate in Moscow, two of which are dated August 8 and 24,
1918%. During interrogation, Zhikhor claimed that these documents
belonged not to him but to his acquaintance NN. Vinogradov. Indeed,
on one of the passes this surname can barely be deciphered. However,
Zhikhor admitted that he himself had visited the Ukrainian consulate in
order to find out how to obtain citizenship®*. “I already had a medical cer-
tificate and wished to resign”, he stated during the first interrogation on
September 5, 1918%. During the second interrogation on September 25
he added: “In August of this year I requested a pass to Ukraine from the
consulate, because I was ill then, as I still am now, and therefore wished
to leave service in Moscow and go to my homeland for treatment’™. Thus,
the former colonel did not wish to continue serving in the Red Army and
intended to leave the territory of the RSFSR, but fate decreed otherwise.

The Hiding Place in the Piano

On September 5, 1918, a woman named Elizaveta Nikolaevna Lobache-
va®” appeared before N.A. Skrypnik, the already-mentioned Head of the
Counter-Revolution Department of the Cheka, carrying a bundle of pa-
pers that had been discovered hidden inside the piano in her apartment.
The papers contained detailed information on the condition of certain
Red Army units, their deployment and armaments, information about
military depots, the locations of Soviet institutions, personnel records
describing attitudes and levels of loyalty to the authorities, private let-
ters, evaluations of officials, lists of passwords and countersigns, plans of
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Moscow divided into sectors, and contacts within the commissariats, the
Kremlin, and the militia. There were also recommendations on how to
agitate against the Bolsheviks. Thus, some of the papers were Soviet doc-
uments, while others were unofficial in nature and may have been com-
piled by White sympathizers. The documents dated back to the spring of
1918 and dealt primarily with Moscow and the Moscow garrison.

At the same time, these materials, preserved in the investigative file®®,
were largely unsystematic and random in character. Apparently, this
was the cache of someone gathering information either to escape to the
Whites with these documents, to pass them on to the anti-Bolshevik un-
derground, or to deliver them to the Allies, but who never managed to
make use of the collected material.

Had this occurred in the spring of 1918, such information would un-
doubtedly have been valuable to the White underground or the Allies.
But several months had already passed, and by autumn the information
was outdated. In January 1919, investigator Z.B. Katsnelson, acting on the
instructions of A.V. Eiduk, Head of the Investigative Section of the Che-
ka’s Special Department, examined the documents and concluded that
they had been gathered by a spy. Katsnelson wrote: “Nothing in Soviet
life escaped the attention of White Guard spies™. But to whom could
this cache have belonged?

Readers have probably already guessed that the hiding place in the
piano had something to do with KI. Zhikhor. Indeed, in April 1918,
three of the four rooms in Lobacheva’s apartment were requisitioned for
the office of the Military Agent Section of the future All-Russian Gen-
eral Staff, headed by Zhikhor (the Section moved into the premises on
April 9%). Zhikhor himself lived in the same building on the third floor,
in apartment no. 3. In one of the rooms — the drawing room, where no
one worked — stood a piano that Lobacheva had been renting for several
years from a man named Burkevich. This room was also requisitioned by
the military. Lobacheva asked Zhikhor to leave the room to her, but he
refused, explaining that he needed it for secret meetings with visitors.
Nevertheless, taking into account that Lobacheva was receiving no

38 Ibid. A. 12—18,20—39 06.,41-53, 56—120.
% Ibid. A. 3.
40 Ibid. A. 221.
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compensation for the requisitioned premises, he allowed her to use the
third room after office hours and to receive guests there*!. The piano was
locked, and the key remained with Lobacheva (supposedly to prevent in-
fecting herself from visitors*?, an explanation that sounds unconvincing),
but the upper lid remained open.

Deciding to return the piano, Lobacheva hired movers and sent the
instrument back to Burkevich. This happened a couple of weeks before
her report to the Cheka. On September 5, she visited Burkevich to ask
how much she owed him, and he handed her the bundle found inside
the piano, saying that the papers were anti-Soviet in nature and that she
should burn them as soon as possible*’. However, seeing that the docu-
ments were typewritten, Lobacheva decided to take everything directly to
the Cheka, thereby sealing Zhikhor’s fate.

Everyday Spy Mania

According to Lobacheva, “the atmosphere surrounding the activities of
Zhikhor and his assistants aroused strong suspicions™*. She testified:
“The quartermaster administration of the General Staff was located in my
apartment. The quartermaster was former] General® Stanislavsky, who,
as far as [ know, never once visited the apartment™®. In fact, Stanislavsky
was a colonel and headed the Military Statistical Department to which
Zhikhor’s section belonged. It should be added that he has been identi-
fied as a White underground operative within the Red Army*".
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The case file contains an undated pencil note addressed to
Zhikhor:

“Dear Konstantin Ivanovich,

I stopped by to say goodbye to you. I earnestly ask you not to lose
sight of the proposals submitted to the Military Ecflonomic] Council and
to continue pushing them forward as much as possible.

Furthermore, it is extremely important to press for the approval of
the staffing tables for our military missions abroad, for which purpose
appropriate written reports should be submitted to superiors no less than
twice a week.

Yours,

A. Stanislavsky™s.

According to Lobacheva’s testimony, Zhikhor “often went to see Stan-
islavsky, constantly bringing reports and communications. He always
spoke extremely negatively about the Bolsheviks and cursed them™.
When Lobacheva’s husband was arrested, Zhikhor offered to obtain
a passport for him under the name of some worker and help him flee
to Ukraine; he also advised bribing someone in the Cheka®. The clerks
were, judging by their speech, Ukrainians who changed frequently and
returned home, and in conversation they always denounced the Bolshe-
viks. “Former people” visited as well (for example, Prince Gorchakov and
various officers), as did foreigners (Lobacheva remembered a Japanese of-
ficer who had arrived from Vologda). After Lobacheva visited the Cheka
concerning her husband’s case, Zhikhor and the others began to regard
her suspiciously and demanded that she move elsewhere. Shortly before
the assassination attempt on Lenin, Zhikhor wanted to burn some papers
in the kitchen, but Lobacheva forbade him to do so; nevertheless, she
periodically found remnants of burned documents in the toilet’’. Eventu-
ally, Lobacheva began locking the toilet when she left, although she was
asked not to do so.

45 1JA OCE. A, P-49135. A. 158,
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K. I. Zhikhor, 1918. Central Archive of the Federal Security Service.
Published for the first time

Zhikhor’s assistants were the 21-year-old former cornet P.S. Arapov
and the 38-year-old former General Staff Lieutenant Colonel V.A. Iva-
novsky. The latter lived near Pokrovskie Gates, while Arapov lived near
Povarskaya Street. Arapov was allegedly the son of a lady-in-waiting and
the nephew of the lady of the court Naryshkina (probably referring to
E.A. Naryshkina)*?. He had been educated abroad and spoke foreign lan-
guages. a statement by his mother, D.P. Arapova, described him as a war-
time officer, which was indeed accurate.

Arapov was a distant relative of the famous “Black Baron”, General
Pyotr Wrangel. He later emigrated from Russia, became one of the lead-
ers of the Eurasianist movement, but eventually returned to the USSR
and was executed. In the old Imperial Army, Arapov had served in the
elite Life Guards Cavalry Regiment. Lacking financial means, he planned
to leave Moscow and settle in his mother’s small estate in the Volhynia
Governorate®.

52 Tbid. A. 10 06.
% Ibid. A. 232.
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Shortly before the arrests, according to Lobacheva’s rather ordinary
suspicions, the military specialists no longer appeared to be working, but
instead sat reading newspapers and studying large maps (which may, in
fact, have been part of their official duties). On the other hand, the mil-
itary specialists themselves confirmed that the workload of the Military
Agent Section was minimal due to Soviet Russia’s international isola-
tion**. They dealt mainly with correspondence concerning the pay of mil-
itary representatives abroad”. During idle moments, they followed the
fighting on the Western Front® using a large wall map from the French
General Staff, while Ivanovsky practiced typing™.

An Ambush for Everyone

Having received the important tip, Skrypnik ordered a search and the
arrest of Zhikhor and the others at 22 Povarskaya Street, apartments
2, 3, and 5, which was carried out immediately®®. Insignia, decorations,
edged weapons, binoculars, documents, and money were confiscated.
However, the search uncovered nothing particularly suspicious ex-
cept for the passes found in Zhikhor’s possession granting access to
the Ukrainian General Consulate (though this had an explanation, as
mentioned earlier) and a petition on behalf of the ARGS requesting
that the Ukrainian General Consulate provide two seats on the next
train to Kiev for the Ukrainian citizen and former lieutenant Kovrigin
and his family because of his wife’s illness®. Zhikhor later admitted
that he himself had written Kovrigin’s request, although he had no au-
thority to do so®.

Zhikhor himself was considered the principal suspect in the case®.
Also arrested were the lodger Leonid Aleksandrovich Balin, Pyotr
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Vasilyevich Maynev, Maksim Vasilyevich Samosyuk, Konstantin Kon-
stantinovich Skurizin, and the building porter Zakharchenko. Balin,
Maynev, Samosyuk, and Skurizin were released on the day of their ar-
rest, September 5, 1918. However, Skurizin escaped while being trans-
ported back to the prison department®?.

The Chekists left a surveillance team at the apartment, and it re-
mained there for quite some time, giving the arrest story a tragicomic
continuation. In October 1918, S.A. Kuznetsov, Head of the Operations
Directorate, together with Acting Head of the Military Statistical De-
partment N.N. Shvarts (Schwarz), prepared a report for the Chief of the
All-Russian General Staff regarding the arrest of the Military Agent
Section. It stated: “On September 9, an inquiry was sent to the house
committee of the building where the Agent Section had been located,
requesting information about the circumstances under which the per-
sonnel of the Section had been arrested. As no answer was received, on
September 14 the records office of the Military Statistical Department
dispatched the courier Vasily Chuvakin to house no. 22 on Povarskaya
Street in order to determine the condition of the premises of the Mili-
tary Agent Section, whether any of its personnel remained there, and,
if so, to invite them to the Department to collect papers and provide an
update concerning the Section’s affairs. When the dispatched Chuvakin
failed to return for a long time, the Head of the General Section of the
Military Statistical Department sent the watchman Panov to the same
address. Upon returning, Panov reported that an ambush had been left
in the premises of the Military Agent Section, from whom he learned
that none of the personnel remained there, and that the courier Chuva-
kin, who had arrived earlier, had been detained and sent to the Extraor-
dinary Commission on B[olshaya] Lubyanka.

On the same day, September 14, a communication no. 39315 was
sent to the Head of the Counterintelligence Department of the Cheka
requesting the release of courier Chuvakin®®, who had been “sent to the
premises of the Military Agent Section on official business and to car-
ry out assigned duties, since he could not possibly have been connected
with the circumstances that had led to the earlier arrest of the Head of

2 1LIA OCB. A. P-49135. A. 220 06., 347.
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A.N. Tsurpalev.
From open sources

the Section, Zhikhor. On September 22, together with the Commissar
of the Directorate, I again petitioned the Extraordinary Commission for
Chuvakin’s release®, and on September 30, under no. 39434, the Com-
missar of the Directorate [N.L. Favorsky] submitted a special petition re-
questing permission to enter the premises of the Military Agent Section
in order to retrieve necessary files. None of the aforementioned petitions
has been granted to this day™®.

Chuvakin had been sent to Povarskaya Street by the Head of the
General Section, former colonel V.S. Lazarevich®. Instead of releasing
the unfortunate courier, the Chekists launched an investigation into
the Military Statistical Department and the Operations Directorate of

¢ Document preserved in: Ibid. A. 355-356 06.
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the All-Russian General Staff, trying to determine how news of Chu-
vakin’s arrest had become known within three to four hours after it
occurred®’.

A total of nine people were caught in the ambush. The most sig-
nificant detainees were military specialists serving at the time — and
before the Revolution — in the All-Russian General Staff: Pyotr Se-
myonovich Arapov (arrested September 6), Vladimir Alexandrovich
Ivanovsky (September 6), and Alexander Nikolaevich Tsurpalev (Sep-
tember 12). In addition, several other visitors to the apartments were
arrested: Nikolai Evgenyevich Anuchin, assistant manager of the pen-
sion fund of the Privislinskaya Railway, who had happened to stop by
with his acquaintance LS. Kostko (September 10); 26-year-old Aldona
Ivanovna (Yanovna) Berg, an employee of the Moscow Soviet Food
Department (she had worked for about half a year as a private tutor in
the home of Lieutenant Colonel V.A. Ivanovsky®® and had come look-
ing for him; arrested September 6); Pyotr Andreevich Gudkov, a clerk
in the Universal Military Training Department (September 6), who
had come to visit his friend L.A. Balin; losif Stanislavovich Kostko,
an instructor in the Universal Military Training Department of the
Sokolniki District Military Commissariat (September 10), who had
come to obtain a certificate; Commissar of the Operations Directorate
of the All-Russian General Staff Nikolai Ivanovich Favorsky (Septem-
ber 9); and the 19-year-old courier Vasily Markovich Chuvakin (Sep-
tember 14). Only on September 22 were the ambushes in apartments
no. 2 and no. 5 lifted and the premises sealed®”. The Chekist on duty at
the ambush found yet another series of Military Agent Section docu-
ments in apartment no. 27°.

Most of those arrested turned out to be completely accidental vic-
tims. For example, Al Berg fell into the ambush because she and Iva-
novsky’s wife had been searching for him on the evening of his arrest.
[vanovsky’s wife remained outside while Berg entered the apartment.
The women visited Povarskaya Street twice and the Cheka once. During
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the second visit to Povarskaya, Berg was detained’!. She pleaded for her
release as soon as possible, fearing she would lose her job™.

As already noted, even the Commissar of the Operations Directorate
of the All-Russian General Staff, N I. Favorsky, was arrested. He had come
on September 9 (only two days after being appointed by Chief Commis-
sar of the ARGS IL. Dzevyaltovsky) to acquaint himself with the per-
sonnel of the Military Agent Section”. His statement bears a resolution
by Cheka chairman Felix Dzerzhinsky dated September 10, 1918: not to
send him to prison, but to forward the case personally to him. At the same
time, LL. Dzevyaltovsky requested that the Head of the Cheka’s Count-
er-Revolution Department, N.A. Skrypnik, release the Commissar, who
had accidentally fallen into the ambush™. Skrypnik added the resolution
that he should be released if nothing incriminating were found during
the search. Nevertheless, Favorsky was released only on September 17 on
the basis of Dzevyaltovsky’s petition”’. He spent more than a week under
arrest. Thus, even securing the release of an innocent and responsible
party official could prove difficult at that time — let alone nonparty mil-
itary specialists, who could automatically be regarded as enemies solely
because of their background. Later, Favorsky became involved in efforts
to secure the release of the other arrested employees.

The release of some of the accidentally arrested individuals dragged
on. In her conclusion regarding Al Berg, investigator M.I. Yanson wrote
on October 24 that citizen Berg was “from an entirely different milieu,
one to which counterrevolutionary officers would hardly have entrust-
ed themselves... her inability to engage in active counterrevolutionary
work is demonstrated by her elementary understanding of political ques-
tions and her petty-bourgeois cast of mind’”¢. Nevertheless, the woman
remained under arrest until December.

People also interceded on behalf of N.E. Anuchin. In October, Peo-
ple’s Commissar A.D. Tsiurupa vouched for him, and the investigator
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himself considered it necessary to release the detainee””. Yet Anuchin,
too, remained imprisoned until December.

At the same time, Lobacheva — the woman who had reported the hid-
den cache — was never detained and was not questioned again. As later
noted in the report on the case, this “appears highly strange, since she
was the wife of the prominent Mos[cow] merchant Lobachev; her hus-
band had previously been arrested by the Cheka; moreover, according to
testimony from those interrogated in this case... she was a very strange,
even abnormal woman, and her relations with Zhikhor had been poor””.
Nor was Burkevich, the owner of the piano in which the cache had been
discovered, ever interrogated.

On November 28, 1918, the Presidium of the Collegium of the De-
partment for Combating Counter-Revolution ruled that the case con-
cerning the “discovered archive of White Guards” should be returned
to the investigative section for the preparation of a detailed report and
conclusions concerning the entire case and each arrested individual”.
Following this, on December 4, 1918, the Presidium ruled that the cases
of Zhikhor, Arapov, and Ivanovsky should be transferred to the Cheka
for further investigation; that the accidentally arrested Anuchin, Berg,
Gudkov, and Kostko should be released under obligation to appear when
summoned; and that the blacksmith losif Lyudvigovich Ivanovsky® — ac-
cidentally arrested at Sukharevka and mistakenly included in the Zhik-
hor and Ivanovsky case — should be released under the amnesty®..
AN. Tsurpalev also remained under investigation, although he was not
mentioned in the document.

“I myself belong to the class of the proletariat intelligentsia ...”
The Principal Suspects

Zhikhor was interrogated personally by Skrypnik on the very first day,
September 5, 1918. During the interrogation, the military specialist
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recounted his biography, provided the explanations already familiar to
readers concerning the interaction between the Main Directorate of the
General Staff and the All-Russian General Staff with foreigners, and
commented on the character of the papers found in the piano. Zhikhor
did not deny that some of the discovered documents belonged to him.
However, he offered no explanation regarding the origin of the cache or
the purpose for which it had been created.

Concerning his political views, he stated: “I work under Soviet au-
thority in a fully loyal, honest, and conscientious manner. I do not belong
to any party, nor did I belong to one previously. I have had no connection
whatsoever with either the White Guards or counterrevolution, nor do I
have any now”. “I regard the Czechoslovak movement negatively, believ-
ing that if the consciousness of the masses demands a particular form of
government such as Soviet power, then any actions against it are a risky
undertaking. In my opinion, the English and French had no right to land
troops in Arkhangelsk, since they were bound by certain obligations to-
ward Russia. [ am equally negative toward Krasnov’s uprising. I would
not consider it possible for myself to fight against Soviet power. If I were
to go to Ukraine, I would not serve there at all, but would instead take
a position in some office in Odessa, where it would always be possible
to find employment — especially since I know foreign languages. Since
[ am ill, I am certain that they would not conscript me into the army in
Ukraine, even under compulsory service. The fact that I wish to adopt
Ukrainian citizenship I do not regard as a violation of my duty as an
employee of the Soviet government, since [ intended to resign, and [ am
a native of Ukraine”? It is worth recalling that this statement was made
by a man under arrest on the very day the “Red Terror” was proclaimed.

On September 6, 1918, Zhikhor was transferred from the prison de-
partment of the Cheka to Butyrka Prison (corridor 14, cell 16; by Febru-
ary 1919 — corridor 2, cell 5; by April 1919 — corridor 2, cell 10), where
he remained registered under the authority of the Cheka.

On September 9, Chief of the All-Russian General Staff A.A. Svechin
petitioned N.M. Potapov, Chief Administrator of the People’s Commissar-
iat for Military Affairs, requesting clarification regarding the reasons for
Zhikhor’s arrest, while Deputy People’s Commissar E.M. Sklyansky was

82 Ibid. A. 217 06. — 218.
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V. A. Ivanovsky under arrest. Early 1930s.
Federal Security Service Directorate for Saratov Oblast

asked to sign the corresponding telegram to the Cheka®. The telegram
was sent, but no reply followed. Since the situation remained unclear, the
inquiry to the Cheka was repeated at the end of March 1919.

On September 11, 1918, officials urgently demanded that Zhikhor
be sent to Arzamas due to his assignment to the disposal of Com-
mander-in-Chief J.I. Vatsetis. In this connection, the Head of the Op-
erations Directorate of the All-Russian General Staff, S.A. Kuznetsov,
requested Zhikhor’s release from the Cheka®. Kuznetsov, a former
Major General, had ties to the White underground and assisted offi-
cers within Soviet Russia®. It is possible that this was precisely why he
attempted to help Zhikhor. Kuznetsov also requested that the salary
due to Zhikhor for September—October 1918 be transferred to his
own directorate for delivery to the General Staff officer S.D. Kharla-
mov®®. One of the well-known military specialists among the Rattel
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brothers — most likely N.I. Rattel — was prepared to vouch for the
arrested Ivanovsky®. In addition, the Chairman of the Revolutionary
Military Council of the Republic, Leon Trotsky, also intervened on
behalf of the detainees. In October 1918, he wrote to Cheka chairman
Felix Dzerzhinsky concerning Zhikhor and his colleague V.A. Iva-
novsky that “for the resolution of current matters, the presence of
the aforementioned personnel is extremely necessary”®. Trotsky also
requested information regarding the charges brought against them.
Nevertheless, this produced no result.

Attempting to improve his living conditions somewhat, Zhikhor pe-
titioned the head of Butyrka Prison on September 23, 1918, requesting
the return of the 450 rubles confiscated at the time of his arrest, which
would have allowed him to purchase food at the prison shop®.

Zhikhor’s second interrogation took place on September 25 and was
conducted by Ya.Ya. Zakis, Head of the Investigative Section of the Cheka.
Zhikhor denied ownership of the papers containing information about
Soviet troops®. No formal charges were brought against him. He was in-
terrogated again only on January 18, 1919. He was also required to fill
out several questionnaires, including one asking about the accusations
against him — a section for which he reportedly did not know what to
write.

On November 1 and 13, 1918, investigator M.I. Yanson attempted
to systematize the case materials, noting that Ivanovsky and Arapov ap-
peared to be the most suspicious among the detainees. According to her
account, Ivanovsky maintained during interrogations that he had “only
recently entered service; had seen nothing; knew nothing; no one had
visited in his presence, etc.”! Her conclusion on the case read as follows:
“I shall refrain from presenting formal charges or conclusions in this
case... While submitting the present case for consideration by the Col-
legium of the C-R Department”, I nevertheless propose that the case be
concluded, because it is already overdue (the information in the piano
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dates from May—June), and it will yield us nothing new beyond those
already arrested. It is hardly likely that any new information can be ob-
tained from them, and therefore wasting additional time on them would
be impractical®®. On November 30, the case of the “persons accused of
espionage and connections with the Allied powers” was proposed for
transfer to the Cheka, as it extended beyond the jurisdiction of the city of
Moscow™.

At the third interrogation in January 1919, Zhikhor declared: “These
documents which, according to your words, were found in the piano —
[ have never seen them, as I already told Comrades Skrypnik and Zakis,
nor have [ ever written any of them™?. Zhikhor’s argument appears fairly
convincing: “I had a cabinet for storing official papers, and documents
were also kept in three large boxes. If I had needed to conceal White
Guard documents, there would have been no need to hide them in a pi-
ano; I could simply have concealed them among the papers in the boxes.
My rooms were never locked, because, in my opinion, the locks had delib-
erately been damaged by someone, and all my attempts to isolate the of-
fice premises from Lobacheva’s apartment were unsuccessful °. Later, in
a petition addressed in April 1919 to M.S. Kedrov, chairman of the Che-
ka’s Special Department, he clarified that he could have stored anything
necessary in a locked cabinet rather than in a publicly accessible piano?’.
Zhikhor believed the papers had been planted by someone else: “I nei-
ther wrote, handled, nor saw these papers, and I have no idea what they
are”. Moreover, two weeks before the arrest, Ivanovsky and Arapov had
both been absent from work for a week due to illness, there had been no
copyist present, and Zhikhor himself frequently left the premises open
while away on official business. He could not even remember whether
the piano had still been in the apartment at that time, especially since he
had only recently recovered from pneumonia.

Lobacheva was dissatisfied that the military occupied her apart-
ment. Zhikhor, meanwhile, had considered requisitioning all the
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rooms, “since at the beginning the tasks of the Department”, when
relations with foreigners had not yet been severed and a reorgani-
zation of the Statistical Department was anticipated, were extremely
broad”%.

Zhikhor denied that he had advised Lobacheva to obtain a false pass-
port for her husband or to bribe someone in the Cheka, but admitted that
he had recommended her husband leave the country, since a single arrest
would not be the end of his troubles!'™. “I never discussed politics with
her at all; if I spoke with her, it was exclusively about her unsuccessful
personal life”1%%,

Arapov had entered service approximately three weeks before Zhik-
hor’s arrest and had been accepted on the recommendation of Acting
Head of the Statistical Department Baron A.L. von Nolcken, who later
defected to the Whites. Arapov was intended for the position of junior
clerk, although he was considered somewhat too young for it; however,
he knew foreign languages, and given the personnel shortage, there was
little opportunity to be selective.

According to Zhikhor, Ivanovsky “was a more serious man, a Gener-
al Staff specialist. He had registered himself on the General Staff person-
nel list as wishing to enter Soviet service, and about a month before my
arrest I went to him and offered him work under me, once again empha-
sizing the need for strictly professional work outside of politics. We did
not discuss politics. He was a family man and was occupied chiefly with
his service and the search for food supplies”®. Arapov gave similar tes-
timony regarding Ivanovsky’s priorities in life: “Ivanovsky was a very
serious family man, chiefly concerned with his household'®. Another
detainee, Al Berg, who had worked for the Ivanovsky family as a pri-
vate tutor, characterized Ivanovsky during her interrogation on October
22, 1918 as “a quiet, unsociable man who was afraid to participate in
anything for fear of becoming entangled and falling under suspicion.
For this reason, he did not register [with the authorities] and entered

% Correctly: section.
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N. A. Skrypnyk.
From open sources

the General Staff'® so as to remain under the military department
and avoid registration. His political views were purely petty-bourgeois:
sometimes he agreed with the policies of the Soviet government, at oth-
er times he criticized them, depending on how events affected them!®
personally. Ivanovsky was in no way a monarchist; he always adhered
to republican tendencies in politics. His wife, however, sympathized
with the monarchist order and said that given the ignorance of the peo-
ple in Russia at present, no other system was conceivable. Still, neither
of them acted actively in politics; they lived quietly and rather poor-
ly. No one visited them except for one former officer, Nikolai Mikhai-
lovich, who came by perhaps twice. They had no other acquaintances™"’.

Former Captain AN. Tsurpalev had been Ivanovsky’s predecessor as
Zhikhor’s assistant. During interrogation on the day of his arrest, he stat-
ed: “My political convictions: nonparty, believing it unwise to interfere
in the struggle now taking place”%. Zhikhor later described his service

105 Correctly: All-Russian General Staff.

106 Sic in document. Apparently, correctly: him.
07 TJA ®CB. A, P-49135. A. 341.
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with Tsurpalev in January 1919 as follows: “He left me, firstly because he
was an ill man. He had been assigned an official mission to Arkhangelsk,
but could not go due to poor health, which led to misunderstandings
with the department chief and to his departure. He too was a General
Staff specialist. I likewise never discussed politics with him. He fulfilled
his official duties, and that was the extent of our relationship. After leav-
ing the service, he came to see me once to inquire whether the order dis-
missing him had been issued, to which I replied that I had no such orders,
since they were not sent to me but to the general office. After that he did
not visit me again before my arrest™%.

According to Zhikhor: “Since alongside my department there ex-
isted a similar department attached to the Supreme Military Coun-
cil, where Mukhanov!''® worked, it was to him — being more centrally
placed and more informed on political matters — that foreign agents
turned. I, meanwhile, dealt chiefly with correspondence concerning
the personnel of our agents abroad. Foreigners visited me very rarely.
[ remember one French officer coming to me, I believe in May. I do not
recall his name. He came officially from the French military mission
and asked where information regarding radiotelegraphy could be ob-
tained. I replied that I was not informed on such matters and advised
him to apply to the People’s Commissariat for Military Affairs. Indeed,
although for a time — specifically in March — I had been appointed to
one of Podvoisky’s commissions dealing with joint work with foreigners
in organizing the Red Army, the entire matter soon passed into Mukha-
nov’s jurisdiction, and I took no part in it. Satisfied with my answer,
the French officer departed. a Japanese man named Furuya visited me
twice, this being in mid-June or July, but in any case before Trotsky’s
order prohibiting relations with foreigners. The first time, as far as I
recall, he came to inquire about the location of the Supreme Military
Council; the second time he asked about the procedure for traveling to
Vologda, since he needed to go where the embassies were then located.
[ directed him to the Military Commissariat. Our subsequent conver-
sation was of an ordinary social nature, and Lobacheva entered during

109 Thid. A. 226.

110 This refers to former Colonel G.A. Mukhanov, who from 11 March 1918 held
the post of Head of the Department for Liaison with Foreign Missions at the
Headquarters of the Supreme Military Council.
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it. I had known this Furuya previously in Petrograd, but in Moscow,
aside from these two visits, [ never met him. He also came once to my
apartment when [ was ill; evidently he had gone to the department and
learned there that I was sick. He came once more before his departure
to Vologda, but did not find me at home and left with the porter a piece
of cloth as a gift for me — this is one of their customs when departing!!.
No other foreigners ever visited me. Several times an official from the
General Staff came to see me for information regarding the procedure
for dismissing our military agents abroad. I also recall that after leaving
the service, Tsurpalev came several times during the officer registration
campaign but did not find me; I believe he came in connection with
the registration. Once he also came during my illness. He was working
downstairs, but first came upstairs to me and asked permission to type
something on the typewriter; I allowed him to do so™2,

“I served honestly and was not engaged in espionage, nor did I in-
tend to engage in it”, the arrested man declared!®. “When the search of
my apartment was being conducted, I was out on the street and saw that
about twelve men entered, apparently armed with rifles. [f my conscience
had not been clear, I could have fled, but it never occurred to me to do so,
and [ came to the apartment, since [ could not even imagine the possibil-
ity of being accused of espionage”™!.

Seeking to emphasize his loyalty, Zhikhor added the following note
to the interrogation record: “I would like to add: I served honestly, con-
scientiously, and loyally toward the Soviet government. For the excellent
performance of the duties entrusted to me, I possess a written commenda-
tion from N.M. Potapov dating from April 1918, and I never entertained
any thoughts of White Guard activity, remaining entirely on the ground
of professional work. I myself am not an aristocrat, not a landowner, not
a capitalist, and I never intended to defend their interests. On the con-
trary, recently | have been serving the proletariat, remembering Lassalle’s
idea that after the rule of the aristocracy and the bourgeoisie comes the

11 After Japan severed diplomatic relations with Soviet Russia on 3 August 1918,
K. Furuya left Moscow for Stockholm.
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role of the proletariat, and I myself belong to the class of the proletariat
intelligenstia”',

Following the three interrogations, Zhikhor categorically denied in-
volvement in espionage. He stated that he hardly ever used the room
containing the piano and that after 3 p.m. the apartment remained at the
disposal of the landlady, who received guests there, including Chekists.
He regarded Lobacheva as capable of any kind of treachery against him
and described himself as a completely loyal supporter of Soviet authority.
He insisted that he had never held political discussions with his assis-
tants, who themselves professed loyalty to the government and avoided
political talk. a report on the case dated January 1919 noted: “He explains
his desire to leave for Ukraine by the fact that he is ill and Ukrainian by
birth. He admits the visits of the Japanese officer Furuya, but explains
them by his position as head of the Military Agent Section. There was also
a French officer; he denies visits from any English officer, asserting that
these visits occurred before Trotsky’s order prohibiting relations with
foreigners™1¢. Zhikhor also testified that one of the clerks had departed
for Ukraine and never returned.

Zhikhor’s assistant V.A. Ivanovsky stated that he sympathized with
the Communists as the only stable authority, held progressive-liberal
views, and wished the best for his homeland'"".

The arrested assistants claimed to know nothing about the discov-
ered documents. They said they remained at work only from 11 am. to
3 pm. and never sat in the room with the piano. They barely knew Zhik-
hor outside official matters, and he himself rarely appeared at the office.
They also spoke unfavorably of the landlady.

As early as November 11, 1918, AN. Tsurpalev, writing from Butyrka
Prison (corridor 4, cell 30), appealed to the Moscow Political Red Cross:

“Having spent two months in prison (arrested September 12, 1918),
no charge has been brought against me. Believing that the resolution of
the Sixth Extraordinary All-Rlussian] Congress of Soviets fully applies
to me as well, and having neither relatives nor acquaintances, I dare to

115 Thid. A. 228.
116 Tbid. A. 4 06. — 5.
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Questionnaire card of the Moscow Political Red Cross concerning
K. I. Zhikhor. Central State Archive of Moscow Oblast.
Published for the first time

address you with the earnest request to assist in securing my speedy re-
lease from imprisonment. I did not participate in [any] uprisings against
Soviet authority, nor did I belong or do I belong to any political parties.
Two months of imprisonment have severely affected my health and re-
sulted in complete physical exhaustion. I have no strength left to endure
more — better to be shot!"'!8

On December 22, 1918, Tsurpalev (then in Butyrka Prison, corri-
dor 12, cell 56) drafted in pencil a petition addressed to A.V. Eiduk,
Head of the Military Department of the Cheka, in which he described
the accidental nature of his arrest: “Having received on September

119

11 of this year an offer from Muralov’s!?? staff to occupy the position

of Chief of Staff of a cavalry division being formed in Tambov, and

118 TA PO. @.P-8419.0m. 1. A. 147. A. 82—83.

119 The Old Bolshevik N.I. Muralov was at that time commander of the troops of
the Moscow Military District.
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having agreed to accept this position, on September 12 [ went to the
All-Russian General Staff wishing to coordinate my staff orders with
my new appointment. On the way I was caught in a very heavy rain
and entered the nearest department at 22 Povarskaya Street (staff or-
ders are received by all departments, since appointments and transfers
are not secret matters). Upon entering the apartment, I was arrested,
having fallen into an ambush. I was attached to Zhikhor’s case, and
now I have been imprisoned for over 3 months without myself know-
ing why. Did I truly commit so great a crime by stopping to inquire
about my own appointment? Considering such a term of imprison-
ment (over 3 months) sufficient to determine my relation to this affair
(I consider myself uninvolved), and feeling no guilt upon myself, I
earnestly request either that I be released from imprisonment or, if
there are grounds, that formal charges be brought against me person-
ally and that I be brought before a Revolutionary Tribunal. I earnestly
ask that my request not be ignored, but that the matter be resolved
one way or the other.

No accusation has been brought against me.

A. Tsurpalev”'%.

Similar information appeared in the interrogation records of
Tsurpalev dated September 12, 1918, and January 18, 191921, On
December 26, Eiduk added the resolution to the petition: “Attach to
Zhikhor’s case”.

Lenin’s Intervention

As early as the beginning of December 1918, the All-Russian General
Staff compiled a list of “General Staff personnel” arrested in Petrograd
and Moscow!??, and Zhikhor, along with the other defendants in his
case, was the only “Muscovite” on that list. Zhikhor also appeared in an-
other (December) list compiled by the General Staff — a list of arrested

120 TTA OCB. A, P-49135. A. 123—123 06.
121 Tbid. A. 229 06., 231.
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352

individuals for whose release military authorities had petitioned!'?.
On December 10, 1918, the Deputy Chairman of the Revolutionary
Military Council of the Republic sent a request to the chairman of the
Cheka'?* seeking the release of detainees against whom no charges had
been brought. However, the issue could not be resolved quickly, and
intervention by the Bolshevik leader himself became necessary, giving
the case new momentum.

On January 8, 1919, a special resolution of the Council of Defense,
signed by Vladimir Lenin, ordered that the arrested General Staff offi-
cers (K.I. Zhikhor, AM. Zayonchkovsky, V.A. Ivanovsky, L.V. Kvitnitsky,
V.S. Mikheev, MN. Suvorov, D.G. Fokke (Focke), and AN. Tsurpalev)
either be released or formally tried. Among the eight named individu-
als were three defendants from the present case. Lenin’s intervention
was prompted by the severe shortage of General Staff officers in the
Red Army, and the requested information was to be supplied within
three days!%.

New interrogations began. In his conclusion on the case dated Jan-
uary 19, 1919, investigator Z.B. Katsnelson noted that the Investigative
Section of the Cheka’s Counter-Revolution Department “had missed the
favorable moment for investigating the case and for uncovering the en-
tire White Guard espionage organization. At present, after nearly five
months have passed, this has become almost impossible, and the case now
boils down merely to clarifying the guilt of these four individuals in stor-
ing and compiling White Guard espionage information, or, more precise-
ly, owing to significant shortcomings in the handling of the investigation
by the Cheka’s Counter-Revolution Department, which no longer per-
mit Zhikhor to be exposed as an active organizer of White Guard espio-
nage, the case is reduced to accusing Zhikhor, as the person responsible
for the premises of the Military Agent Section, of negligent maintenance
of the office in an unsecured condition, which allowed — if perhaps not
by him personally, then by someone else — the concealment of summa-
ries of White Guard intelligence?. The case was proposed for transfer

123 Tbid. A. 21.

124 Thid. A. 23.
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to a Revolutionary Tribunal, and on February 7 the same Katsnelson pro-
posed that everyone except Zhikhor be released under an undertaking
not to leave Moscow!?".

In February 1919, an expert examination was conducted on docu-
ments submitted on February 7 by the Chekists to the Moscow District
Military Commissariat. It was established that the handwriting of the in-
dividuals in Zhikhor’s case did not match the documents preserved in
the archives. However, the papers accurately reflected the real structure
of the commissariat, which meant that the persons collecting the infor-
mation had been closely connected with the Operations Department and

may even have served there in February—March 1918 under the leader-
ship of S.I. Aralov!%,

Ivanovsky and Tsurpalev

By the beginning of February 1919, Zhikhor, Tsurpalev, Ivanovsky, and
Arapov all remained under arrest. On February 7, Deputy Chairman of
the Cheka’s Special Department A.V. Eiduk ordered the release of all of
them except Zhikhor, under pledge to appear when summoned and not
to leave Moscow without permission from the Special Department!?.
Apparently, Ivanovsky and Tsurpalev were released on February
10, since on that date they were assigned to the disposal of the Chief
of the All-Russian General Staff'®. They emerged from prison in poor
physical condition. According to reports from February 11, “both are in
urgent need of some period of rest and good nourishment”"*%. It appears
that both military specialists received assignments to the Headquarters
of the Northern Front. However, Ivanovsky did not even possess ad-
equate clothing or footwear to make the journey'*. On February 19
he reported to the head of the Records and Organization Department
of the General Staff: “I report that [ have no possibility whatsoever of
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departing for the headquarters of the Northern Front upon receipt of
this assignment, due to the lack of clothing and, above all, footwear.
During my imprisonment my overcoat was stolen, and now I walk
about in an old torn greatcoat which I wore for four years at the front;
moreover, | have absolutely no sturdy boots and at present am wearing
someone else’s felt boots.

I shall be able to depart for my assignment only as soon as I obtain
something warm to wear and repair my boots”*. The military specialist
was denied the requested allowance of 2,000 rubles before departure to
the front!**. In the end, Ivanovsky departed for his assignment only on
March 10'%.

Whereas Ivanovsky resumed service after his release and continued
until his re-arrest and execution in 1931 in the so-called “Microbiologists’
Case”*, Tsurpalev chose not to tempt fate. After receiving assignment
orders placing him at the disposal of the Chief of Staff of the Northern
Front, he abandoned his apartment (Nikitsky Boulevard, 5, apartment
4) without leaving a forwarding address and never arrived at his des-
tination'?”. Throughout the second half of March, military authorities
searched for him in vain, after which it became clear that he had fled.

In the spring of 1919, after Tsurpalev’s disappearance, the person-
nel of the All-Russian General Staff, where he had formerly served as
senior clerk in the Operations Directorate, attempted to establish his
family circumstances. Here too they met with failure. Tsurpalev’s service
record was not in the Staff’s archive; he did not appear in the last detailed
General Staff register from 1914 because he had only entered the Acad-
emy in 1913; and according to private information he had no relatives
in Moscow!. Between the issuance of Tsurpalev’s assignment order on
February 13 and the appeal by the General Staff Council to the Che-
ka’s Special Department on April 22 requesting a search for the mili-
tary specialist, two and a half months were lost in correspondence and
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Construction of the first stage of the Kashira Regional Electric Power Station, 1919.
From open sources

bureaucratic inquiries!*’. During this time, Tsurpalev managed to disap-
pear. He resurfaced on the White-controlled South and by autumn 1920
was serving in the Russian Army of General Pyotr Wrangel, attached to
the Quartermaster General under the Commander-in-Chief'°,

Dead End of the Investigation

Thus, all the individuals named in the January resolution of the Council
of Defense ultimately had to be released by the Cheka due to lack of ev-
idence. Only Zhikhor remained under arrest, and his prison-and-camp
ordeal would continue for many years.

In April 1919, Zhikhor gave further explanations, although he re-
vealed virtually nothing beyond what the investigation already knew.
He did everything possible to convince the Chairman of the Cheka’s
Special Department, M.S. Kedrov, of his innocence (statement dated
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April 9, 1919): “In addition to the oral explanations I gave during my
interrogation by you on April 8 of this year, I submit my testimony in
written form.

At first you told me that all the information from my three previous
testimonies had been verified, and that their complete truthfulness and
plausibility had been established, except for the fact that by virtue of my
official competence one might assume my connection with the incrimi-
nating documents... You agreed that the documents were not written in
my hand, were not typed on my typewriter, did not contain materials con-
stituting the subject of my official duties as Head of the Military Agent
Section, and were found outside my office two weeks after the piano had
been removed from c[itizen] Lobacheva’s apartment.

In conclusion, you accused me of espionage on behalf of certain for-
eigners, indicating that it could be assumed that the incriminating papers
had been passed to foreign visitors who came to see me on official business.
To this I replied that three foreign officers had come to me on Povarskaya
Street strictly on clearly defined official matters (as I had already testi-
fied during previous interrogations): a Frenchman — whose surname I do
not know — requesting information on radiotelegraphy, which I never
possessed; a Japanese officer — Lieutenant Colonel Furuya — petitioning
for a pass to Vologda; and an Italian officer — Captain Ruggifi [Ruggi-
eri-Laderchi] — asking for gasoline for an automobile. I directed all these
individuals to the Military Commissariat as a more competent institution
fully capable of satisfying their requests. The truthfulness of my state-
ments was verified during the investigation and completely confirmed.

When asked whether one of my assistants might have placed the doc-
uments in the piano, I answered that Ivanovsky was entirely absorbed by
concerns for his family, food, and service, while Arapov was young and
morally incapable of such an act. Furthermore, when accepting them into
the Department, I stated categorically that our work must proceed en-
tirely outside politics and that we were obliged conscientiously to fulfill
our modest duties as employees of a Soviet institution” 4!,

Zhikhor stated that he did not live in that apartment and did not
receive outsiders there, but that unknown individuals visited the landla-
dy, Lobacheva, in the evenings after the workday in the department had

HMLTTA OCB. A, P-49135. A. 244244 06.
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ended. In an additional statement the following day (April 10, 1919),
he noted that he had not been acquainted with foreign consuls and had
no experience in intelligence work, although during World War I he
had become familiar with counterintelligence matters while serving in
Petrograd as assistant clerk of the special office of the Main Directorate
of the General Staff'*2. The prisoner petitioned for release “so that I may
once again continue my work for the benefit of the Soviet Republic as
before™*,

In another statement addressed to M.S. Kedrov on April 9, 1919,
Zhikhor wrote: “Having served for ten years in the General Staff, after
the October Revolution I voluntarily remained in Soviet service, wishing
to serve the proletariat, of which I am an educated [belonging to intel-
ligentsia] representative. I worked conscientiously and loyally, and my
self-sacrificing work for the benefit of the Soviet Republic has been doc-
umented by my superiors and is known to the highest leaders of the Mil-
itary Commissariat — comrades Trotsky and Podvoisky'**. The prisoner
further noted: “Conscientiously fulfilling the official duties entrusted to
me, [ would under no circumstances even have permitted the thought of
entering into relations with organizations or persons hostile to Soviet au-
thority”*’, while also complaining about the deterioration of his health
in prison. On April 13, Kedrov ordered that the prisoner and his case be
transferred to the Presidium of the Cheka for a final decision!*.

On April 15, 1919, military investigator Ya.Ya. Vogel drafted a con-
clusion on the case in which he drew attention to both the age of the case
and the unusual circumstances of its origin — namely, the denunciation
by the landlady. Vogel noted that Lobacheva’s alleged desire to protect
herself from infection “in my opinion could under no circumstances
have served as a reason for locking the keyboard [of the piano], but in-
stead gives rise to extremely serious suspicions that citizen Lobacheva
herself, or her acquaintances, stored White Guard espionage documents
there”¥’, especially since only Lobacheva and the movers had been
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present when the piano was transported, while the bundle was allegedly
discovered by citizen Burkevich, who was never interrogated. Thus, no
one ever verified the reliability of Lobacheva’s testimony. At the same
time, Vogel acknowledged that Lobacheva’s decision to report the matter
to the Cheka seemed illogical if she herself had been guilty, since she
could easily have ended up imprisoned as well. Interestingly, according
to records of the Active Section of the Cheka’s Special Department from
spring 1919, neither Burkevich nor Lobacheva was still residing in Mos-
cow, and their whereabouts were unknown!#. Vogel proposed that the
case be closed and that Zhikhor, who had already spent more than seven
months in prison, be released. Zhikhor himself later — in a statement to
the People’s Commissariat of Internal Affairs dated July 11, 1921 — came
to regard Lobacheva as responsible for his arrest, believing that she had
resented the requisitioning of her apartment for military needs'®. It is
possible that this assertion was not far from the truth.

Kedrov transferred the matter to a troika, which sentenced Zhikhor
for involvement in counterrevolutionary activity, expressed in the stor-
age of secret information and summaries concerning Red Army units for
use in espionage work, to confinement in a labor camp (described in oth-
er documents as a concentration camp) until the end of the Civil War.
The sentence was later reduced to five years’ imprisonment!*.

“Even White Guards Such as Slashchev-Krymsky ...
Have Received Amnesty”

Zhikhor remained imprisoned from September 5, 1918, until June 13,
1919, as a detainee under investigation. He was then to be released for
lack of proof'’!, but the matter dragged on. He was transferred from Bu-
tyrka Prison to the Pokrovsky Forced Labor Camp (Bolshoi Trekhsvya-
titelsky Lane, 3) on July 11, 191952 after the prison-overcrowding
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commission became interested in his case!¥. According to Zhikhor
himself, in a 1919 questionnaire, this occurred on June 13! Speaking
in 1935 about his 1918 case, he stated: “Personally, I had no connection
with espionage on behalf of the White Guards, and evidently the accu-
sation against me was not confirmed during the investigation, because
otherwise I, as a spy, would have been shot”. To one acquaintance in
the camp, Zhikhor explained the reason for his arrest by saying that
“one woman had betrayed him”'*°. He was evidently referring to Lo-
bacheva.

In the summer of 1919, the possibility of releasing the prisoner on
personal surety was discussed, especially since he had been sentenced
to forced labor for an act that did not actually constitute a criminal of-
fense!'Y”. However, lacking relatives or acquaintances willing to serve as
guarantors (two members of the Russian Communist Party could act in
such a capacity), he was unable to secure release.
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On July 23, 1919, while still formally under arrest, he was assigned
to work at State Rubber Industry Plant No. 4 (the former Provodnik)'®.
From August 7 onward he worked there as assistant clerk to the plant
completion commission, also residing at the site. On January 18, 1920, he
was transferred without escort from the camp to the town of Kashira in
Tula Province for construction work on the State Kashira Regional Elec-
tric Power Station. There he immediately assumed the position of Head
of the Subsection for Hiring and Distribution' (from January 1, 1922,
he was also Head of the Economic Department while retaining respon-
sibility for hiring and distribution)!®’. As it turned out, he would remain
there for several years.

In 1922, he recalled his work: “This department was newly orga-
nized by me and successfully coped with the difficult task of supply-
ing the Kashira Electric Power Station with labor personnel, which was
extremely difficult due to the lack of experienced qualified workers
and specialists on the labor market. In addition to these duties, I was
assigned special administrative tasks which were very burdensome for
me, since they took place during lunch breaks and rest periods and
required movement from one end of the vast construction site to the
other. On October 23, 1921, during one of the busiest days of my work,
[ contracted typhus from a group of workers arriving from Ufa Prov-
ince, because by the nature of my duties I was required to establish the
closest possible contact with arriving workers. This illness, contracted
in the performance of my official duties, in addition to other harmful
effects on my health, dulled what had previously been a good memory,
but I continued to work tirelessly, striving to contribute according to
my abilities to the construction of Power Station, adding my share of
persistent labor for the benefit of the RSFSR.

On January 1, 1922, I received a responsible appointment to the po-
sition of Head of the Economic Department of the same construction
project while retaining responsibility for hiring and distribution.

At present, under my authority are the two aforementioned offices,
more than 600 workers, 35 employees, four workshops, and multi-billion

158 [ITAMO. @. 6336.Om. 1. A, 3. A. 18.
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state property in the form of inventory, residential quarters, bathhouses,
laundries, and so forth”'¢!.

It is possible that his life during those years differed little from that of
an ordinary employee. Zhikhor worked without physical confinement!¢,
although camp guards were present at the construction site!®. The proj-
ect was considered a priority undertaking — the Power Station had orig-
inally been expected to begin operation in autumn 1921. However, the
launch had to be postponed. The station ultimately entered service on
June 4, 1922. At that moment it was the second most powerful thermal
power station in Europe.

Zhikhor made repeated attempts to regain his freedom, including
through the Moscow Political Red Cross. On October 29, 1919, he filled
out a questionnaire stating that the reason for his arrest had been “the
alleged transmission of military information to members of foreign mili-

7164 3 recommendation in sup-

tary missions during the summer of 1918
port of the prisoner may have been provided by the Head of the All-Rus-
sian General Staff, N.I. Rattel. In addition, in November 1919, member
of the Russian Communist Party V.I. Rakov, who had supervised Zhik-
hor’s work at Rubber Industry Plant No. 4, together with a large group of
workers, vouched for him as a man loyal to Soviet authority!®. The doc-
uments were submitted through the Political Red Cross!®. Nevertheless,
these interventions achieved nothing,

Possibly in autumn 1919, Zhikhor once again entertained the idea
of securing freedom through Ukrainian citizenship, which he may have
been eligible to obtain. Most likely this explains the information he pro-
vided about himself in the “Questionnaire for All Prisoners in Concen-
tration Camps throughout the Territory of the Russian Soviet Republic”,
completed on September 12, 1919: nationality — Ukrainian; citizen-

167

ship — Ukrainian; native language — Russian-Ukrainian'®’. However,

this too produced no result. Later on, falsifying personal questionnaire
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data became a habitual survival strategy for Zhikhor in hostile condi-
tions. In the same questionnaire, under the item “With which foreigners
did you maintain contacts in Russia and abroad”, Zhikhor wrote: “I had
no personal contacts”®, although this had in fact been part of his di-
rect official duties in his previous position. Regarding his case, Zhikhor
stated: “I was not informed of any term; according to information from
the Pollitical] Red Cross, I was supposed to have been released from the
camp back in June of this year”'®”. Speaking about the issue of guarantors,
Zhikhor wrote: “Being alone, having neither relatives nor acquaintances
in Moscow, and having spent an entire year in confinement, I am greatly
hindered in finding guarantors, especially since I have never once been
granted leave from the camp. I have been promised assistance in obtain-
ing guarantees by People’s Commissar Kursky and a verbal promise of

surety from the communist Comrade Guseva (from Petersburg!”)""!,

The camp administration classified Zhikhor among the intelligentsia
with higher education!”.

In September 1920, the chief engineer of the Kashira Power Station,
G.D. Tsiurupa (the brother of People’s Commissar for Food A.D. Tsiuru-
pa), wrote to the Main Administration of Forced Labor that Zhikhor was
“especially necessary to us as an employee who has demonstrated excep-
tional experience and skill in his work™”. Correspondence then began
with the Chairman of the Supreme Council of the National Economy
(VSNKh), AL Rykov, regarding the possible application of the Novem-
ber 1920 amnesty to him. By that time, Zhikhor headed the Depart-
ment (Section/Subsection) of Labor Registration and Distribution at the
Kashira Power Station. In November 1920, G.D. Tsiurupa and adminis-
trator Kremenetsky wrote to Rykov that Zhikhor, “while first working
at State Rubber Industry Plant No. 4 and then, since January 1920, at
the construction of the Kashira Power Station, always demonstrated dil-
igent and honest fulfillment of his official duties. While managing the
Department of Labor Registration and Distribution, Zhikhor showed
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exceptional experience and skill in organizing this department, which
under his leadership copes very successfully with its tasks, made all the
more difficult by the almost complete absence on the labor market of
qualified experienced workers and specialists. During his entire period of
service and residence at the construction site of the Station, Zhikhor al-
ways proved fully loyal and was never observed in anything improper™74,
During those same days, 71 workers of the Station signed a statement
affirming that Zhikhor “honestly and conscientiously fulfills his duties”,
and strongly requested that he be retained in his current position!”.

In Zhikhor’s registration card, compiled on December 25, 1920, in
the Pokrovsky Forced Labor Camp of the Main Directorate of Public
Works and (Forced) Labour Duties of the NKVD, it was noted that he
possessed the specialties of construction technician and military special-
ist!”%, and that he was being held by the Cheka as a hostage!”’. By deci-
sion of the Amnesty Commission on January 31, 1921, his sentence was
reduced to five years — until September 6, 1923178, Zhikhor remained in
the Pokrovsky camp throughout 1921 and 1922.

Moreover, in 1922 the camp commandant received instructions from
the Main Directorate of Forced Labor to “urgently, within two days, re-
turn to the camp without the right to outside work the prisoner Zhikhor,
who had been seconded from the camp to the Kashira construction pro-
ject”1%. The reason for such severity remains unclear.

Possibly, he had simply been forgotten, or some bureaucratic incon-
sistency had occurred. In a petition to the NKVD dated July 11, 1921,
Zhikhor noted that the former political commissar of the Power Station
had made inquiries about him at the Cheka in March 1921 and had “dis-
covered that in the Cheka records there appears an arrested man named
Zhikhor Konstantin Pavlovich, without indication of the charges, where-
as my name is Zhikhor Konstantin Ivanovich, and furthermore there is
no file on me at the Cheka at all. At the administration of the Moscow con-
centration camps the reason for my arrest is likewise unknown, though I

174 TA PO. . P-4042.Om. 15. A. 695. A. 7.
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Petition by workers of the Kashira Regional Electric Power Station
on behalf of K. I. Zhikhor, 1922. State Archive of the Russian Federation.
Published for the first time

was informed there that [ had been sentenced to five years of forced labor
without indication of the actual offense”®, Of course, Zhikhor’s case file
did exist, and all documents were carefully added to it (even when his
surname was distorted in petitions — for example, when he was referred
to as Zhikbhar or Zhikhorov'st).

In July 1921, the Chief Engineer of the Power Station, G.D. Tsiuru-
pa, informed the Chairman of the Supreme Council of the National
Economy, P.A. Bogdanov, that Zhikhor, who had spent a year and a half
as Head of the Subsection of Labor Hiring and Distribution, “person-
ally organized this subsection, demonstrated exceptional experience
and skill in his work, and fulfilled his duties diligently, honestly, and

180 TTA @CB. A, P-49135. A. 255 06.
181 See, for example: Ibid. A. 266, 268, 277.
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conscientiously. In private life Comrade Zhikhor always proved fully

loyal and was never observed in anything improper”'®.

On March 24, 1922, the commandant of the Pokrovsky Forced La-
bor Camp issued an authorization to guard Semyon Chuvilkin, instruct-
ing him to travel to Kashira and bring Zhikhor back to the camp!®.
However, the power station authorities were in no hurry to part with
such a valuable specialist. On March 27, 1922, the construction admin-
istration of the Kashira Power Station informed the commandant of
the Pokrovsky camp that “we are unable at present to release Comrade
K.I. Zhikhor, since he occupies a responsible position here and has been
employed at the construction site for nearly three years. Replacing him
at this moment is impossible for us...”’8* Zhikhor was not handed over

to Chuvilkin!®.

On March 28, 1922, Zhikhor appealed to the Special Commission
for the Application of the November 1921 Amnesty with a lengthy
statement regarding his amnesty request'®. In this document, he re-
ported that while still in Butyrka Prison he had “submitted seven peti-
tions to various authorities, earnestly requesting that I be brought be-
fore a Revolutionary Tribunal, that some charges be brought against
me, or at least that I be informed why I had been arrested. However, my
request was not granted”'¥”. The prisoner bitterly noted: “Almost all of
my fellow inmates who have relatives, sufficient means, or connections
have long since been released, even those who are clearly and demon-
strably implicated in anti-state crimes. And [, who have been working
for such a long time, sparing neither my health nor my strength, in
a responsible position at a highly important state institution, cannot
achieve not only release, but even the simple justice of being told why
[ have been under arrest for three and a half years. Even such White
Guard officers as Slashchev-Krymsky, who shed workers’ and peasants’
blood with weapons in hand, have received amnesty”'®. On the same
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day, 66 workers of the State Kashira Power Station signed a petition
on Zhikhor’s behalf as a conscientious employee, requesting that he be
retained in his position!®.

On March 30, 1922, the Chief Engineer of the Station, G.D. Tsiuru-
pa, appealed to the Chairman of the GPU, Felix Dzerzhinsky, requesting
amnesty for Zhikhor in light of his two and a half years of impeccable
service on the construction project'.

The All-Russian Central Executive Committee gathered information
for Zhikhor’s possible amnesty, requesting reports from all interested
agencies. On April 13, 1922, Moscow Governmental Distribution Com-
mission reviewed Zhikhor’s case in connection with his petition. His re-
lease and removal of punishment, as well as transfer to compulsory labor
without detention, were denied on the grounds that he was considered
an active counterrevolutionary"!. At the same time, as noted in a 1922
conclusion by the Department of Private Amnesty, during four years of
imprisonment Zhikhor had “demonstrated impeccable conduct, a loyal
attitude toward Soviet authority, and through his work rendered genuine
service in organizing the First State Electric Power Station”?. In some
documents Zhikhor was referred to as a former White officer, although
in fact he had not been one'”.

On April 25,1922, the Chief Engineer of the Power Station wrote to
the All-Russian Central Executive Committee: “During the entire time
of his presence at the construction site, citizen Zhikhor did not by a sin-
gle word or action display anything anti-Soviet; on the contrary, through
his work he consistently maintained order in his department, thereby
contributing to the urgent work connected with the construction of the
station. Nothing reprehensible was discovered in him during this time in
political terms either”™*. Supporting petitions for Zhikhor were signed
by 66 Station workers, 200 residents of the village of Gorki in Kashira
District, 160 residents of the village of Khitrovka in the same district,
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residents of the village of Ternovo, Red Army soldiers of the 16th State
Workers’ Labor Artel, and others'®.

Finally, on July 18, 1922, the Presidium of the All-Russian Central
Executive Committee resolved to release Zhikhor!*®. The process, how-
ever, was delayed once again, this time because of bureaucratic compli-
cations: the copy of the decree lacked the official seal and the signature
of the camp commandant, without which the Moscow Administration of
Compulsory Labor of the NKVD refused to release the prisoner!””. Only
on August 17,1922, was Zhikhor finally released from the camp, having
apparently served the maximum possible term for the Civil War period.
He continued to work on the power station construction project until
1924, first heading one department and later two'®. In that same year,
1924, he was struck off from the rolls of the Red Army'”.

After the Release

Zhikhor was forced to part with his military profession and master
anew one. He devoted the rest of his life to engineering and identified
himselfin questionnaires as an engineer?®. In 1922, he even joined the
Soviet Trade Employees’ Union. In 1925, he worked for the publish-
ing houses Ogonyok and Mospoligraf. From September 9 to December
1, 1925, he interned as a technical labor inspector in the Khamovni-
ki District Labor Inspectorate. Beginning December 1, he worked as
a technical labor inspector for Moscow’s Krasnopresnensky District.
On November 20, 1928, he resigned voluntarily and was appointed to
the Labor Protection Department of the USSR People’s Commissar-
iat of Labor as scientific secretary of the Scientific-Technical Coun-
cil®! In early 1929, he directed courses for the advanced training of
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technical inspectors®®. In the summer of 1929, he attained the posi-
tion of senior safety engineer. As of May 1930, Zhikhor worked for
the Moscow Construction Association, located in the Second House
of Soviets on Revolution Square?”. From July 1, 1933, to March 1,
1935, Zhikhor taught industrial safety at the Moscow Architectural
Technical School®™. He was also an Associate Professor at the Moscow
Engineering-Technological Institute of Bread Baking?®. In 1934, he
began work at the Central Research Institute of Labor for the Dis-
abled, where he served as a safety engineer until his next arrest.

Even in the field of industrial safety he approached his work creative-
ly and with the thoroughness of an old specialist. He was a regular con-
tributor to the journal Labor Protection, where he published a number
of articles on workplace safety, including: An Accident During Oxy-Fuel
Welding (December 1925), The Safety Cell at the Trekhgornaya Manufac-
tory (January 1926), Do Not Remove Safety Guards (April 1926), Eye In-
juries (August—September 1926), Mechanization of Moving Heavy Loads
(January 1927), a Serious Accident During Iron Galvanization (December
1927), and a Case of Explosion at a Gas Generator Installation (January
1928%0¢). In 1928, the publishing house Voprosy Truda issued his pam-
phlet Hazards of Gas Welding Operations and Methods of Prevention in its
popular industrial safety series. Accidents during gas welding operations
and methods for preventing them were also the subject of a report deliv-
ered by Zhikhor at the All-Union Conference of Technical and Sanitary
Inspection in 1927. The Labor Department of the Moscow Soviet was
preparing for publication Zhikhor’s Practical Guide to the Inspection of
Oxygen-Acetylene Installations. In 1926, at the request of the Central Mu-
seum of Labor Protection, the former military specialist wrote a drama-
tized mock trial on industrial safety, which was staged in Moscow clubs.
In addition, in 1933 he published the brochure Safety Procedures in the
Operation of Steam Boilers, intended as explanatory material for a series
of lantern slides.
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GPU report to the All-Russian Central Executive Committee
stating that there were no claims against K. I. Zhikhor, 1922.
State Archive of the Russian Federation. Published for the first time

After his release from arrest, Zhikhor lived in Moscow, first in Bor-
isoglebsky Lane, and from 1926 to 1935 at 6 Volkhonka Street, apart-
ments 11 and later 20, into which he moved in 19307, Zhikhor had
three dependents. By 1935 his family consisted of his wife, Lidia Andreev-
na Litvinenko, aged 39, an artist employed by the Moscow Metro con-
struction project, and their daughter Oksana, aged three and a half (born
September 14, 1931)*%. During the final years of the Soviet era, Zhik-
hor’s daughter, Oksana Litvinenko — a well-known Soviet and Russian
geophysicist and Professor of Technical Sciences — requested access to
her father’s case files and searched for relatives.

As a result of the upheavals of the Soviet period, the once cheerful
and lively Zhikhor became a crushed and frightened man, excessively

2 anxiously asking people to lower their voices whenever an

cautious
acquaintance loudly declared himself a former officer, and trying to avoid

discussions on current political issues?'°.
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State Archive of the Russian Federation. Published for the first time

His caution, however, proved useless when entire social strata were
being purged. On April 5, 1935, Zhikhor, then an engineer at the In-
stitute of Labor for the Disabled, was arrested again under Articles 58-
10 and 58-6 of the Criminal Code on the grounds that he was alleged-
ly anti-Soviet and connected with the former intelligence officer of the
General Staff, Semyon Ilyich Mashin, who had been executed in 1930 for
espionage on behalf of Japan?!!. The arrest was carried out by an officer of
the Operational Department of the State Security Administration of the
NKVD Directorate for Moscow Region.

During an interrogation on April 8, 1935, the arrested man was
asked: “Name for me the General Staff officers of the old army with
whom you met after your release from the con[centration] c[amp]™'2,
Zhikhor named the former colonel VN. Gerbert (among military spe-
cialists of the General Staff the better-known figure was former captain
AV. Gerbert) and a certain Samsonov. Speaking about acquaintances
who had been repressed, he mentioned the former military official of

21 Tbid. AL 1.
212 Tbid. A. 10.
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the Foreign Section of the General Staff, Mashin. Later he also referred
to meetings with military specialists — former General N.M. Potapov
and former Captain P.M. Strykhar?"®. The investigator was interested in
Zhikhor’s foreign connections, including his contacts with the French
communist Captain Jacques Sadoul (whom Zhikhor had met in 1916).
There was nothing extraordinary in either Zhikhor’s testimony or that
of the other witnesses. Nevertheless, he was accused of contacts with
foreign military representatives before the Revolution, although such
contacts had in fact been part of his official duties at the time.

On May 21, 1935, by decision of the Special Council of the NKVD
of the USSR, Zhikhor was sentenced to three years of administrative
exile in the Kirov Krai, with the sentence counted from the date of ar-
rest?! (persons in administrative exile were deprived of their passports.)
He wished to appeal the decision, considering it unjust. However, ap-
peals were permitted only after one-third of the sentence had been
served. In this case he was rehabilitated on October 23, 1990, under
Part 1, Article 1 of the decree of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of
the USSR of January 16, 1989.

In August 1935, Zhikhor settled in the town of Yaransk, where he
obtained employment at the cooperative industrial artel “Metallist”,
becoming head of its wage-rate and labor-standardization bureau®".
Konstantin Ivanovich tried very hard to ingratiate himself with the au-
thorities. In an autobiography written in January 1936, he stated: “I car-
ry out public work through the Workers’ Invention Bureau, attended
political education courses when the resolutions of the Seventh Con-
gress of the Comintern were being studied. In the evenings I conduct
technical minimum classes for two groups of blacksmiths™!¢. But none
of this helped.

For the third time, he was arrested on February 9, 1938, in Yaransk
by the local district NKVD department on orders coming from the
town of Kirov. He was accused of allegedly being “an agent of one of
the foreign intelligence services”, on whose behalf he had engaged in
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espionage activities?!’, and of having “systematically conducted c[ount-
erJrfevolutionary] agitation, spreading c[ounter|r[evolutionary] fabrica-
tions regarding the policies of the All-Union Communist Party (Bol-
sheviks) and the Soviet government”!8,

Konstantin Ivanovich was held in the Kirov city prison. The bi-
ographical questionnaire compiled after his arrest mentioned his pris-
on and camp ordeals during the Civil War, which did not improve his
chances for a favorable outcome.

The materials of the investigative case fully expose the NKVD of-
ficials who killed an innocent man. The indictment asserted that “the
NKVD Directorate for Kirov Region received information that Konstan-
tin Zhikhor, who was living in exile in the Kirov Krai, was carrying out
espionage work™!’. The NKVD officials did not explain how an adminis-
tratively exiled man living in the remote district town of Yaransk could
even theoretically have engaged in such activity.

During interrogations, Zhikhor confessed to everything that was de-
manded of him. Above all, he admitted that he had been recruited by the
American military attaché Colonel Judson (Axedcon, as stated in the case
materials) as early as 1916, and then “re-recruited” by the same man in
June 1917 (what exactly this meant is unclear, but apparently it referred
to being recruited a second time). Evidently, this concerned William Jud-
son, who came to Russia in 1917 as part of Elihu Root’s American mis-
sion. (In 1916, as far as can be determined, Judson was not in Russia and
could not have recruited anyone there.)

Judson allegedly proposed that Zhikhor provide information on the
condition of the Red Army (the investigators were unconcerned by the
fact that in neither 1916 nor 1917 did the Red Army yet exist), prom-
ising to pay him 100 rubles a month. According to the investigation’s
version of events, Zhikhor and Judson continued working together un-
til 1930%%, The investigators again ignored the fact that Zhikhor had
spent most of that period either out of military service or under ar-
rest, while Judson himself had died in March 1923. Apparently to avoid

A7 Tbid. AL 1.
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Extract from the minutes of the meeting containing the death sentence
imposed on K. . Zhikhor. Central State Archive of the Kirov Oblast.
Published for the first time

dwelling on such details, the indictment simply stated that Zhikhor re-
mained an American spy as late as 1938, while acknowledging that no
material evidence existed in the case??! — though this was considered
entirely irrelevant.

On April 1, 1938, the NKVD Directorate for Kirov Region attempt-
ed to transfer the case to the Military Collegium of the Supreme Court
of the USSR?*. However, the case was returned because the sentence
was to be issued by the Special Troika attached to the NKVD Director-
ate for the Kirov Krai. On September 26, 1938, Zhikhor was sentenced
to death under Articles 58-6 and 58-10, Part 1, of the Criminal Code
of the RSFSR. The sentence was carried out in Kirov on September 29,
1938 — almost exactly twenty years after the beginning of Zhikhor’s

21 Tbid. A. 18.
222 Tbid.
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prison and camp ordeals. On February 27, 1990, Zhikhor was rehabili-
tated in this case by the military prosecutor of the Volga-Ural Military
District on the grounds that no objective evidence of his guilt existed?*.

koksk

The case of KI. Zhikhor and the others arrested in the autumn of 1918
in connection with the discovery in a Soviet General Staff of a so-called
“White Guard archive” is highly interesting. On the one hand, the reason
for the arrests was more than serious: a cache of secret documents had
been discovered in a Soviet military institution, many of which apparent-
ly related to the Moscow White underground. However, the Cheka failed
to determine who stood behind it.

Let us attempt to offer some hypotheses on this matter.

Several versions are possible. Most likely, the material was collected
by one of the military specialists, since the reports on the condition
of Red Army units had clearly been prepared by a professional. Only
a military specialist could evaluate the significance of particular docu-
ments and had access to such information. It may be that the material
was assembled in preparation for a future defection to the Whites to-
gether with the documents. On the other hand, by the autumn of 1918,
when the documents were discovered, they had already become obso-
lete, since they dated back to the spring of that year. Thus, the creator of
the archive apparently never managed to make use of them. It cannot
be ruled out that one of Zhikhor’s subordinates, or even Zhikhor him-
self (although no evidence is known of any personal disloyalty on his
part), was connected with the anti-Bolshevik underground or was col-
lecting information in the hope that it might someday prove useful —
for example, in the event of departure for Ukraine, something Zhikhor
himself had hoped for. It is less likely that the papers were hidden by
some casual visitor to the apartment, although the premises had not
been locked.

Naturally, the Cheka needed to determine whether a counterrevolu-
tionary cell existed within the Military Agent Section of the All-Russian

223 Tbid. A. 24.
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General Staff, or whether a lone individual had acted independently.
However, the official investigation achieved nothing, and all those ar-
rested except Zhikhor had to be released after several months in custo-
dy. As a result, one of the defendants in the case, the military specialist
AN. Tsurpalev, fled to the Whites. It cannot be excluded that the cache
belonged either to him or to someone who was never implicated in the
case at all.

By the time of the arrests, the work of the Military Agent Section
was no longer especially intense because Soviet Russia was dismantling
its network of military agents abroad, many of whom had sided with the
opponents of the Bolsheviks. On September 2, 1918, the People’s Com-
missariat for Military Affairs issued an order dismissing military agents
abroad from service or recalling them to Russia?*%. The arrests of the
Military Agent Section personnel began literally just a few days later.
Subsequently, intelligence operations were removed entirely from the
authority of the All-Russian General Staff and transferred to the newly
created Field Headquarters of the Revolutionary Military Council of the

225

Republic??’. As a consequence of all these developments, the Bolsheviks
later had to rebuild military intelligence almost from scratch and with
the assistance of different specialists.

And although the organizer of the cache was never identified, Zhik-
hor, as Head of the Section, ultimately had to answer for the disorder
within it. Because of this, he spent the entire Civil War in prison and la-
bor camps — until the summer of 1922 (although during his work at the
Kashira Power Station he apparently remained only formally classified
as a prisoner). Later he endured several more arrests, the logical culmi-
nation of which was his execution during the years of the Great Terror.
It hardly needs to be said that in none of these cases was there any evi-
dence of Zhikhor’s guilt. He was a loyal and conscientious worker in the
old army, in the Red Army, and in civilian service alike, and the cruel and
unjust treatment inflicted upon him — and upon hundreds of thousands
of others during the Soviet period — had far-reaching consequences for
the country.

224 PTBA. @.11.Om. 5. A, 97. A. 59—59 06.

225 Kouux B.A. CoBeTcKast BOEHHAsI PasBeAKa: CTPYKTYpa U Kaapbl. CTaThs nepsast
(1917-1918) // Cpoboanas mpican. 1998. Ne 5 (1474). C. 103.
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The next volume of The Historical Reporter
will be devoted to various sources of visual imagery,
including rare ones — coats of arms, “beard tokens”,

military standards and arms, triumphal arches
and fireworks, departmental awards, and other
unusual badges of distinction.
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