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Abstract

This dissertation is devoted to a comparative analysis of the political ideas of two
Russian historians of the late eighteenth—early nineteenth cc., Mikhail Shcherbatov
(1733-1790) and Nikolai Karamzin (1766-1826), the authors of the two first “full”
histories of Russia. It demonstrates that although these historians are usually related to
the Age of Enlightenment, their use of contemporary European ideas was specific and
based on political notions borrowed from the political thought of the Renaissance and
classical Antiquity. Both these historians advocated moral, although not legal,
limitations to “despotism”. For Shcherbatov this meant the participation of “virtuous”
aristocrats in governing the state together with the monarch. For Karamzin this meant
the coordination of the monarch’s policy with the “public opinion” represented by the
conservative circles of the nobility. The second part of the dissertation is devoted to a
detailed comparison of the last volumes of Shcherbatov’s and Karamzin’s histories,
which describe the reigns of Ivan the Terrible and Boris Godunov. By comparing the
ways in which both historians constructed the plots of the stories of these two rulers,
on the basis of available sources, this dissertation seeks to demonstrate how the

political ideas of Shcherbatov and Karamzin were expressed in their historical writing.
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INTRODUCTION

The Problem

The main purpose of my dissertation is a comparative analysis of the political ideas of
two Russian historians: Mikhail Mikhailovich Shcherbatov (1733-1790) and Nikolai
Mikhailovich Karamzin (1766-1826). This analysis will be accomplished in particular
through the comparison of their two “general” histories of Russia, written at the end of
the eighteenth and the beginning of the nineteenth centuries. The investigation will be
limited only to those volumes which were devoted to the period from the beginning of
the reign of Ivan the Terrible (loann Grozny) to the accession to power of False
Dmitry I. 1 will focus on those volumes where the ideas of both the historians
concerning the nature of Russian autocracy and the reasons for its crises are more
salient. Both historians in their own way projected their contemporary political ideals
and critical attitudes onto the past. Both of them, using examples from the events of
the sixteenth and the beginning of the seventeenth centuries, tried to discover the
general regularities of political life in Russia. Therefore, a comparison of the two
histories provides a unique material for transcending the stereotypical
characterizations ascribed to these two historians in the existing literature. On the
basis of this material the differences in their political outlooks will be explored,
together with a comparison of their interpretations of the events of the two reigns

preceding the Time of Troubles.
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My analysis omits those volumes of Shcherbatov’s Istoriia rossiiskaia ot drevneishikh
vremen (“Russian history from the ancient times”) and Karamzin’s Istoriia
gosudarstva rossiiskago (“History of the Russian state”) devoted to the Time of
Troubles per se, because these volumes were left unfinished by both historians. Even
though certain sections were published posthumously, their main ideas were not
clearly formulated.

The creative work of Shcherbatov and Karamzin is normally related to the so-
called Age of Enlightenment, even though Karamzin’s work stretched well into the
nineteenth century when he witnessed the emergence of Romanticism as a special
trend in Russian literature and artistic culture. Nevertheless, the first Russian historian
who was the representative of Romanticism was not Karamzin, but his critic Nikolai
Polevoi, who was influenced by the French Romantic School. This development took
place in the beginning of the 1830s, and one of the first expressions of the new
influence was Polevoi’s critical review of the Istoriia by Karamzin. The critic
regarded the book as obsolete and written in the categories of the preceding eighteenth
century. The later critics of Karamzin adopted this perspective. Consequenly,
Karamzin’s Istoriia was routinely attributed to the Age of Enlightenment. In my
dissertation I will try, in particular, to refine this image and to demonstrate that it
makes better sense to relate Karamzin to one of the branches of Preromanticism
(Sentimentalism), and thus, to regard him as a representative of the Late
Enlightenment. Periodization in literature and historiography, however, is useful only

to some extent as a first approximation, because many trends can exist
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simultaneously; even in the creative work of one and the same author one can find
diverse stylistic influences.

A more important task as regards periodization in accordance with the
opposition between Enlightenment and Preromanticism is to define a set of major
ideas which were in the foreground of Shcherbatov’s and Karamzin’s interpretation of
history. Generally, one can say that among the main sources of such ideas for both
historians was The Spirit of Laws by Montesquieu, with his classification of forms of
government and an indication of the main motives of human behavior for each of the
forms. Accordingly, Shcherbatov and Karamzin adopted a peculiar notion of the
political community as a kind of mechanism subject to rational laws in the same
manner as the planets of the solar system are to general laws of gravitation as
discovered and mathematically described by Newton. People in society, similarly to
celestial bodies, which keep their motion by inertia and gravitation, act under the
influence of their rational or irrational interests and passions. The notion of the
possibility of the creation of a perfect political community as a kind of machine,
which combines the motion of its separate elements (people and social groups) in a
way most effective for the “common good,” was generally accepted in the Age of
Enlightenment. However, for Karamzin, who witnessed the French Revolution,
similarly as for Shcherbatov, who was a contemporary of Pugachev’s rebellion, the
notion that only a utopian state could be rationally constructed was not alien. In
reality, the social order and the entire civilization is built on the shaky basis of
irrational popular masses, and resembles a ship, which seems to sail on calm waters

until it is forced occasionally to encounter the waves of popular unrest.
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In the political views of both Shcherbatov and Karamzin one can see common
features, yet this work will focus mainly on the differences between them in order to
trace the evolution of the historiography of the Russian Enlightenment during the
period of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. Certainly, the diversity of
the positions of Shcherbatov and Karamzin on many issues was conditioned not only
by the time span dividing them, but also by their personal backgrounds, as they
belonged to different generations and different layers of the Russian nobility. This
diversity can be traced in their different attitudes toward the aristocracy, and is
connected to their specific social origins. Shcherbatov was one of the descendants of
the Rurikid dynasty, and belonged to an ancient princely clan. This was not
uncommon as there were plenty of descendants of Rurik and Gedimin among the
Russian nobility. It is more important that Shcherbatov inherited vast landed estates
(where serfs were counted in the thousands) from his grandfather and father, who had
served as generals in the Petrine period. This allowed him to regard himself as a
member of the aristocracy and, while he was constantly preoccupied by financial
problems, he could still afford a more luxurious style of living than a typical
representative of ordinary nobility possessing only one hundred serfs or less. By
contrast, Karamzin belonged by birth to the mid-level provincial gentry, and while he
lived in Moscow, he maintained his family mainly by the profits from his literary
activities. This can help explain the crucial difference in the political outlook of the
two historians. Shcherbatov shared the ideal of monarchy without a written
constitution, although limited informally by the participation of the aristocracy of birth

in the governance of the state. Karamzin, to the contrary, advocated the idea of
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autocracy based on the support of wider circles of the rank and file nobility. The
restriction of autocracy, according to him, could lead only to oligarchy and the
inability of the weakest to defend themselves in the face of oppression by mighty
grandees. In his view the autocratic monarch had to perform the role of a defender of
the weak and the oppressed. His major function was to provide equal justice for all
noblemen irrespective of their proximity to the throne, their wealth, their rank and
their titles. I will also demonstrate how this basic difference in political outlook
informed Shcherbatov’s and Karamzin’s different interpretations of sixteenth- and
seventeenth-century Russian history.

Another important difference between the two writers is a shift from a
rationally utilitarian worldview to the one which was more focused on the sphere of
human feelings and emotions. Characteristic for Shcherbatov was the notion of
political community as a kind of mechanism, which could function more or less
routinely. Accordingly, the main task of a statesman was to discover the right laws,
allowing the reconciliation of the wills and interests of a multitude of people. In his
reasoning, Shcherbatov proceeds from the model of Montesquieu’s monarchy and
suggests definitions, adapted to Russian conditions, of its “mainsprings.” Like the
French thinker, Shcherbatov stresses the need in a monarchy for the existence of a
mediating layer between the monarch and the people. Thus for him the main problem
was how to motivate the members of each layer to guarantee an effective functioning
of the state machine.

Karamzin considered a different set of ideas. He proceeds from the concept of

a social contract, which is understood to be not a rational bargain between two
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interested parties but an emotional relationship based on love, or, in the case of broken
contract, based on hatred between the people and the monarch. The political
community is destroyed if this bond of love is broken. Because the people are
understood as generally loyal to the monarchy, the party that violates the contract
tends to be the monarch who misunderstands his obligations towards society, or
simply ignores them. Accordingly, the main focus of Karamzin’s investigation is the

causes of the loss of love between the monarch and the people.

The Methodology

From the methodological point of view this dissertation does not follow any particular
school and can be located in the framework of intellectual history, widely understood.
The main theoretical grounding emphasizes the importance of political languages and
the defining of the intellectual context. First of all, 1 was inspired by the approach of
the so-called Cambridge School in the history of political thought (J. G. A. Pocock
and Q. Skinner).! An especially important theoretical model for me is Pocock’s The
Machiavellian Moment,> mainly its interpretation of Machiavelli’s ideas in the
intellectual context of Florentine political thought. Following Pocock’s approach I

trace the connection between such notions as fate (Providence) and virtue, which are

! See, in particular: Quentin Skinner, Visions of Politics, vols. 1-3 (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2002); J. G. A. Pacock, Politics, Language and Time: Essays on Political Thought and History
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1989).

2J. G. A. Pocock, The Machiavellian Moment: Florentine Political Thought and the Atlantic
Republican Tradition (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1975), 156-182.
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as essential for Shcherbatov and Karamzin, as for Machiavelli. Regarding the epoch of
Boris Godunov, Karamzin provides an important (although debatable) theoretical
explanation of the nature of the political community and the aims to which political
power was to aspire. Despite a certain interest in the semantics of historical concepts, I
will to a lesser degree rely on the German version of the history of concepts, because
my comparison of the two historians centers on a relatively short historical period; |
do not seek to analyze concepts as indicators of social changes. Quite the contrary, |
try to regard social changes as one of the factors which conditioned the differences of
political ideas and concepts used by Shcherbatov and Karamzin.

In my opinion, the analysis of historical narratives, in contrast to political
treatises, needs a revision of the methodology of the Cambridge school. This requires
a brief digression.

The difference of historical thought in its classical form (which can be traced
to the models of antiquity) from political thought can be interpreted in the following
way. Political thought tries to describe a certain picture, or a sequence of pictures,
whereas historical thought is focused on the dynamics of events. Therefore,
metaphorically, political thought can be compared with painting, whereas historical
thought is closer to music. A picture can be analyzed as a combination of certain
figures. Similarly, a mental picture which represents a political project can be reduced
in the final analysis to the combination of concepts, connected with each other in a
certain net of meaning. By contrast, the story which is an element of historical thought
cannot be reduced to a set of static concepts, like the melody cannot be reduced to a

sequence of separate sounds without losing something essential. Thus, we can think
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about the meaning of a story as a whole, but any attempt to reduce it to meanings of
certain concepts, which we use in the process of narration, would be misleading. In
other words, something is changing in our mind in the process of our understanding of
a story, and this change as such is a meaning of this story—not any static pictures—
which we can imagine in the process of listening.

This led me to the idea that the units of my analysis must not be concepts and
their usages, but rather stories and their meanings. How does one work with such
stories in the process of analysis?

For classical historians the main element used to construct a narrative was
more or less a simple story, which can be compared with an elementary musical
melody. Let us take for granted that this story has a certain elementary meaning. To
create a story with a more complex meaning a historian, as a composer, can either
combine several melodies, or introduce variations of the melody.

Let me give an example. Let us assume that we have an elementary story about
the punishment of a vice. Someone breaks a moral rule and then receives a
punishment as fate. This story has an elementary moral—one should not break such
rules, or else pay. This moral can be regarded as an elementary “meaning” of this
story. Now, we can vary this story to create more complex meanings. For example,
someone broke a rule, and for a while became more successful than those who kept
moral rules. However, the people surrounding him began to mistrust him. Thus he
found himself in isolation. After that, misfortune occurred, and nobody wanted to help

him, and he perished.
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This new story has a certain similarity with the previous one. It is about the
punishment of vice. However, the meaning is more complex as there is no
personalized fate here which acts to punish a vicious man. He perishes as a result of
accident, but also as a result of isolation, which is an effect of his vicious behavior.
Thus, we have a variation of the initial story with a different meaning.

Now, we can make this story still more complex. Let us suppose that this
person, despite his initial sin, was generous to his fellows. So they initially regarded
him as a good person and were ready to forget his misdeed. However, he frequently
recalled his previous behavior and expected revenge, as he thought that somebody
might do to him what he did to someone else. So, he was suspicious towards his
neighbors and gradually isolated himself. Thus, when an accident happened, nobody
wished to help—and he perished.

This is again the variation of the same story, but the meaning is still more
complex. The meaning is, in brief, that a vicious person cannot trust other people.

In reality, my examples are taken from a particular story, the story of Boris
Godunov, a tsar of non-princely origin who ruled in Russia at the beginning of the
seventeenth century. And my aim is not simply to analyze the moral meanings of his
story, as it was interpreted by my historians, Shcherbatov and Karamzin, but also to
connect these interpretations with the political views of these historians.

My aim is, therefore, to trace a historical evolution of meanings. When we use
the approach of the Cambridge School, we have to compare, for example, how the use
of the concept of virtue has changed from one political thinker to another. We can

conduct the same operation by a comparison of the texts of the two historians. But in
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this case we compare not the usage of concepts but the usage of stories. We can trace
how the meaning of a certain story has been changed by the historians through a
certain variation in the same basic story, and ask the questions: Why did such a
change take place? How is this connected with the different political views of these
two historians?

The answers to these questions will be the topic of my dissertation. Let me
now turn to another methodological approach, which I also used in my investigation.

A significant role in my methodology, especially regarding Karamzin, is
played by the theory of narrative which has been developed mainly for the study of
literary texts. Being inspired by the works of Hayden White, especially by his
Metahistory,® | tried to use the methods of literary analysis for the study of historical
narratives. Historical narratives are based on materials borrowed from primary sources
rather than pure imagination; nevertheless, | hold that in constructing interpretative
schemes a historian retains a degree of freedom, especially when the available sources
contradict each other. In this case the choice of one particular interpretation of events
from the available versions, and the criticism or ignoring of pieces of evidence which
contradict the historian’s interpretation, could be conditioned by different rationales.
Among these, an important role is played not only by the historian’s ideological
preferences or his ideas about the desirable or defective organization of the political
community, but also by aesthetic considerations, namely the desire to make one’s
narrative coherent and psychologically convincing for the reader. In contrast to

Hayden White, however, | will focus not on the relationship between a genre used by

® Hayden White, Metahistory: The Historical Imagination in Nineteenth-Century Europe (Baltimore:
John Hopkins University Press, 1973).
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a historian in the construction of the narrative and a particular ideology, but on the
more specific relationships between the construction of the plot and the political ideal
by which a historian is inspired.

An essential role in this study is played by the endeavor to uncover the
intellectual context and theoretical sources not connected with Russian history but
rather with general ideas related to the organization of political society. In this respect,
it was surprising to see how closely the historical interpretations of Shcherbatov and
Karamzin are connected with earlier historiography and the political thought of the
Renaissance, and even classical antiquity, and not with the historical works and
theoretical treatises of the European Enlightenment. Plato, Aristotle, Cicero, the
Stoics, and also Machiavelli are no less important for the two Russian historians than
their closer contemporaries Montesquieu, Hume, Rousseau, and d’Holbach, although
the influence of the latter thinkers should not be underestimated. This influence of
classical antiquity, especially in Shcherbatov’s case, was partially connected to the
peculiarities of Russian educational practices in the eighteenth century, with an
important place was assigned to the reading of classical authors. As for Karamzin, he
consciously studied ancient historiography as an adult after he chose the writing of

Russian history as his major occupation.

The Structure

The structure of the dissertation is as follows:
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The first chapter is focused on the political ideas of Mikhail Shcherbatov. | connect
his political views with his social and biographical background and provide a detailed
analysis of his understanding of the destiny of the human being within the cultural
milieu of noble Russia, where honor and virtue are nobleman’s prime motives. This is
connected with Shcherbatov’s ideas about a “republican” monarchy as an ideal
political form for Russia.

In the second chapter I provide a description of Karamzin’s political ideas on
the basis of the analysis of his political treatises. In particular, I interpret his ideas as a
specific response to Machiavelli’s view of politics. The main focus of this chapter is,
however, the artistic characteristics of Karamzin’s political texts and their paradoxical
dimensions, which exclude the possibility of straightforward interpretation unless
taking into account multiple meanings.

The third and the fourth chapters are devoted to a comparative analysis of two
sections of Shcherbatov’s Istoriia and Karamzin’s Istoriia. In the third chapter, which
deals with the reign of Ivan the Terrible, | explore the ideas of both authors regarding
reasons why lvan became a tyrant. I also illustrate the difference between Shcherbatov
and Karamzin in their understanding of tyranny. In the fourth chapter, devoted to the
two historians’ interpretations of the reign of the “usurper” Boris Godunov, the main
emphasis is on their ideas concerning possible reasons for the monarch’s loss of
legitimacy and the collapse of the state.

| decided not to include in the final text of the dissertation two additional
chapters devoted to the analysis of interpretations of the second tyrannical period of

the reign of lvan the Terrible and the reign of his son, Feodor loannovich. Partially



CEU eTD Collection

13

this was done in order to make the text more coherent. The ideas underlying these
sections of each history are also important; however, they are less essential to
understanding the difference in political outlook of both the historians.

Finally, in the conclusion | integrate the major ideas of all the chapters and
formulate a set of arguments about how the political outlook of Shcherbatov and

Karamzin connects with the social and intellectual contexts of their writing.

Shcherbatov and Karamzin in Literature on Historical Writing

Now, let us move to the most important works devoted to the study of Shcherbatov’s
and Karamzin’s historical writings.

The critical discussion of Shcherbatov’s Istoriia was initiated already during
his lifetime, and this allowed him to respond partially to the arguments of his critics.
But in general, the criticism of Shcherbatov by Ivan Boltin (1735-1792), which was
only partially fair and directed only to the first volumes of the Istoriia, meant that
Shcherbatov’s work was read only by specialists and remained unknown for a wider
public. By contrast, the Istoriia by Karamzin immediately become widely known and
did not lose its popular appeal until the publication of the first volumes of Sergei
Soloviev’s Istoriia Rossii s drevneishikh vremen (“History of Russia from the ancient
times”) in the middle of the nineteenth century. A detailed analysis of the polemics
between Boltin and Shcherbatov deserves a separate inquiry. In general, though, one

can say that from the side of Boltin there were mostly factual corrections, which were
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only partially true and were based on the authority of Tatishchev.* One can assume
that Boltin, who did not write a consistent narrative, cleared the ground for his
acquaintance, lvan Elagin (1725-1794), who had decided to create his own version of
Russian history. Boltin and Elagin together with Alexei Musin-Pushkin (1744-1817),
who was a well-known collector of ancient Russian manuscripts, were members of the
same circle of admirers of Russian history.” It also can be assumed that one of the
motives for such hostile criticism was Shcherbatov’s political position as a critic of
favoritism, whereas Boltin was under the protection of Grigorii Potemkin, the main
favorite of Catherine 11.°

We can have a notion of the character of criticism against Shcherbatov by
members of this circle from the following fragment of the “Preduvedomlenie

chitateliu” (“Preface for a reader”) of Elagin to his own history of Russia:

Kus3p LlepOaToB 00iaganm HMCKYCCTBOM MHOI'O T'OBOPUTH M Majio
Bpa3yMJIsATh YuTatens, Majio 3HaJl HE TOKMO JPEBHUX JIETOIUCIIEB HAIIUX, HO
u Hacrosumi s3blk  Pyckoil. He3HaHue mepBaro HCHOJHSIJIO — €ro
MIOBECTBOBAaHME HEOBUIMIIAMH, a IIOCJIEAHEe BBEPrHyso B [ammmuusmy win
¢bpannocioBre, He cBoiictBeHHoe Pyckomy Hapeuwto. [Iputom 1o
HEOPEKEHHIO 3EMIICOITUCAHUS, 0 KOTOPOM OH M CaM NpPU3HAETCsl, KO Obl
3emieonucanne Juia  IloBectBoBarenss BoBce He morpebHO... Ho
MOTPEITHOCTH B TOBECTBOBAHMHM €ro HE H3YHUCIUMBI CyTh. HekoTopbie
OTHAKOXXb TPHUMHICYIOT €My B IOXBally, YTO OH IO CHJI€ CBOEH Hammcam
Pyckyio Hcropuro, kakoBoi 10 HEro He ObUIO, W Jiyyine Obl, ecThiIud u
HUKOI'/Ia K 3a61y>x1eHuo UntaTeneii ee He CyILECTBOBAIIO.

* Antony Lentin, ““Rubbishing’ a historian’s reputation: Catherine 11, the battle of the books, querelles
d’outre-tombe, and Shcherbatov’s History of Russia,” in Eighteenth-Century Russia: Society, Culture,
Economy. Papers from the VII International Conference of the Study Group on Eighteenth Century
Russia, ed. R. Bartlett (Berlin: Lit Verlag, 2007), 267—281.

® About the circle of Musin-Pushkin see: V. P. Kozlov, Kruzhok A. I. Musina-Pushkina i “Slovo o polku
Igoreve” (Moscow: Nauka, 1988).

® D. N. Shanskii, Iz istorii russkoi istoricheskoi mysli: 1. N. Boltin (Moscow: Izdatelstvo Moskovskogo
universiteta, 1983), 22.

" Ivan Elagin, Opyt povestvovaniia o Rossii (Moscow, 1803), xxxi—xxxii. This work was written in
1790.
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Karamzin, in accordance with Miliukov’s opinion, sparingly and usually
critically refers to his predecessors when he wants to emphasize his disagreement with
them.? The first to pay a due respect to Shcherbatov as a historian was Sergei Soloviev
(1820-1879). As it was necessary for him to justify the need for a new “general”
history of Russia, while the widely popular Istoriia by Karamzin already existed, it
was natural that Soloviev returned to Shcherbatov. Comparing his work with
Karamzin’s narration, with which he wanted to maintain a critical distance, Soloviev
found in the Istoriia by Shcherbatov a number of characteristics which from a
scholarly point of view looked preferable in comparison to the more artistic Istoriia by
Karamzin.

In his article “Pisateli russkoi istorii XVIII veka” (“Writers of Russian history
of the eighteenth century”), Soloviev provides the following general characterization

of Shcherbatov:

...Actropun IllepbaToBa NpUHAIICKUT MOYETHOE MECTO B HAaIIEH
HCTOPUYECKOM JIUTEpaType.

Kassp  IllepbaToB  OBLT  YemoBeK  YMHBIH, TpPYAOIIOOUBEIH,
J0OPOCOBECTHBIN, HAUUTAHHBIH, OBLT XOPOIIIO 3HAKOM C JINTEPATypOIO IPYTUX
HapOJOB, C UX UCTOPHUYECKOIO JINTEPATYPOIO; OH HE M3YUHJI BCEIIETIO0 PyCCKON
WCTOPUH: Be3JIe BUIAHO, YTO OH CTaJ M3y4yarTb ee, KOI/la Hayall mucaTh; OH He
ysICHWIT Jiisi ce0sl ee XoJia, ee OCOOCHHOCTEH; OH MOHUMAeT €€ TOJNBKO C
JOCTYITHOM eMy, OOIIeYeoBeUecKOol CTOPOHBI, PACCMATPUBACT KaxI0e
SBJICHUE COBEPIICHHO OTPEUIEHHO, OrPAaHWYMBACTCS OJHOK BHEIIHEIO
JIOTUYECKOI0 M HPaBCTBEHHOIO OLEeHKow... Ho 3ato Tam, rae JlomoHOCOB
CTapaeTcsi TOJNBKO-TOJIBKO VYKpAIIEeHHO TepefaTh W3BECTHUE JIETOIHCH,
Ilep6aToB aymMaeT HaJ STHM M3BECTHEM... a U3BECTHO, KaKyl0 YCIyry HayKe
OKa3bIBAaeT TOT, KTO MEpPBHI oOpamaer BHUMaHHE HAa W3BECTHOE SIBJICHUE,
NepBbIi HauyMHAET OOBIACHATH €ro, XOTs OBl ero OOBSICHEHHsS ObUTH WU
HeyloBIeTBOpUTENbHEL, 1llepOaToB He y4YeHBI, OH 3aHUMAETCS HCTOPHEIO

 P. N. Miliukov, Ocherki istorii istoricheskoi nauki (Moscow: Nauka, 2002), 164.
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KaK JIIOOWTENb, HO OH 3aHUMAETCS WCTOPHEIO I WCTOPHH, CO3HAET, HIIH,
YTOOBI HE CKa3aTh MHOTO, IPETIYBCTBYET B UCTOPHH HAYKY...

It is important to note here that for Soloviev the Istoriia of Shcherbatov is
significant neither for its factual details, which might be wrong, nor for its answers to
questions that are often based on abstract reasoning and speculation, nor for general
moral evaluations. Instead, Shcherbatov is able to ask penetrating questions, and his
“perplexities” open the polemics on a number of problems, to which later historians
had also paid attention. As for Shcherbatov’s critics, Soloviev explains their success in

attacking Shcherbatov’s Istoriia in the following way:

Kputnka 6marogapst oco6enno bonruny n llnéuepy mama Gosnbimme

CpelIcTBa TMOCHCAyIOIIMM mHcatesssM — npes3oiitm  IllepbaToBa... HO
OTHOCHUTCIIBHO I‘J'Iy6I/IHBI B3rjsi/ia Ha HCKOTOPLIC BAXKHLIC SBJICHHA OHU HE
caemanu Oonpmioro Imara Bmoeped. ...Ho modemy ke, mpm TakuWx

HCECOMHCHHBIX IOOCTOUMHCTBAX, TPYA ]J_[ep6aTOBa HC TIIOJB30BAJICA M HC

IMOJIB3YETCA JOJIKHBIM YBa)KeHI/IeM? DTO ABJIECHUE 06’I)SICHI/ITI) HETPYAHO: B TO

BpEeMs, KOrga B HUCTOPUH BCCro Ooiee OCHUJIN M3AIICCTBO (I)OpMI:I,

KpaCHOIIMCAHUC, pya H.[CpGaTOBa OTIINYaJICA MMPOTHUBOIIOJIOXKHOO

KpallHOCTHIO, CJIOIOM KpaillHE TSKEJIBIM, HENPaBUIbHBIM; CTOUT IPOUYECTh

BbIX0JIKH KpacHonucua Enaruna nporus Illep6arora, 4ToObI MOHATE, IOYEMY

TPYA MOCJICAHCTO TaK MHOT'O IIPOUT'PBIBAJI B I'JIa3ax COBpeMeHHI/IKOB.10

In his other article, “N. M. Karamzin i ego literaturnaia deiatel’nost’: ‘Istoriia
gosudarstva Rossiiskogo’” (“N. M. Karamzin and his literary activity: “The history of
the Russian State”), Soloviev makes a detailed analysis of Karamzin’s text, comparing
it with respective places in Shcherbatov’s Istoriia. This text, which probably serves to
Soloviev as guide for the writing of his own Istoriia, is a kind of synopsis and simply
records the disagreements between the two historians without a detailed account of

why they diverged in their interpretation of the events. Certain remarks, however,

% S. M. Soloviev, Sochineniia, bk. 16 (Moscow: Mysl’, 1995), 230-231.
¥ Ibid., 241.
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referring to the volumes which I will analyze, are interesting. In particular, Soloviev
demonstrates how Shcherbatov and Karamzin use in different ways the detailed, yet
biased, evidence of Kurbskii on Ivan the Terrible. This is how Soloviev writes about

the character of the tsar, which poses a problem for many historians:

Xapaktep pgesrenbHocTH Moanmna |V, 3akmouas B cebe mBe
NPOTHBOTIOJIOKHBIC CTOPOHBI, ObUI MPEIMETOM CIIOpa Kak sl OJIvKaiiiero,
Tak ¥ Juig Oojiee OTAAJICHHOTO TMOTOMCTBA. YM YeJOBEUYEeCKHH HE JIOOUT
COCJIMHEHHSI TPOTUBOIONI0KHOCTEH, U OT 3TOM HEMOOBH MHOTO CTpajana H, K
COXAJICHHIO, €Ille 10 CHUX IMOp MHOTO CTpajaeT MCTOpHYECKas HayKa; eciu
W3BECTHOEC HCTOPHYECKOE JIMIO OJHOK CTOPOHOK0 CBOCH JEATEIHLHOCTH
MPOU3BOJUT OJIArOMPUITHOE BIIEYATIICHHE, TO HET HEAOCTATKA B MHCATEIAX,
KOTOpBIEC CTaparoTcs MOKa3aTh, YTO STO JIMIO BO BCEX CIYYasx >KU3HU OBLIO
00pas3IoM COBEpPILICHCTBA, WK, HA0OOPOT: HaWIsd B ACATECIHLHOCTH KaKOTO-
HUOYTb HCTOPHUYECKOTO JIUIA TEMHBIC TSITHA, CTAPAKOTCS MOKA3aTh, YTO U BO
BCEX OCTAJBHBIX €ro MOCTYMKaX HET HUYEro XOPOIIEro; a €CiH YTO M €CTh

1
XOpollee, TO MPUHAMIECKUT HE EMY, a IPYTUM.

From this Soloviev concludes that the problem which Shcherbatov as well as
Karamzin faced was to reconcile the contradictory evidence of sources and to grasp
the “actual” character of Grozny.

This is how Soloviev explains Shcherbatov’s reliance on the evidence of

Kurbskii:

[epBr1it Bompoc, npeacraBupmmiics [llepbaToBy, ObUT BONPOC: BEPUTH WIIH
He BepuTh MokazaHusiM KypOckoro — moromy uto KypOckumit mumcanm mon
BIUSHUEM CHJIBHOW Bpaxasl kK Moanny. Mmes B Buay oty Bpaxny, Lllepbaros
He BepuT KypOckomy, uro MoaHH TONBKO BCieACTBUE KIIEBETHI JlacKaTelen
CBOHMX, BIpYr 0€3 BCSKOTO MOBOAa co cropoHbl CuilbBecTpa W AjamieBa ¢
TOBApHILM yJAIWI X OT ce0sl U Havaj npecienoBats; LllepbaTtoB oObsacHseT
nepemeny B MoanHe ApyruM oOpa3oM, IMOKa3bIBasi, 4TO B ITOH IEpeMeHe
BHHOBATHI OBUTH U T€ JIFOJIH, KOTOPBHIX MOCTOSHHO 3amumaetr Kypockuii. Ho,
0cB00O/IMB ce0si OT OJHOCTOPOHHOCTH B3rMsna KypOckoro, MomoyHUB TO,
4yero HegoctaeT y mnocieanero, lllepbaroB mnpuHMMaeT Bce YacCTHBIC
MOKa3aHus ero kak uctuaHble; llep6aToBy HYKHO OBUIO 3HATH TOJIEKO OJTHO:

1 1bid., 157.
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mo HeHaBuCTH K Moanny KypOckuii He NpUNHCHIBAaeT JTU €My JIHITHHX
KeCTOKOCTeH?™

It follows further from Soloviev’s reasoning that Shcherbatov approaches the sources
critically, but Shcherbatov’s criticism appears to be one-sided, as he isolated a
particular case from the “chain of events,” and did not see its connection with the
preceding and forthcoming events. Moreover, according to Soloviev the same
reproach is applicable to Karamzin. On his attitude to the evidence of Kurbskii,

Soloviev writes the following:

...JlaBas MOJHYIO Bepy nokazanmsMm KypOckoro o6 Moanne IV, on He Xouer
3HaTh O ero mokasanusix o0 Moanne [IllI] u cbiHe ero Bacuiuu; He xoueT
3HAaTh O TOW CBS3U, KOTOPOI COCAMHSIETCS naesATeNbHOCTh Moanna IV ¢
JIESTEIbHOCTHAIO OTIAa W Jigna, KoTopyro mokasan KypOckwuii... C apyroi
CTOPOHBI, IpuHKUMas Bce n3BecTus KypOckoro o mapcrsoBanun Moanna IV,
BHECSI X B TEKCT CBOEro pacckaza, Kapam3wH, 0JHaKo, HE XOYeT NPHUHSATH
0ocHOBHOH MbIcu KypOckoro u TakuM 00pa3oMm JOMYCKaeT B CBOEM PaccKase
NPOTHBOpPEYHE, TEMHOTY, YTO [EJIaeT paccKa3 HEyAOBICTBOPUTEIbHBIM;
otHomeHus: Moanna k CunbBecTpy W AnameBy onucanbl o KypOckomy, u B
TO e BpeMs MoaHH sIBJsieTCs BE3JIe CaMOCTOSTEIbHBIM.

Soloviev asserts that the decision is contained in the evidence of Ivan himself, who in
his first response letter to Kurbskii proves the notion that he, Ivan, was indeed
dependent in the period of “Izbrannaia rada” (Chosen council). As Soloviev remarks,
“B pacckaze Kapam3mHa MBI HaxoauM O4YeHb cjaboe BIMSHUE W3BECTHUH,
COOGI_LIE[CMLIX HO&HHOM, BJIMAHHUC PACCKaA3a Kyp6CKOP0 FOCHO,Z[CTByCT: YACPIKAHA
PE3KOCTh, BHC3AIIHOCTL NEPECXOJAa B OTHOUICHUAX Laps K CI/IHBBGCpr u A;[ameBy,

PE3KOCTDh IE€PEXOaa OT PACIIOJIOKCHHUA K XOJIOAHOCTH. . .”14

12 |bid., 157-158.
13 |bid., 158.
% 1bid., 165.
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In this example one can see that Soloviev reasons not as a historiographer, but
as a practicing historian of Russia. He is not concerned with the causes of why
Shcherbatov and Karamzin chose one or another interpretation of the events. Soloviev
argues with them as with colleagues, opposing their interpretations to his own
understanding of events—the idea of the struggle of Moscow grand princes (which
Grozny continued and exacerbated) against the boyar aristocracy, for “state”
principles as opposed to those of “kinship,” which were defended by Kurbskii and
others. The deviations of Karamzin, whom Soloviev regards as his major opponent,
from this explanatory scheme, Soloviev interprets as a result of Karamzin’s adherence
to the “artistic” rendering of events, as a result of his desire to represent Grozny as an
object for “historical painting.” Therefore, in accordance with Soloviev’s account,
Karamzin depicts the “hero of virtue” in the first part of his story and the “monster of
tyranny” in the second part. Karamzin allegedly strives only to present a colorful
picture, while leaving the task of explaining the contradiction to the reader."

I have described Soloviev’s reflections in details because he is a typical
example of how historians of that period (and many historians even in the twentieth
century) approached the works of historians of the past. Their evaluation was short on
historicity—the understanding of the difference of worldview and even aims of
history writing peculiar to the analyzed authors. Deviations between a historian’s
interpretation and those of his predecessors were regarded as a result of the lack of

sources, their misunderstanding, or their “artistic” depiction of events.

% 1bid., 173-174.
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Soloviev at least paid respect to his predecessors, and with all his criticism of
them, he subjected their opinions to detailed analysis. A different approach was used
by Nikolai Polevoi (1796-1846), who was the first after Karamzin to write a new
version of Russian history, under the influence of French Romanticism. He rejected
the work of Karamzin entirely, declaring his approach to have been obsolete. This is

how Polevoi characterized the Istoriia gosudarstva rossiiskago:

B menom o0beMe OHOM HET OAHOTO OOLIEro Havaja, U3 KOTOPOro MCTEKAIN
Obl Bce cOOBITHSI PYCCKOH MCTOpWH: BBl HE BUAWTE, Kak ucTopus Poccun
MIPUMBIKAET K UCTOPHM YeIOBEUeCTBa; BCE YaCTHU OHOM OTAENSAIOTCS OJHA OT
Ipyroi; Bce Hecopa3MepHBl, W >XKU3Hb Poccum ocraercs Ui YMTATEN
HEU3BECTHOIO... KapaM3uH HUTJe He MpejacTaBiIseT HaM JdyXa HapOJHOro, He
n300pakaeT MHOTOYHCIEHHBIX MEPEX0J0B €ro, OT BapsuKCKoro (eomanmima
[0 JIeCIOTHYECKOro mnpasieHusi MoaHHa u 10 caMOOBITHOTO BO3POXKICHHS
npu Munune. Bpl  Buamre CTpOHHYIO, TNPOIOIKUTEIBHYIO —Tallepero
MOPTPETOB, MMOCTABJICHHBIX B OJWHAKHE pPaMK{, HAPUCOBAHHBIE HE C HATYPHI,
HO 10 BOJi€ XYIOKHMKA M OETHIX TaKKe II0 €ro BoJIe. JTO JIETOIHCH,
HalMCaHHAs  MAacTEepPCKH,  XYHOKHHUKOM  TaJaHTa  IPEBOCXOIHOTO,
u306perarensHoro, a ue Memopus.'®

Thus, Polevoi reproaches Karamzin for something which is absent in his
history—a Romantic depiction of the “national spirit” in its historical development.
He also notes Karamzin’s emphasis on the portrayal of persons and characters, while
the historical conditions of their deeds are constructed by the historian’s imagination.
A special irony of Polevoi is directed to what can be called the anti-historicity of
Karamzin, or his endeavor (following the entire classical historiography) to draw
lessons from history. Having paid attention to the following phrase from the preface to
Karamzin’s Istorila—"“TIpaButenu, 3aKOHOJATENHU... JEHCTBYIOT TIO YKa3aHHIM

Uctopun... N mpoctoli rpaxaaHWH NOJDKEH 4YUTaTh UCTOpHi0. OHAa MHUPHUT €ro ¢

' N. A. Polevoi and Ks. A. Polevoi, Literaturnaia kritika (Leningrad: Khudozhestvennaia literatura,
1990), 43-44.
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HCCOBCPIICHCTBOM BHUIUMOIO ITOPsAKa BCH.IGﬁ, Kak ¢ OObIKHOBEHHbIM S8/ICHUEM B0

scex sexax...” '—Polevoi objects:

...HaM TOBOPSIT, YTO UCTOPUS MOJIE3HA, HOO

l-e. TIpaBuTenu HApPOMOB CHPABIAIOTCS C HEIO, KaK CYAbU CO CTapbIM
apxuBOM, a0kl pemiaTh Jeja Tak, Kak uxX npexae pernann. CoBepiieHHas
HECTPaBeUTUBOCTH !

2-¢. I'paxxmane BUAAT, UTO 3710 6ceeda ObLIO, YTO MHOOU 6Cce20a mepnenu,
MoYeMy U UM HAO0OHO mepnemv. YTEIIEHUE, MOI00HOE TOMY CpPaBHEHHUIO,
koTopoe ymoTpebun Kapams3ua B IX TOoMe, roBOps, YTO PYCCKHE TaK e
CIaBHO yMHUpAIM TMOJ Tomopamu mnanavedd 1aps Moanna IV, kak rpeku
ymupanu npu Tepmormmax!*®

Here one can see that this is not only a methodological disagreement, but the
political divergence of Polevoi with the conservative position of Karamzin. However,
Polevoi limits himself to irony without an explicit continuation of his thought,
probably because of the obstacles posed by censorship.

Still, the distance separating historians from their predecessors often suggests
that a transfer will take place from a direct polemic to the attempt to evaluate
historically the specific character of—Enlightenment—historiography, to understand
it in the framework of its peculiar tasks, which are different in respect to the aims of
the latest “historical scholarship.”

This is how Vasilii Kliuchevskii (1841-1911) estimates Shcherbatov’s activity

in his lectures on Russian historiography:

[Ilep6aToB mpHUCTYIIII K CBOEH paboTe 6e3 JOCTaTOYHON YICHO-TEXHUIECKON
MOJTOTOBKK M MOTOMY JOMYCTHJI HEMAJIO OIIMOOK, 32 KOTOPBIE €My ITOTOM
0O0JBHO J1OCTANOCh... Takux OMMOOK MOXKHO HAWTH OOWIIBHBINA 3amac B €ro
pacckasze. Ho iist Hac BayKHBI HE OHH, a B3IJIS]] aBTOpa HA 3a7aud PyCcCKOro
uctopuorpada. lllepbaToB He MPOCTO M3IAraeT COOBITHS, HA KAXIOM IIary OH
UX 00CYXKIAaeT M 4aCcTO COIMOCTABISET UX C COOBITUSAMU 3aIiaTHOCBPOIIEHCKOM

7 \bid., 41-42.
'8 1bid., 42.
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HUCTOpHUH, KOTOPYK0 OH 3Hal Jydume pycckoil. Ero pacckaz ecThb
CPaBHUTEIHHO-UCTOPUIECKOE HM3IOXKEHUE COOBITHH... Boobme, IllepbaTon
yJayHee yraJblBal BOIPOCHI, YeM pa3peliall uX, — U B 3TOM €ro TJIaBHAs
3acioyra. lllepbaToB — 4YenmoBeK yMHBIH M OuYeHb OOpa30BaHHBINA, HO 0e€3
OCOOCHHBIX JapOBaHU, WCTOpHS €r0 HalHCaHa TKENBIM S3BIKOM. JTO
BMECTE C OT3bIBAMH BONTHHA TOMEMIAN0 yermexy ero HCToprH B obmectse. ™

One can recognize here the repetition of some of Soloviev’s evaluations in a
more concise formulation, and at the same time the indication that Shcherbatov
interpreted historical events by trying to compare them with events of European
history, of which he was better informed. In this one can see a hint that the “specifics”
of Russian history, the idea so appreciated by Romantics that Russian history has its
“special way,” was alien to Enlightenment historiography.

Much more curious is Kluchevskii’s evaluation of Karamzin. What attracts

attention here is a penetrating comparison of his Istoriia with a theatrical play.

Kapam3uH cMOTpUT Ha UCTOpPHUYECKHUE SIBIICHUS, KAK CMOTPHUT 3PUTENH HA TO,
YTO MPOUCXOAUT HA TeaTpalbHOH crieHe. OH CIEANT 3a pedaMH U MOCTYIKaMHU
TepoeB MbEChl, 32 Pa3BUTHEM JIpaMAaTHYeCKOW WHTPWUTH, €€ 3aBsI3KOH U
pa3Bs3KOi. Y HEro Kaxjoe ACUCTBYIOIIEE JIUI0 TMO3MPYeT, KaXIbli (akTt
CTPEMUTCS Pa3BITPAThCs B ApaMaTHUECKyto cieHy. Ilo BpemeHam siBisieTcs Ha
CIIEHy W HapoJl; HO OH OCTAaeTCs Ha 3aJIHEM IUJIaHE, Y CTCHBI, OTICIIIIONICH
CLUEHY OT Kynuc... OH BBIBOJUTCA HE KaK HCTOPHUYECKAsI CPela, B KOTOPOMl
JICHCTBYIOT TEpPOM, a TOXE B pPOJIM 0COOOro TIeposi, MHOTOTOJIOBOIO
nercrytomiero jurma. ['epon KapaMm3uaa nelicTBYIOT B IyCTOM MPOCTPAHCTBE,
0e3 JgeKoparllvii, He UMesl HI HCTOPUYECKOH TIOYBBI IT0JI HOTaMH, HU HAPOTHOU
cpensl BOKpYT celsi... OHM He TPeJICTAaBUTENd HApoJia, HE BBHIXOIAT U3 HETO;
3TO 0COOBIE JIFOIH, JKUBYIIINE CBOEH 0COO0H TeponyecKor )KU3HBI0, cCaMU cels
pOJIAT, YOUBAIOT OJHMH JIPYrOro WU IMOTOM KyJa-TO yXOHAT, WHOTAA CHIIBLHO
XJIOIHYB KapTOHHOU }.‘LBepLIO.ZO

Here, the important distinction is drawn between the type of history, which
was practiced by scholars, particularly by Kliuchevskii himself in the late

nineteenth—early twentieth century, and the classical type of historiography, of which

v, 0. Kliuchevskii, Sochineniia v deviati tomakh, vol. 7 (Moscow: Mysl’, 1989), 208-209.
% Ibid., 274.
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Karamzin was a late representative. For this manner of history writing the main task
was to describe “deeds,” actions of people, and while they were concerned with the
reasons behind actions, for historian it was important to clarify first of all the motives
of the actors. These motives could be rational, in which case it was necessary to
describe the situation of the appearance of the hero, and show the aims he set for
himself and how he expected to fulfill them. Or there could be irrational motives,
feelings, and passions; for example, anger, cruelty, and an uncontrolled thirst for
power. In this case it was important for the historian to find out what the main
character features of the hero were, and demonstrate the connection of his actions in a
particular situation with these features of his character. For the later historians, who
were under the influence of scientific methodology, in the foreground there were
“objective processes” in society, which were perceived as a kind of “environment” by
analogy with the physical environment. Accordingly, one could study processes such
as, for example, “centralization”—by analogy with “crystallization,” a certain natural
process, which always takes place under a certain temperature, pressure, and
concentration of solution. In this paradigm the activity of historical figures, for
example lvan the Terrible or Andrei Kurbskii, was perceived as a more or less
conscious facilitation or hampering of these processes. The agents of the actions could
be considered not necessarily historical persons, but rather institutions or social
groups, such as the “state” or “aristocracy.” In this paradigm the politics of Grozny
were perceived as a realization of the historically necessary process of centralization,
while his personal characteristics added to this process a certain shade, without

changing its essence. This has nothing in common with the idea about the “insane
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tyrant,” who had suddenly begun to kill his subjects. Kliuchevskii’s criticism of
Karamzin was partly connected with the idea that Karamzin did not see such
“transformations of the environment” and instead of explaining the actions of
historical figures as caused by these transformations, he derived these actions from
their character, inner motives, and intentions. Besides, Karamzin’s approach is based
on the assumption that people with the same character would act similarly,
irrespective of their medieval or contemporary dress, and disregarding the scenery.
The essence of human beings does not change over time, and this provides the
historian the right to evaluate historical figures on the basis of abstract moral
judgments, instead of taking into account the specific historical situation. In this sense,
Karamzin’s thinking lacks “historicism,” which became one of the most important
achievements of later Romantic historiography.

Kliuchevskii notes not only what is absent in Karamzin, but also what is

present in his writing as a peculiar characteristic of this type of historiography:

Ho, nwumeHHBle WCTOPUYECKON OOCTAaHOBKH, JEHCTBYIONIME JIHIA Y
Kapam3nna oOkpyxeHbl 0CO0OH HpaBCTBEHHOW arMmocdepoit: 310 —
OTBJICYCHHbIE MOHATHA JOJITa, YECTH, [00pa, 371a, CTPacTH, IOPOKa,
nobponerend. ...Ho Kapam3un He 3arnsasiBaeT 3a HICTOPUYECKHUE KYJIUCHI, HE
CIENT 3a WCTOPUYECKOW CBS3BI0 NMPUYMH M CICACTBHH, Naxe Kak Oyaro
HESICHO TIPeNICTaBIsIeT cede, N3 EHCTBHS KaKUX HCTOPUYECKUX CHJI CIIAaraeTcs
HUCTOPUYECKUM TPOLECC U KaK OHM JAEeUCTBYIOT. [losTomMy y Hero ¢ uenoi
CTPaHOM  COBEpIIAIOTCA  HEOXXHJAHHBIE TEPEBOPOTHI, IIOXOXKHE Ha
MTHOBEHHYIO TEPEBIKKY TEaTPalbHBIX JEKOpalHi... 3aTO HPaBCTBEHHAs
npaBla BBIACPKUBACTCS CTapaTelbHO: MOPOK OOBIKHOBEHHO HaKa3bIBAETCH,
10 KpaifHel Mepe BCer/ia CTPOTo OCYKAAETCsl, CTPAacTh cama ce0s pa3pylaeTt
u T. 1. B3rman Kapam3nHa Ha MCTOPUIO CTPOWICA HE Ha UCTOPUYECKOMN
3aKOHOMEPHOCTH, a Ha HPABCTBEHHO-TICUXOJOTNYeCKOH scTeTuke. Ero
3aHUMaJI0 HE OOIIECTBO C €ro CTPOEHHEM W CKIIaJOM, a YEJIOBEK C €ro
JIMYHBIME KAYeCTBAME M CITydJaifHOCTSIMH JINIHON JKH3HM. .. 2"

2 1bid., 275-276.
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Kliuchevskii’s observations are very penetrating, but they are only partially true. As |
will try to demonstrate, Karamzin’s work cannot be reduced to the transformation of
history into a kind of Shakespearian play; his notions of how society should be
organized also play a significant role in his choice of one of many possible
interpretations of historical events. Clearly, then, the process of the development of
society in the form meant by Kliuchevskii, that is an object of historical sociology,
certainly was not a goal for Karamzin. He was interested in “causes” of events, but
these causes belonged to a moral dimension, they were lodged in the virtues and
passions of those governing the people, whom the fate of a large number of people
depended on. Sometimes Karamzin was looking for the causes of incomprehensible
historical phenomena in the hidden work of Providence, in the realization of a certain
divine design for Russia. The “people,” which as Kliuchevskii wrote were on the
“backstage” of Karamzin’s writings, actually played a more important role, as they
expressed by their opinion “divine judgment” in evaluating the fairness or unfairness
of the behavior of those who acted on the main stage. In this sense, if we pursue the
analogy with drama, the people play for Karamzin the role of the ancient choir,
prompting the reader (like spectators in a theater) how to react to certain actions of the
main characters. Moreover, this is an emotional moral reaction rather than a rational
judgment. What is appreciated is not the effectiveness of the policy, but its moral
component: cruelty. “Effectiveness” is even condemned, while the victims, though not
entirely innocent, are sympathized with.

Now, let me turn from the opinions on Shcherbatov and Karamzin by

prominent historians, who themselves wrote “general” histories of Russia, to a special
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historiographical work written also by serious historian and a later well-known
politician of the liberal camp, Pavel Miliukov (1859-1943).

Miliukov compares Shcherbatov with his opponent Boltin, regarding them as
representatives of “rationalist” and “scientific” approaches to history, respectively.
The latter signifies the search in history for general regularities, defining the “morals”
of a certain people and determining their gradual transformations. Here Miliukov
continues the idea of Kliuchevskii, who saw in Boltin a predecessor of the scientific
methods of the next century, which were focused on the objective conditions of
historical processes instead of searching for causes of particular events. Miliukov
finds in Shcherbatov’s writings the opposite approach to the task of historical

explanation.

B npunoxennn K UCTOpHH, PAMOHAIMCTHYECKAs TOYKA 3PEHUS €CTh IO
NPEUMYIIECTBY HMHAMBUAyalucTHdeckas. JluuHocTh, Oonee WM MeHee
CBOOOIHAS, SIBIIICTCS C 3TOW TOYKHU 3pEHUS] TBOPIIOM UCTOPHH. XOJ COOBITHIN
0OBSACHSIETCS, KaK Pe3yJbTaT CO3HATEIBHON HESITeTbHOCTH JIMYHOCTH, — U3
HI'PbI CTpaCTeﬁ, N3 MOJUTHYCCKUX W HUHBIX PaCUYCTOB, U3 CHUJIbI, XUTPOCTH,
oOMaHa, — CJIOBOM, M3 JAEWCTBUS JIMYHOM BOJM Ha BOJIO MAacChl, C OJHOU
CTOPOHBI, WU W3 TOMYMHEHHUS 3TOH MAacCOBOW BOJIM, — IO TIIYIOCTH, II0
CYeBEpHUIO U UHBIM MOTHBaM, — C JAPYyroi cropoHsl. B moadope Takoro pona
00BSACHEHHMH U 3aKII0YaeTcs npazmamuzm ucTopuka. Llens nparmaTuaeckoro
paccka3a CUMTAeTCs JIOCTUTHYTOK, €CIIM HCTOPUYECKOE COOBITHE CBEICHO K
JICUCTBUIO JIMYHOW BOJH, W €CJIIU OTO JACUCTBHUE OOBSICHEHO M3 OOBIYHOTO
MEXaHU3Ma YeJI0BEYECKOU Hyum.22

By “rationalism” Miliukov understands the explanation of historical events by
deliberate actions of persons, motivated by a sort of “rational” calculation. Of course,
irrational “passions” are always present, but they could be also “rationally” explained
by a historian. This looks strange within a customary opposition between “reason” and

“passions,” but, probably, such evaluation of Shcherbatov’s way of reasoning can be

22 Miliukov, Ocherki istorii istoricheskoi nauki, 54.
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regarded as a projection of Miliukov’s own worldview. A more exact explanation
requires a closer analysis of Miliukov’s liberal outlook, but this would lead us too far
from our main topic.

If one accepts Miliukov’s viewpoint, which is a continuation of the position of
Soloviev and Kliuchevskii, Shcherbatov’s narration should be separated into discreet
“actions,” each of which is explained rationalistically by the analysis of the motives,
calculations, aspirations, and passions of acting individuals. Further on 1 will
demonstrate that this is not entirely true, and that the general construction of the
narrative (at least in the later volumes) influences essentially the interpretation of
particular episodes. The examples mentioned by Miliukov are taken from the first
volumes which were written by Shcherbatov in his early, “pre-critical” period, and
Miliukov could have failed to notice this influence. Probably because of this, he
regards Shcherbatov as unable to manage the vast amount of raw material which was

in his hands.

V¥ coBpemenHunkoB ucropus LllepdaTosa... nmpuobpena OypHYIO pemyTalHMIO.
Ee cunramu cyxoli W CKy4YHOH; W, KOHEYHO, OHa Obla HamwcaHa He JJis
Oonpmoi myoauku. YTo ropa3no Xyxke, — ee CUMTaTd HEKPUTUYHOM U TIOJTHOM
omnO0K; 3TO OBLIO CHpaBeIMBO OTHOCHUTENIFHO IEPBBIX TOMOB, Ha KOTOpbIE
o0pymmIacek KpUTHKA;, HO, KaK OOIIasi olleHKa BceX 15-TH TOMOB, — TakKoi
OT3BIB HE MOXKET CUWTAThCAd CHpaBeUIMBHIM. HakoHem, ee cumrtanm He
NpOJyMaHHOH, HE MPOHMKHYTOH OOWICI0 Hieeil; U 3TO ObUIO COBEPIIEHHO
CIIPaBEUIMBO, TaK KaK PalMOHAIMCTUYECKHE MPHUEMBI TOJIKOBAHHS COOBITHH
M0 CaMOMY CBOEMY CBOMCTBY OCTaBaJMCh CIMIIKOM BHEUTHUMH W HE MOTIHU
JlaTh BHYTPEHHEH CBSI3U H3JI0’KeHUI0. HO MOKHO MOCTaBUTH BONPOC, B KaKOU
cTerneHn 3ta ocobeHHOCcTh Tpyaa LllepOaToBa 3aBuCena OT JIMYHBIX CBOMCTB
WUCTOpPUKA, W B KakKOM CTENeHHM OHa BBITEKAaJa W3 CaMBIX CBOMWCTB
TOCTABIICHHO 3a1aun.”

2 bid., 63-64.
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In other words, Miliukov indicates the inability of Shcherbatov to achieve an
historical synthesis in the sense in which Soloviev wrote about it, that is, to trace a
“general direction of history.” But Miliukov also understands that this inability stems
from his different understanding of the task of the historian. Yet, Miliukov saw this
task only in the choice of pragmatic explanations. One can say that Miliukov felt that
he was confronted with another historical paradigm, but he did not extend his analysis,
limiting himself only to ascribing “rationalism” to it, which reduces this mode of
explanation only to a search for personal motives. This is partially true, but obviously
insufficient, because Shcherbatov was interested not so much in the causes of events,
as in their evaluation, but rather in uncovering the significance of these events or
political actions from the perspective of his ideas about true or erroneous policy, and
his general ideas on the right and wrong functioning of the political mechanism. It is
this that brings coherence to Shcherbatov’s narration, yet not the type of coherence for
which Miliukov was looking.

Regarding Karamzin’s Istoriia, Miliukov took a strongly critical position.
Using the early thought of Karamzin in his Pis’'ma russkogo puteshestvennika
(“Letters of a Russian traveler”), when Karamzin only aimed to “animate and paint in

color” Russian history, Miliukov ascribes the same intention to the mature Karamzin.

MBI MeeM Bce OCHOBaHHS JyMaTh, YTO, M CHACJABIIMCH CaM HCTOPHUKOM,
KapaM3I/IH HE M3MCHMJI CBOUX B3TJIAJ0B Ha 3aJadyd MHCTOPHYCCKOI'O
npousBeieHus. .. VicTopus 1omkHa OBITH 3aHUMATEIbHA: IO COOOPaKEHUSM
YTHJIUTAPHBIM, TI0 COOOPaXEHHUSIM 3CTETHYECKUM, [0 COOOpaKEHUSIM
MaTpUOTUYCCKUM, — KakK Obl TO HH 6BI.HO, HO HUCTOpUA JOJDKHA 6BITB
3aHMMAaTeNbHA. .. TakuM 00pa3oM, 3a HEMMEHHEM NMPUYUHHOM CBSA3U MEKIY
coObrTusiMu, KapaM3wH TpPHIYMBIBAET CBOKO CBSI3b, CHIUIUCHIUYECK)IO,
YUTATEIO, MOJOXKHUBIIeMycs Ha Kapam3una, 5Ta cBsi3b MOTJIa OBl MOKA3aThCs
MIPUYUHHOHN, ecli OBl BEeCh paccka3 He OBLI pacCUMTaH Ha OBICTPOE, JIETKOE
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YTEHHE, TII0CJe KOTOPOTrO0 HHKAKOTO BOCIIOMHHAHHA 000 Bcel OTOH
MCKYCCTBEHHO HaHW3aHHOW HUTH COOBITHI BCE paBHO HE OCTAETCH. ..

[Momumo cTUAMCTHYECKOW CBs3u coObiTui, y Kapam3uHa ecTh H
JIPYroil TUTEpaTypHBIA MPUEM, HE MEHEE BPEASIIUA HAyYHOMY TOCTOMHCTBY
W3TIOKEHUsl. JTO — €ero TMICHUXOJIOTHYecKass MOTHBHPOBKA JEHCTBHIA
[llepOaToB, MBI BUICTH, TOXKE JFOOUT IICHUXOJOTHYCSCKYI0 MOTHBHUPOBKY, XOTS
U OTJCISCT €€ OT CTPOro-(hakKTHYECKOr0 M3JI0KEHUS; HO JIOOMMBIC MOTHBBI
000MX WCTOPUKOB TaK >K€ pa3Nu4Hbl, Kak panuoHamm3Mm lllepbaroBa u
ceaTuMeHTamm3M Kapamsuna. ['epon IllepbatoBckoil mcTopun IeHCTBYIOT
MPEUMYIECTBEHHO U3 MOJIUTUYECKUX BUIOB. I'epon Hcmopuu cocydapcmea
Poccutickoeo pykoBOmATCSI B CBOUX JICUCTBHUSIX «HEXHOK YYBCTBH-
TEITHHOCTBIO.

As we will see further, Miliukov is partially right in his criticisms, although he
also recognizes the scholarly significance of Karamzin’s references.”® But without
denying the artistic aims of Karamzin’s work with sources, and his intention to present
history in a more entertaining way, | do not regard this artistic style as the only aim of
Karamzin. Historical narrative is for Karamzin, as we will see, intended to express and
justify a distinct political doctrine: autocracy as it was understood by Karamzin. One
can read about this in detail in the chapters of this dissertation which are devoted to a
close reading of the Istoriia gosudarstva rossiiskago. Now it is important to note that
Miliukov denies the “scientific character” of Karamzin’s work, regarding it only as a
work of art based on the events of Russian history. | consider this evaluation to be
unfair and reflecting a lack of understanding, on the part of a representative of a later
“scientific” paradigm in historiography, of the aims and motives by which the
representatives of the other Enlightenment paradigm were guided. For the latter it was
important to “understand” Russia, which they imagined as an entity defined by the

conditions of its geographical position but generally unchanging in time. As a living

2 1bid., 153-156.
% bid., 152.
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organism, which is changing from youth to old age but remains identical to itself,
Russia, in accordance with this point of view, could only perish or disintegrate but
could not change its essence. This did not exclude development in the sense of
growing maturity, a gradual more articulate expression of Russia’s original features.
These features would be expressed most completely in contemporary Russia, but their
origin could have been found in antiquity. Therefore, looking narrowly at the
characteristics of an ancient country, Karamzin and Shcherbatov sought in them the
reflection of phenomena of contemporary Russia, resolving different problems in
comparison with the “scientific historiography” of Soloviev, Kliuchevskii, and
Miliukov, who looked for the regularities of the “historical process of the
development of society.”

Another important idea of Miliukov can be illustrated by the following

quotation:

Brmsiaue mep6aToBCcKoi BcTopuu He ociabeBaeT 0 caMoro KoHma Mcmopuu
eocyoapcmea Poccuiickoeo. Koneuno, Kapam3uH camMoCTOSTEIHHO H3ydaeT
CBOM MCTOYHHUKH, HO U TyT Ll]epOaToB yka3pIiBaeT emy, /e, KOria U 9YTO HaI0
u3y4datsk. ...Ho He TONbKO B yKa3aHUSAX Ha UCTOYHHUKH Momoraer Kapamsuny
[ep6aroB; eme cuibHee 00HAPYKUBAETCSI €r0 BIUSHHE B CAMOM paccKase.
UYacto mopsiaok usnoxkenus ll{epbaroBa mpuanmaercs u Kapam3uHbIM; e1iie
yame KapaM3uH NpUHMMAaET OT/ENbHBIC TOJKOBAHUS W TPEANOIOKESHUS
[llep6aToBa... BuaHo, uT0 TOM IIEpOATOBCKOW HCTOPWUH BCETNa JIeXkKal Ha
MUCBMEHHOM CTOJIe McToprorpada M J1aBajg eMy IOCTOSHHO I'OTOBYIO HUTh
JUISL pacckaza M TeMy JUId pacCyXAeHus... B pe3ynbTare mepeckaza
MIEPEeJIeNIKY TsHKEIOBeCHbIe, HeyKitoxkue (passl LllepbaToBa mpeBparmiaroTcs B
OJiecTsIIMe, 3aKPYIJICHHbIE M OTTOYCHHBbIC Meprojbpl Kapam3uHa, HO OuYeHb
YaCTO HACTOSAIIMI CMBICH M 33JHHE MBICIA 3THUX KPAaCHUBBIX MEPHOIOB MBI
MOMMEeM TOJILKO TOT/a, KOorja OyJeM HMETh Iepe]| Tila3aMu MapauiebHOe
usnoxenne [llepGarosa.?®

% 1hid., 148.
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All of this is partially true, but in his desire to “expose” Karamzin, Miliukov seems to
have gone too far. Indeed, a comparison of the texts of Shcherbatov’s and Karamzin’s
Istoriia sometimes makes the impression that Karamzin tries to answer questions that
Shcherbatov asks. But it is important that he answered them in his own way. One can
reproach Karamzin for not referring to Shcherbatov in each case that he answers one
of Shcherbatov’s puzzles or reproduces with some corrections his ideas, but in his
notes Karamzin usually does not refer to the secondary literature, only to primary
sources. This concerns the difference in understanding why a scholarly apparatus is
needed in historical works. In Miliukov’s time, in the age of scholarly monographs
and academic schools, the requirement of acknowledging of one’s predecessors was
certainly much stronger.

Moreover, as | will demonstrate, Karamzin did not always follow Shcherbatov
in the interpretation of particular facts and in the very manner of constructing the
narrative. The difference is connected, in particular, with the fact that both histories
have different ideological directions, which in many ways define the mode of ordering
events into a narrative sequence. Shcherbatov and Karamzin posed different questions
because they were preoccupied by different problems in their contemporary Russia.
Shcherbatov tried to justify the need for dividing power between the monarch and a
“virtuous” aristocracy. Karamzin strove to prove the necessity of a formally unlimited
autocracy and, simultaneously, a union based on mutual love and trust between the
monarch and the people. Both historians tried to see in ancient times the origins of an
“ideal” state of things and to demonstrate that the state would collapse if rulers

deviated from the right direction of policy. Certainly, depending on the difference of
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the aims of Shcherbatov and Karamzin, their interpretations of particular historical
periods in their entirety, and particular historical events as well, also differ. The details
can be found in the chapters of this work devoted to the analysis of particular episodes
of each author’s Istoriia.

Miliukov’s work was a kind of high point in the historiographical development
of our topic in pre-revolutionary Russia. The Soviet period was in this, as well as
many other respects, more a degradation rather than a development, although even
there, among massive ideological sediments, one can find sometimes valuable ideas.

The stereotypical opinion of Shcherbatov and Karamzin was, certainly, that
they were reactionary noble historians, supporters of autocracy and serfdom, so there
was little sense in discussing them at length. On the other hand, it was impossible to
deny their significance for historical scholarship, as on the same ground one would
have had to reject the entire pre-revolutionary historiographical tradition, except the
works of Marxist historians. Therefore, one had to make a compromise and
distinguish “progressive” and “reactionary” features in the writing of “noble” and
“bourgeois” historians. This is how it was done, for example, by Nikolai Rubinshtein
(1897-1963) in the first quite comprehensive work on Russian historiography which
was published in the Soviet era (1942). Rubinshtein’s evaluation of Shcherbatov was

the following:

BHyTpeHHsis1 CBsI3b MCTOPUKO-TTONUTHYECKHX Bo33peHuil lllepbaToBa Hamia
SpKOe BBIpaXEHHE B ero BeICTyIuieHusX B Kommccnn o6 Ynoxennn 1767—
1768 rr. llepbaroB sBuiCS 37ech SIPKUM MOOOPHUKOM COLMAJIBHBIX U
MOJIMTUUECKUX MPUBWIECTHHA ABOPSHCTBA MPOTUB MPUTA3aHUI KylledecTBa U
KpecTbsiHCTBa. OH  BBICTyHal C  HMCTOPUYECKUM M INOJUTHYECKUM
000CHOBaHHEM HMCKOHHOCTU KPEIOCTHHYECKUX IIpaB ABOPSHCTBA... boiee
JAILHOBUAHBIN MTPEeACTaBUTENh CBOEro Kiacca, LllepbaToB riayboko omrymaer
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BHYTPEHHHE MPOTUBOPEUYHUS M HaszpeBliue TpyaHoctH. Ho panekuil eme oT
MIOHUMAaHUSl BHYTPEHHEH 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH COLHMAJIbHO-3KOHOMUYECKOIO
pas3BUTHS OOILECTBA, OH CKJIOHEH MCKAaTh KOHEYHOTO pa3pellieHusl BOIpoca B
MOJIMTUYECKON JesTenbHOCTH BiacTth... OTcroma ero TpebOoBaHue Oosee
PEIINTENEHOM NBOPSIHCKON MOJMUTHKY MPaBUTENBCTBA U IPUTSA3aHKE Ha Ooee
HENOCPECTBEHHOE  Y4acTHE CcaMoro JBOpSHCTBAa B  YIPaBJICHUH,
MOJKPEIUIIeMOe HCTOPUYECKUM OOOCHOBAaHHMEM COBMECTHOTO YIIPaBICHHS
maps ¢ ero Oospamu. OTCrOfa W3BECTHAs OMNMO3HIHNS «IIPOCBEIICHHOMY
abcomoT3My»  EKaTepmHHHCKOTO  IIapCTBOBAHHA... JTa  OIMIIO3WIUSL
[llepOaToBa Oblia ONIO3MIIMEH «CIIPaBa», KOHCEPBATUBHOM OMIIO3HUIINEH.

[omutnueckue B3rmmsiael LllepbaroBa HaNUIM OTpakeHUE B €ro
HMCTOPUYECKOM KOHLEMLWM, HCXOAUBIIEH W3 JNBOPSHCKOM MOJUTHYECKOU
nporpammsr. ..~

Proceeding from the connection, characteristic for Marxism, of the historical
theory of Shcherbatov with his political ideas, which in their turn were conditioned by
the “class attachment” of a given historian, Rubinshtein, nevertheless, quite correctly
argues that the historical constructions of Shcherbatov cannot be understood without
taking into account his attitude towards the political problems of contemporaneous
society. Shcherbatov quite consciously took the position of defending the privileges of
his own social group. It is quite another matter that this group was not a well-defined
“class,” possessing definite objective characteristics, but rather an “imagined
community.” Shcherbatov imagined the “Russian aristocracy” on the model of a
Western European one, and attributed to it the “virtues” which had to be transmitted
from generation to generation by means of an aristocratic upbringing. At the same
time it is important to note that Shcherbatov distinguished clearly the “nobility of
service,” which emerged in Russia due to the Petrine “Table of Ranks,” and the
“nobility of birth,” stemming from the Muscovite boyar aristocracy of the pre-Petrine

age.

"' N. L. Rubinshtein, Russkaia istoriografiia (St. Petersburg: Izdatelstvo Sankt-Peterburgskogo
universiteta, 2008), 131.
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Yet, political views are one thing, and the construction of a particular historical
narration, based on primary sources, is another. This is how Rubinshtein tries to
connect the political “conservatism” of Shcherbatov with his historiographical

method.

IlepemoBast MbICIb  (DpPaHIy3CKMX  IPOCBETHTENEH, oOOpamieHHas K
npuoIKaromeicss OypKya3HOH PEBOIIIOLUK, BCE PEUIMTENbHEE BBIABHTAET
npobjeMy HCTOPHYECKOTO CHHTE3a, BOMPOC €JUHCTBA M 3aKOHOMEPHOCTHU
UCTOPUYECKOr0 pas3BUTHA. ...Jmess enmHCTBa HCTOPUYECKOrO Pa3sBUTHUS
IIPEBpPALIAETCs B TEOPUIO IIporpecca. ..

OTMeueHHOE HalpaBlieHHE... BHJIUT B pa3yMe, B IPOCBELICHUU
OCHOBHYIO TBOPYECKYIO, JBIDKYLIYIO CHIIy HCTOPHUECKOTO PA3BUTHS. . .

OpaHIy3cKUe MaTePHAIMCTHI... JENAlT MOIBITKA MOTYWHHUTH
palOHANNCTHYECKOE TIOCTPOEHHE BCEMHPHO-MCTOPHUYECKOTO Ipoliecca
3aKOHaM TIPUPOJIBI, BO3ACHCTBHUIO T€OrpauuecKoil cpensl. . ..

Ha ppyrom mnomtoce B 3TO K€ BpeMsl NMPOUCXOAUT JalbHeiiee
320CTPEHUE YUCTO MPAarMaTHUECKOro HANpaBICHUs, YyXA0ro Guiaocodckomy
0000IIEHNI0, OMUPAIOIIETOCs] Ha EeIWHUYHBIA (aKT B €ro KOHKPETHOW W
WHIMBUAYaIbHOH 00YyCIOBIEHHOCTH. IICMXOJIOTHUECKU mparMaTH3M...
npuobpeTan Temepb KOHCEPBATHBHBIM XapakTep IO OTHOLIEHHIO K
PEBOIIOIIMOHHBIM HMACAM HOBOTO BPEMCHH... INParMaTru4€CKOC HaIpaBJICHHUC
3aKpeIsUIoch B AHINIMM M HAlUIO CBOE€ HauOoJjiee IOJIHOE BHIpAKEHHE B
XVIII B. B Tpynax... IsBuga FOma. ...

K mparmarusmy JI. FOma oOpatuicst uneosor nBopsiHckod Poccum
IllepGaroB.”

We can see here the imposition, typical for Soviet Marxism, of the scheme of
“class struggle” to all phenomena, the search for “progressive” (in this case, the
French Enlightenment thinkers, especially “materialists”) and “reactionary” trends
(among whom he ranks the “English” thinkers under the leadership of the Scottish
Hume). Shcherbatov is linked to Hume because the former quoted the latter in the
preface to the first volume of his history. Shcherbatov’s tendency, noted by the pre-
revolutionary historians to give psychological explanations for the actions of his

protagonists appears, for Rubinshtein, an occasion for linking him with the

2 1bid., 135-137.
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“reactionary” English trend, and this is directly connected with the “reactionary”
political position of Shcherbatov, his criticism “from the right” of the enlightened
absolutism of Catherine 1.

Rubinshtein pays tribute to Shcherbatov as a historian, but only in the high

esteem of his work on the preliminary collection and processing of historical sources.

Mosxer ObITh, HEONAromapHbIA, HEBBIUTPBHINIHBIA 110 CBOMM BHEIIHUM
KadecTBaM, HO OonbIoii u ynopHslid Tpyn LllepbaroBa, coOpaBiiero BOeInHO
OTPOMHBIE «IIPUTIACKD» UCTOPUYECKUX 3HAHUN 0 Poccuu M CBSA3aBIIETO UX B
OIHO 1enoe, OB, OIHAKO, CEPbE3HOM M HEOOXOAMMOW CTYNEHBIO B
(opMHPOBaHNH UCTOPUIECKON HAYKH B Poccun.”®

As for the particular theories of Shcherbatov, devoted to special historical
periods, Rubinshtein tries to regard them as a direct reflection of his political ideas.
This, for example, is how he characterizes Shcherbatov’s interpretation in his Istoriia

of the period of the reign of Ivan the Terrible:

IlepBoHa4anbHBIM ~ TMOJUTUYECKUM  yCIeXaM  —  BOCCTAHOBJICHHIO
caMoIepKaBUsl — IPOTUBOCTOST KOH(MIIMKT ¢ OOSPCTBOM, ONPUYHMHA U Ka3HU
I'po3HOro. OTO HCTOpPHUYECKOE MNPOTHBOPEUYHME MOJIYYMIO CBOE BHEILIHEE
paspelieHHe B pa3AeiCHUH HUCTOPUM LApCTBOBaHUS ['po3Horo Ha jBa
nepuona. 3xech  lllepOaToB  CTONKHYNICS ¢ OCTpo  mpoOsemoit
COBPEMEHHOCTH, TaK SPKO OTPAKEHHOH B €ro MyOJIMIICTHKE, TOKa3bIBaBIIeH
MCTOPUYECKYIO POJIb KpyNHOro OosipcTBa... B mepBeid mepuox Msan 1V
OKpY>KeH JIOOPBIMH COBETHUKAMHU M IIAPCTBYET MYJPO, YMEPSsl CBOU CTPACTH,
a BO BTOPOM TeEpHO, TOIIABIINCH CBOMM CTPAcTSIM U IOTYOMB CBOUX
COBETHHKOB, OH TIPHBEN TOCYAAapCcTBO K pasopeHuio. ...CioBoM, cuia
I'po3noro — B coBete 6OSPCKOM, pa3pbiB ¢ OOSAPCTBOM U HapyIllIEHHE UX MPaB
— BrHA ['pO3HOTO M MpUYMHA MOCKOBCKOTO pa3opeHus. JTa TemMa Mo3ke Oblia
passepryta H. M. Kapamsussiv.®

The schematic character of Rubinshtein’s approach, for which the main goal was to

demonstrate the “class nature” of Shcherbatov’s views, led him to ignore the

2 bid., 152-153.
% 1bid., 149-150.
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difference between the ideas of Kurbskii and their interpretation by Shcherbatov and
Karamzin. All the three authors appear as the defenders of the “interests” of the
boyars in their struggle for participation in governing the state.

On the other hand, the very attempt of historians to connect the interpretation
of specific phenomena of the past with the actual contemporary questions can be
salient—especially for the historiography of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries, which was not limited by the demand of “historicism” proclaimed by
Romantic historiography. But, certainly, the study of the interaction of historical
interpretation and political ideas, and moreover the ideas and place of a particular
historian in a social and cultural world of his period, must be specific rather than
based on preconceived “class” schemata. Let us note that Rubinshtein himself writes
here about “grand boyars,” allegedly advocated by Shcherbatov, whereas earlier the
same author ascribed to Shcherbatov a commitment to the “interests of nobility” as a
whole. Probably, the idea that the petty nobility and the great landowning aristocracy
may treat autocracy differently seemed from the point of view of “class struggle” an
insignificant detail because the issue was related to different groups within the same
“class.”

Let me finish here the detailed analysis of the historiographical views of those
who wrote about Shcherbatov and Karamzin. | will provide here only a brief overview
of later developments. More details on the literature concerning the political views of

Shcherbatov and Karamzin can be found in further chapters.
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In the works of Ivan Fedosov*! and Sergei Peshtich,* a Marxist approach to
the analysis of the works of Shcherbatov was developed. At the same time, already in
1960-ies, the gradual overcoming of former stereotypes began. This was especially
clear in the works of philologists, in particular Zemphira Rustam-Zade.* In the United
States and England there appeared interesting works by Antony Lentin®* and Joan
Afferica® analyzing the political views of Shcherbatov. Interesting observations are
also suggested in an article by Marc Raeff.*® These Western works partially continue
the pre-revolutionary tradition of liberal historiography of the political views of
Shcherbatov. In regard to Karamzin, the first serious analysis was undertaken by
Richard Pipes.*” He indicated “monarchy,” as analyzed by Montesquieu, as a point of
departure for Karamzin in his understanding of autocracy. This is not entirely
accurate, but it provides a salient inspiration for a more detailed study. Later, the
political views of Karamzin were analyzed more comprehensively by Joseph Laurence

Black.® Already at the end of the Soviet period pioneering works on Karamzin were

311, A. Fedosov, Iz istorii russkoi obshchestvennoi mysli XVI11 stoletiia: M. M. Shcherbatov (Moscow:
Izdatel’stvo Moskovskogo universiteta, 1967).

%25, L. Peshtich, Russkaia istoriografiia XVIII veka, pt. 3 (Leningrad: Izdatelstvo Leningradskogo
universiteta, 1971).

% 7. P. Rustam-Zade, M. M. Shcherbatov, ego publitsisticheskiie i literaturno-khudozhestvennye
proizvedeniia (PhD diss., University of Leningrad, 1967).

¥ Antony Lentin, “Introduction,” in Prince M. M. Shcherbatov: On the Corruption of Morals in Russia,
ed. Antony Lentin (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1969).

% Joan Afferica, The Political and Social Thought of Prince M. M. Shcherbatov (PhD diss., Harvard
University, 1966).

% Marc Raeff, “State and Nobility in the Ideology of M. M. Shcherbatov,” The American Slavic and
East European Review 19 (October 1960): 363-379.

%" Richard Pipes, Karamzin's Memoir on Ancient and Modern Russia (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1959).

% J. L. Black, Nicholas Karamzin and Russian Society in the Nineteenth Century (Toronto: University
of Toronto Press, 1975).
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published by Natan Eidelman® and Yurii Lotman.*’ They uncovered the “second
layer” in his political texts, that is, the peculiar paradoxes evidenced in Karamzin’s
combination of the love of freedom with the defense of “autocracy.”

Since the end of the Soviet period, there have appeared more works on the two
historians who in the Soviet period did not attract much attention for political reasons.
Particular mention must be made of the pioneer work on Shcherbatov by the
philosopher Tatiana Artemieva.** The study of Karamzin’s writings in accordance
with already established traditions belongs to the sphere of literary studies (works by
Yurii Stennik,*? Liubov’ Sapchenko,* and Olga Goncharova*). Yet, a serious and
detailed analysis of Shcherbatov’s and Karamzin’s Istorila from a new
historiographical standpoint has not appeared yet. The dissertation by Svetlana
Kalinina,* valuable in many respects, characterizing Shcherbatov’s activity as a
statesman, avoids the analysis of his political writings. In the dissertation of Nikolai

Serenchenko,*® the connection of Shcherbatov’s political writings with his political

¥ N. Ya. Eidelman, Poslednii letopisets (Moscow: Kniga, 1983).
“0yu. M. Lotman, Sotvoreniie Karamzina (Moscow: Kniga, 1987).

T, V. Artem’eva, Mikhail Shcherbatov (St. Petersburg: Izdatel’stvo Sankt-Peterburgskogo
universiteta, 1994).

“2yu. V. Stennik, Ideia “drevnei” i “novoi” Rossii v literature i obshchestvenno-istoricheskoi mysli
XVIII — nachala XIX veka (St. Petersburg: Nauka, 2004).

* L. A. Sapchenko, N. M. Karamzin: Sud ba naslediia (Vek XIX) (Ulianovsk: Ulianovskii
godudarstvennyi universitet, 2003).

* 0. M. Goncharova, Viast’ traditsii i “novaia Rossiia” v literaturnom sozmanii vtoroi poloviny XVI1|
veka (St. Petersburg: Izdatel’stvo RKHGI, 2004).

® 5. G. Kalinina, Gosudarstvennaia deiatel’'nost’ M.M.Shcherbatova. Idei i praktika, 1767-1790 (PhD
diss., University of Moscow, 2004).

*N. V. Serechenko, Istoricheskiie i politicheskie vzgliady kniazia M. M. Shcherbatova: faktor
individual 'nogo sotsial 'nogo opyta (PhD diss., University of Moscow, 2008).
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career has been studied. The dissertation by Maria Kozlova® traces Shcherbatov’s use
of literary images connected with antiquity. Generally, one can say that the texts of
Shcherbatov, especially his Istoriia, have not been comprehensively studied. By
contrast, on the Istoriia by Karamzin there exists a wide range of scholarly literature.
Especially useful is a book by Vladimir Kozlov,*® published in the Soviet period,
which is devoted to the perception of the Istoriia by contemporaries and later
generations. The same author analyses the image of Boris Godunov in Karamzin’s
Istoriia and draws similarities between historian’s description of this ambitious
grandee and the aristocratic opinion on Alexander I’s favorite Mikhail Speransky.*
Thus, Kozlov demonstrates that Karamzin’s historical narrative can be read as a
political message for historian’s contemporaries. Valuable interpretations of
Karamzin’s Istoriia can be found in recent works in the field of literary studies,
particularly by Caryl Emerson, Andrew Wachtel, and Kevin Platt.>® But the political
language of Karamzin and the intellectual influences which were creatively adopted in

his Istoriia still await study.

*" M. I. Kozlova, Retseptsiia antichnovsti v istoricheskoi mysli XVIII veka (opyt M. M. Shcherbatova)
(PhD diss., University of Kazan, 2011).

V. P. Kozlov, “Istoriia gosudarstva Rossiiskogo” N. M. Karamzina v otsenkakh sovremennikov
(Moscow: Nauka, 1989).

“V. P. Kozlov, “N. M. Karamzin o Borise Godunove (K kharakteristike obshchestvenno-
politicheskikh i istoricheskikh vzgliadov)” in Obshchestvennaia mysl’ v Rossii XIX veka (Leningrad:
Nauka, 1986), 19-34.

%0 Caryl Emerson, Boris Godunov: Transpositions of a Russian Theme (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1986); Andrew Wachtel, An Obsession with History: Russian Writers Confront the
Past (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1990); Kevin Platt, Terror and Greatness: lvan and Peter as
Russian Myths (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2011). | am especially grateful to Prof. Andreas
Schonle for these references.
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The present work does not aim at a comprehensive analysis of each Istoriia.
Rather, it focuses primarily on the uncovering and comparison of the political ideas
that influenced the formation of each historian’s specific interpretation of political
events in the reigns of Ivan the Terrible and Boris Godunov. In this statement of
purpose it might be possible to detect a certain influence of Marxist historiography,
but | hope that | have managed to overcome the schemata of the Soviet period due to

the use of the methodology of the intellectual history.
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CHAPTER 1: THE POLITICAL IDEAS

OF MIKHAIL SHCHERBATOV

§1.1 Narratives of Corruption: History and Utopia

in the Political Writings of Prince Mikhail Shcherbatov

Introduction

Prince Mikhail Mikhailovich Shcherbatov (1733-1790) has been for a long time a
victim of an anachronistic approach towards the history of ideas. In liberal Russian
historiography (and by continuation in most of the Western ones, not to speak of
Soviet Marxism) he was regarded as a “conservative,” even a “reactionary” champion
of aristocratic privileges, and a defender of serfdom. At the same time, beginning from
Herzen’s publication of Shcherbatov’s treatise, O povrezhdenii nravov v Rossii (On
the Corruption of Morals in Russia), together with Radishchev’s Puteshestvie iz S.
Peterburga v Moskvu (“Journey from St. Petersburg to Moscow”), Shcherbatov’s
merits as a critic of autocracy and despotism were acknowledged by liberals. Herzen’s
interpretation, influenced by the confrontation between “Westernizers” and
“Slavophiles” of his own time, regarded Shcherbatov and Radishchev as two poles of
anti-despotic polemics, the former as a critic from the point of view of the past, the
latter (a radical and a critic of serfdom) from the point of view of the future. Of

course, this meant that the liberal program, including the abolition of serfdom and the
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parliamentary democracy, was regarded as a norm in respect to which the political
thinkers of the eighteenth century must be judged “progressive” or “reactionary.”

In the Soviet era, I. A. Fedosov® was the first who made an attempt to
rehabilitate Shcherbatov, at least partially, as a representative of the Russian
Enlightenment, though the author still regarded his protagonist as a defender of the
“class interests” of the pomeshchiks and the “feudal” aristocracy. The dissertation of
Z. P. Rustam-Zade® (who was not a philosopher, but a philologist) gave a more
complimentary description, underlining the enlightened (and therefore “progressive”)
characteristics of Shcherbatov’s thought. In the West, significant contributions were
made by Marc Raeff,® Joan Afferica,* and Antony Lentin, the latter published the
English translation of On the Corruption of Morals together with a substantial
introduction of monographic length. However, with all the reservations, the same
conclusion was made, namely, that Shcherbatov’s thought contained a peculiar
mixture of “progressive” and “reactionary” traits, or rather he used some
“progressive” ideas of the Western Enlightenment in order to substantiate his

essentially “reactionary” political program.

L 1. A. Fedosov, Iz istorii russkoi obshchestvennoi mysli XVIII stoletiia: M. M. Shcherbatov (Moscow:
Izdatel’stvo Moskovskogo universiteta, 1967).

2 Z. P. Rustam-Zade, Zhizhn’ I tvorchestvo M. M. Shcherbatova (St. Petersburg: Lejla, 2000). This is a
publication of the text of her kandidatskaia dissertation: M. M. Shcherbatov, ego publitsisticheskiie i
literaturno-khudozhestvennye proizvedeniia (PhD diss., University of Leningrad, 1967).

¥ Marc Raeff, “State and Nobility in the Ideology of M. M. Shcherbatov,” The American Slavic and
East European Review 19 (October 1960): 363-379.

* Joan Afferica, The Political and Social Thought of Prince M. M. Shcherbatov (PhD diss., Harvard
University, 1966).

® Antony Lentin, ed., Prince M.M. Shcherbatov: On the Corruption of Morals in Russia (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1969).
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The exchange of opinions about Shcherbatov, which took place at the Fourth
International Conference of the Study Group on Eighteenth-Century Russia in July
1989,° shows that nothing had significantly changed in that time in comparison with
the works of 1960s. For example, one of participants of the discussion, Gerald 1.

Leonard asserted:

Despite Shcherbatov’s many positive and progressive ideas, the thrust of his
thoughts on the most important issues of his time, such as serfdom, was
essentially negative by modern standards as well as by the standards of those
we today consider the best of his contemporaries. Because Shcherbatov was
unable to transcend his own background and personal concerns, some of his
contemporaries, most of whom like Shcherbatov accomplished nothing, are
today viewed with more respect and admiration.”

As for contemporaries, the author here probably has in mind Radishchev, but
one can reasonably doubt whether it is possible to measure the degree of
“progressiveness” using a very exceptional intellectual, such as Radishchev certainly
was, as a “norm.” The phrase “best of his contemporaries” expresses the author’s
sympathy for a presumably pro-Western and proto-liberal intellectual, but it has
nothing to do with the task of mapping the intellectual trends of the period. Another
participant of the same conference, Emmanuel Waegemans, considering
Shcherbatov’s utopia Puteshestvie v zemliu ofirskuiu (“Voyage to the land of Ophir”),

concludes:

What remains of the utopia when the idyllically drawn landscape of Ophir is
disturbed at every moment by guns, fortresses, military settlements, courts
and prisons, forced labor (also for political offences), capital punishments,
informers and censorships?.. Shcherbatov does not even mention the existence
of literature in Ophir. Consequently, there is nothing more to discover in the

® The materials of discussion were published as: A. G. Cross and G. S. Smith, eds., Literature, Lives
and Legality in Catherine’s Russia (Nottingham: Astra Press, 1994), 45-78.

" 1bid., 66.
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intellectual sphere on Ophir; Ophir is the end, the culminating point of human
civilization. In other words, Shcherbatov’s Ophir is neither an idyll nor a
utopia, but a dictatorship ... And although Shcherbatov was certainly not the
only one who had such opinions concerning society, he still has designed a
project which not only does not appeal to the readers of the 19" and 20"
centuries, but which would also have been rejected by his 18™-century
contemporaries as being too conservative, too anti-historical (as far as the role
of nobility is concerned), and as too forward-looking (as far as the
perfectibility of the dictatorial police state is concerned).?

First of all, one has to take into consideration that Shcherbatov’s utopia is not
just a product of an unlimited imagination, but partially a depiction of the real Russia,
with some reforms projected by the author, as if they were already implemented. So,
prisons, fortresses, and poor people are the elements of this realistic environment.
Secondly, the well-ordered police state (Raeff) as an ideal of the seventeenth- and
eighteenth-century political thinkers is not very attractive for a contemporary reader,
who approaches it with the recent “totalitarian” experience in mind. But with such
criteria one could also describe Plato or Rousseau as the predecessors of
“totalitarianism.” However, was this ideal actually “conservative” or “obsolete” for
Russia in Shcherbatov’s time? Why did he choose such “police” means to accomplish
his aim, a morally uncorrupted society? Why was the notion of “corruption” so
important for his construction of the historical narrative? These are questions which
have to be answered irrespective of our contemporary political preferences. So, the
ahistorical approach to Shcherbatov’s ideas is probably convenient for liberal
ideological purposes, but it hardly leads to the development of a contextually

informed intellectual history.

8 Ibid., 58-59.
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Recent scholarship, due to the continuous efforts of scholars such as Antony
Lentin and some new authors (including an increasing number of Russian scholars)®
gradually proceeds in a different direction, trying to understand Shcherbatov’s thought
in the context of the ideas which were regarded as a part of the intellectual mainstream
in his own time. This is not an easy task, because the intellectual world of the Russian
Enlightenment in the middle of the eighteenth century, when Shcherbatov’s mind was
formed, still needs a closer investigation. Some of his views, which were not
expressed directly but existed as hidden presuppositions, look alien for an unprepared
modern reader. It is enough to mention that the very idea of a gradual open-ended
progress towards the best condition of humankind was quite alien for Shcherbatov’s
thought. Instead, he rather thought in terms of the inevitable corruption of any
political society, in the framework of the classical cyclical paradigm (like in Polybius’
history of Rome, for example).*°

The main task of my further efforts will be to shed a light on Shcherbatov’s
intellectual background, and to investigate the conceptual framework in which his
ideas become understandable. As for ideological evaluations, let us put them aside, at
least on this stage of the analysis.

The following text is only an initial description of Shcherbatov’s intellectual
background and a tentative analysis of several key texts. | will also make an attempt to
put these texts in a comparative framework of several texts of the Western

Enlightenment, which can be identified as sources of inspiration for the Russian

° The first work of this sort without Soviet ideological prejudices is: T. V. Artemieva, Mikhail
Shcherbatov (St. Petersburg: lzdatelstvo Sankt-Peterburgskogo universiteta, 1994).

9polybius, The Rise of the Roman Empire (London: Penguin Classics, 1980), 303-311, see also ch. 4.
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thinker. Finally, I will outline a point of view, from which Shcherbatov’s main work,

the Istoriia rossiiskaia ot drevneishikh vremen, could be looked at.

The Biographical Context

The Education of the Russian Gentleman

Prince Mikhail Shcherbatov, the future historian, was born in Moscow on 22 June
1733. His father, general-major Mikhail Shcherbatov was at that time the governor of
Arkhangelsk, earlier having served as a military commander in Peter I’s army. The
Shcherbatovs were a noble family with ancient roots, the scions of the dynasty of
Rurikids, the medieval princes of Kiev. The names of their ancestors, the descendants
of Chernigov princes, often appeared on the pages of Muscovite chronicles. The
representatives of this clan of so-called service princes (sluzhilye kniaz’ia) were
connected by common ancestry and intermarriages with other members of the
Muscovite old aristocracy, such as Dolgorukovs, Golitzins, and others. The members
of these and several other old aristocratic families, in a sense, ruled Russia together
with her tsars, in spite of the fact that the country was an autocratic monarchy and
tsars were the only legitimate source of political decisions. The mighty clans of boyars
(including service princes) were highly influential in Muscovite politics as advisors of

the tsars and as persons by whom the orders of monarchs were implemented.™*

1 Among the sizeable literature on the subject the most influential piece is: Nancy Kollmann, Kinship
and Politics: The Making of the Muscovite Political System, 1345-1547 (Stanford: Stanford University
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In the period of Peter I's rule, representatives of this old aristocracy were

b

forced back from power by the “new aristocracy,” recruited from lower strata of
society. Several favorites from modest noble (and even non-noble) families, who
began their service from relatively humble positions, obtained influence and wealth
due to their close cooperation with Peter in the days of the Northern War (1700-1721)
and in the period of inner reforms, which met a hidden opposition on the part of the
Russian elite. A number of foreign specialists, mainly military, but also on the civic
and diplomatic service, also gathered around the throne, diminishing the influence of
the Muscovite hereditary aristocrats.

This does not mean, however, that the majority of the hereditary aristocracy
did not accept Peter’s Europeanization of Russia and looked with nostalgia at the
Muscovite past. As a rule, they also benefited from Peter’s reforms. It is especially
true for Mikhail Shcherbatov’s closest relatives.’> His father, Mikhail Yurievich
(1678-1738), served in one of the two guard regiments (Semionovskii), organized by
Peter in his youth to protect himself against his ambitious sister Sophia and to form
the kernel of the future Russian regular army. These regiments were later used as the
reserve of personnel, from which Peter and his descendants appointed officials for the
highest positions on the state service. Shcherbatov’s father was appointed initially (in

1731) as ober-comendant (head of the garrison) of Moscow and later (in 1732) as

gubernator (governor) of Arkhangelsk, the main Russian port town on the North.

Press, 1987). About the continuation of the tradition of kinship politics even in the eighteenth century,
see Valerie Kivelson, “Kinship Politics/Autocratic Politics: A Reconsideration of Early Eighteenth-
Century Political Culture,” in Imperial Russia: New Histories for the Empire, ed. J. Burbank and D. L.
Ransel (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1998), 5-31.

12 See their biographies in the Russian Biographical Dictionary (Russkii Biograficheskii Slovar”).
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Shcherbatov’s grandfather, Yurii Fedorovich, was also a military commander; he was
heavily wounded in the battle near Narva (1700). He had a more traditional outlook
and in 1730 became a monk under the name Sophronii; he died in 1737. The
biography of another one of Shcherbatov’s relatives, his father-in-law, Ivan
Andreevich Shcherbatov (1696-1761), from the other branch of the clan, is especially
revealing. He served initially in the Preobrazhenskii regiment (the other one of Peter’s
two guard regiments), and in 1719-1721 lived in England, studying French, English,
mathematics, astronomy, and navigation. From 1721 he served as a diplomat, and later
became polnomochnyi ministr (ambassador) in Spain (1726-1731) and Britain (1739—
1746). He was, therefore, one of the “nestlings of Peter’s nest,” a member of the part
of the old ruling elite, which accepted Peter’s Europeanization of Russia as necessary
for her “greatness” and enjoyed the possibilities of the new cultural development,
trying to imitate the lifestyle of the European aristocracy.

Young Mikhail Shcherbatov belonged to the next generation, among whom, as
the result of Russia’s openness to the West, new demands towards the education of
young noblemen began to spread, including the milieu of the rich aristocrats of the
two capitals, St. Petersburg and Moscow. Shcherbatov lost his father at the age of five,
and the task of his upbringing, in accordance with new standards, was taken by his
mother, née Princess Solntzeva-Zasekina (from an old Muscovite aristocratic family
as well). She managed to give her son the best possible education available at home.

Unfortunately, nothing is known about Shcherbatov’s teachers. From memoirs of
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Chevalier de Corberon,® we know that Shcherbatov’s command of French was as if it
was his native language.

As was usual in that time, young Shcherbatov was enrolled in his father’s
Semionovskii regiment, but he was granted a leave of absence until the end of his
education. Finally, he spent several years in actual service, but probably never
participated in a real military campaign. In 1762, immediately after the issuing of
Peter 1II’s Manifest o volnosti dvorianstva (the privilege for nobles, which liberated
them from obligatory service), he retired with the relatively low rank of captain and

settled in his manor, Mikhailovka near Yaroslavl,'*

attempting to bring into better
condition his considerable estates while continuing with self-education. In that time he
also began his lifelong mission, the writing of the “full” Russian history “from the
ancient times,” a task which he perceived initially as simply useful for self-
educational purposes.

At that time he had already obtained a sort of literary experience, due to
several publications in the magazine Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia, k polze i
uveseleniiu sluzhashchiia (“The monthly compositions serving for utility and
amusement”), which was published by the Russian Academy of Sciences under the
editorship of Gerhard Friedrich Miiller (1705-1783). This prominent Russian historian
of German origin, who was appointed official historiographer of Russia after the death

of Mikhail Lomonosov, encouraged Shcherbatov in his amateur interest in national

history. Among Shcherbatov’s first publications (1759) were translations of the

13 Marie Daniel Bourrée Corberon, Un Diplomate frangais a la cour de Catherine 11, 1775-1780 :
Journal intime du chevalier de Corberon, 2 vols., ed. L. H. Labande (Paris: Plon, 1901).
4 The remnants of the church, built by his father, still exist here.
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“moral discourses” from the French-language Berlin magazine L Abeille du Parnasse
(“The bee of Parnassus™), extracts from Stoic philosophers, a compilation from
different sources about the “utility of civic laws,” “Opravdanie perevodov” (“The
justification of translations”) (1760, translated from French), and other similar works.
These compositions demonstrate the interest of young Shcherbatov in moral
philosophy, political theory, and didactic belletrism. He also translated several
fragments from the Universal History, published in London in 1730-39 (actually,
from its French translation, published in Amsterdam).”® For the period of
Shcherbatov’s service in Petersburg we have the evidence (the so-called “Olsufiev’s
report”) of Shcherbatov belonging to a Masonic lodge (together with many other
representatives of Petersburg aristocracy, including his future historical adversary,
lvan Boltin).*

Shcherbatov’s unpublished translations of that time give us the opportunity to
understand his intellectual world, reading preferences, and favorite authors. Here one
can find complete or partial translations of Beccaria’s On Crimes and Punishments
(1750-1760), Voltaire’s The Age of Louis XIV (1758), Tasso’s Jerusalem Delivered,
Pope’s Essay on Man (1753), Montesquieu’s Considerations of the Causes of the

Grandeur and Decadence of the Romans (1753), and a fragment of The Spirit of the

> The universal history, from the earliest account of time to the present. Compiled from original
authors, ed. G. Sale et al., vols. 1-7 (London, 1730-1739). French translation: Histoire universelle ...
traduit de [’anglais par une sociéte de gens de lettres (Amsterdam, 1742-1792). See Lentin, Prince
M.M. Shcherbatov, 19, fn.

18 “Doneseniie o masonakh,” in vol. 4, div. 3 of Letopisi russkoi literatury i drevnosti (Moscow, 1862),
52.
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Laws,*” Fénelon’s The Instructions for the Advisor of the King, and also Cicero’s On
Duties (1757). These were predominantly political, philosophical, and moralistic

works.

The Political Career until the Conflict with the Empress

In 1767, after the four years of retreat, Shcherbatov was elected as a deputy of the
nobles of Yarolslavl uezd (district) for participation in the Legislative Commission,
and summoned by Catherine Il in order to work out a new code of laws (Novoe
ulozhenie). Besides its direct purpose, this was an attempt by Catherine Il to obtain a
wide elite support after the dethroning of her spouse, Emperor Peter 111, who was later
killed by the brother of her favorite Orlov. Catherine claimed that her “revolution”
was carried out against a tyrant, who was unable to rule, in order to establish an
enlightened monarchy which would be based on the system of clear and
comprehensive laws.'® One can assert that this political program initially had a wide
support, at least among the nobility, and Shcherbatov was one of the champions of
these plans. His speeches in the Legislative Commission, where he was among the
prominent speakers, were devoted mainly to the defense of the rights and privileges of
the nobility against the claims of the representatives of the other estates. It is wrong,
however, to conclude on this ground that Shcherbatov, even in this period, can be

regarded as a defender of the obsolete feudal privileges against a nascent Russian

" This is a translation of bk. 25, ch. 13, which is a plea of Jews against abuses of the Spanish
Inquisition. This is an interesting source of Shcherbatov’s views on religious tolerance.

'8 For a detailed account of this Commission see: Isabel de Madariaga, Russia in the Age of Catherine
the Great (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1981), 139-183.
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capitalism. He insisted, for example, on the exclusive rights of the nobility to possess
serfs. But one can hardly label the opposite claim of the merchants, who also wanted
to use serf labor, “pro-capitalist.” One has also to take into account that the
manufactories that were established on the estates of rich landlords, including
Shcherbatov himself, were an essential part of Russian economic modernization in
that period. Moreover, the serfs of rich landlords were the main producers of goods,
which Russia exported abroad in exchange for Western products, which were
necessary for the new European lifestyle of the nobility, especially in the two capitals.

Shcherbatov’s interest in the development of commerce was expressed in his
composition of the project of a code, which described the rights and privileges of the
middle estate (srednii rod liudei). He also wrote a code which described the legal
status of artisans and artists.

After the dissolution of the Legislative Commission, Shcherbatov’s interest in
economic matters found a further expression in his appointment as a member of the
Commission on Commerce. In 1771 he was also appointed a heroldmeister, a head of
the department associated with the Senate, which had to maintain the lists of nobles,
including genealogical information, and to recommend deserving noble candidates for
different state offices. This new position was in accordance with Shcherbatov’s
historical interests, and he also enjoyed in this period a good standing with the
Empress, who supported his historical works and gave him several special
assignments of this sort. For example, he was commissioned to put in order the papers
from the cabinet (office) of Peter I, and as the result of this the Znurnal (“The daily

memoirs”) of Peter was published in 1770, and Tetradi zapisnye (“The notebooks”) in
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1774. In 1773 Shcherbatov, whose vast estates were burdened with significant debts,
asked the Empress for financial help with the mediation of her secretary Kozitskii, and
his request was satisfied. Shcherbatov also obtained permission to use the state
archives, which were normally closed for private persons, for his historical
investigations and was formally appointed as a historiographer. In 1773 was also

raised to the court rank of kamerger (chamberlain).

The Critical Turn

It is difficult to say when exactly Shcherbatov’s hidden opposition to Catherine’s rule
began. His 1772 commentary on Catherine’s Nakaz komissii (“Instruction to the
legislative commission”), written five years after publication of the Nakaz, contains
already a criticism of Catherine’s rule, which, for Shcherbatov, had a tendency
towards despotism.*

Also in his notes, which were preserved in manuscripts from the time when
Shcherbatov served as a secretary of the Military Council after the end of the Russo-
Turkish War (1768-1774), one can see that his attitudes towards the statesmen,
members of this council, were quite critical. The closest associates of the Empress
were characterized by Shcherbatov in a very frank language. In particular, about
Count Kirill Razumovskii he writes, “‘HeB3upas Ha MOIOCTh €0 POXKICHUS, CEH MYK
HUMECT OOBOJIBHO pasymMa MW IPOCBCHICHHA, HO pasyM <C€ro TaK JICHOCTBIO H

0eCHeYyHOCThI0 €ro 3aTyLIeH, 4TO... OH M 3/paBblii CBOH PACCyIOK... JICHUTCA K

9 Mikhail Shcherbatov, Neizdannye sochineniia (Moscow: OGIZ-SOTSEKGIZ, 1935), 16-63. For a
partial English translation, see Antony Lentin, ed., Enlightened Absolutism: A Documentary
Sourcebook (Newcastle-upon-Tyne: Avero, 1995), 34-37.
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CYIIECTBEHHOM TMoJib3e ymoTpeouts.” About Prince Alexandr Holitsin he says,
“Tuxoll W CKpPOMHOHM ero oObIYail JenaeT MoYyuTaTb B HEM Oojiee JOCTOMHCTBA,
HEXXEJIH B HEM JICHCTBUTENILHO €CTh... Brpouem OH Bceraa mpeaaH CUIbHON CTOpPOHE
JBOpPA, ¥ OT MCKAHUsI CBOETO TIIUTCS CYACTHE U CIIOKOMCTBHE CBOE MoMy4uTh.” About
Count Nikita Panin he writes, “YenoBek THXOW... XOTs OJIUCTATEIBHOTO U OBICTPOTO
pasyMa He MMeEeT, OJTHAKO He JIMIICH 3[paBOTO PACCY/AKY; MEIJICHHOCTb €ro B JIeiax
JielaeT MHOTHE 3aTPyIHEHHs, a HEyMEpEeHHas: MPUBA3aHHOCTh €ro K TeM, KOro OH

2
JOOUT, YaCTO 3aTMEBAET B HEM CaMyIO JTI0O00Bb K OTE€YECTBY.” 0

These comments were written in 1775-1777. In September 1777 an open
conflict took place, which led to Shcherbatov’s alienation from the court life. As a
result of this episode, formally he was promoted in ranks, but actually he was sent
from St. Petersburg to Moscow, and his further career as a potential associate of the
Empress was over.

The reason was apparently trivial. We know details from Shcherbatov’s
manuscript “O sebie” (“About myself”),?* which was written immediately after the
event. There existed a rule that servicemen could be promoted to the next rank for
committed service during a particular period of time or for exceptional merits.
Therefore, a serviceman, who had obtained a particular rank earlier, was counted as
“elder by service” in comparison with his colleagues and, accordingly, had priority for
a promotion. This rule could be broken if somebody had special merits, in which case

he could “outpace” his “elder” colleagues. The reason for the conflict was that

2 Quoted from: N. Eidelman, “O tom cheloveke, kotoryi izobrazhen na portrete,” in vol. 5 of
Panorama iskusstv (Moscow: Sovetskii khudozhnik, 1982), 317-318.

2! Shcherbatov, Neizdannye sochineniia, 112—118.
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Shcherbatov was “outpaced” by his colleagues, Nepliuev and Samoilov. The former
took bribes, as Shcherbatov wrote, not for himself but for the wife of the general-
prokuror (head of the Senate). Moreover, rumors had it that he was her lover. The
latter, who “badly knew the laws” and was also corrupted, happened to be the spouse
of the sister of Prince Grigorii Potemkin, the almighty favorite of the Empress. These
two, though Shcherbatov was “elder by service,” obtained the offices of senators and
were promoted into the next rank earlier. Shcherbatov reacted by writing a letter to the
Empress, in which he counted all his merits, including the numerous publications and
historical works, and asked for promotion into the next rank. Meanwhile, he stayed at
home and did not fulfill his service duties.

The Empress’ reaction was relatively mild. After an exchange of messages, in
which the Empress tried to convince the serviceman to fulfill his duties patiently, she
promised him generous rewards in the future. Meanwhile Shcherbatov insisted that it
was just to promote him in the next rank, taking into account that his colleagues were
already promoted, and the historian finally received the position of the head of the
Kamer-Kollegia (the department, which had to collect a particular sort of taxes, and
whose main office was in Moscow) and was promoted into the next rank. But
Catherine did not intend to tolerate such an annoying person among her associates,
and his career as a courtier was over.

It is not an easy task to explain Shcherbatov’s behavior in this case. As the
means to an actual promotion this sort of behavior was evidently counterproductive. It
seems that this was an emotional explosion, a display of the long-lasting distress

created by observing the strength of subservience and kinship ties, which led to the
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promotion of the corrupt relatives of influential persons instead of people who had
obtained merit by their “services to the fatherland.”

Already in “O sebie” Shcherbatov began to make some generalizations about
the “weak” rule of the monarch and the “despotic” power of her wicked favorites.
Probably, the particular event of 1777 was only a trigger, which transformed
Shcherbatov’s hidden discontent into a peculiar kind of “secret” polemics with
Catherine and her associates. During the next several years until Shcherbatov’s death,
each step of Catherine’s policy was subjected to the caustic criticism of the angry
prince. This was not just a grumble of a serviceman with thwarted ambitions; actually,
Shcherbatov developed a consistent political project as an alternative to Catherine’s
“disorderly rule.”

Let us now look at several texts, written by Shcherbatov in his last years

(1782-1790).

The Quasi-Laudatory Discourse: Peter I and His Vices

The critical attitude towards Peter | was already well established among the Russian
elite during the reign of Catherine II. Enlightened noblemen (and women, as we will
see) from Catherine’s milieu frequently drew a contrast between the humane rule of
the Empress and the harsh, despotic methods of Peter.?? An example of this was the

opinion of Princess Dashkova, née Vorontsova (a participant of the court revolution,

22 See for the numerous examples: Nicholas Riasanovsky, The Image of Peter the Great in Russian
History and Thought (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1985), 34-55.
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which brought Catherine into power), which she expressed in her talk with the

Austrian chancellor Kaunitz in Vienna in 1780.

3a cTOJIOM OH TOBOPUIJ O MpeaMeTax, OJNM3KUX MOEMY OTEHECTBY U, MEXKAY
npounM, obpatun pasroop Ha Ilerpa |. Emy, 3ametun o, Poccus o0sizana,
KaKk CBOEMY HOJHMTHYECKOMY TBOpLY, BEIMYalIIMMHU OnaromesHusMu. 51
OIpoBepraja 3T0 MHEHHE, IPUIIUCHIBAS €T0 3a0Iy>KACHUSIM U IpeapaccyikaM
MHOCTPAHHBIX ITHCATENEN. ..

«BmpoyeM, s roroBa TpU3HATH 3aCIYTH 3TOTO HEOOBIKHOBEHHOTO
yenoBeka. OH OBLI TEHWH, AEATEIbHBI W HEYTOMHMBIH Ha MOMPUILE
yIAy4yIIEHUsT CBOEH CTpaHbl; HO OTH JOCTOMHCTBA OBUIM OMpAYEHBI
HEIOCTATKOM BOCIUTaHUS W OyHCTBOM €ro CaMOBOJBHBIX CTPACTEH.
JKecTtokuii u TpyOBIiA, OH BCE, YTO OBUIO MOAYMHEHO €T0 BIIACTH, TOMTAN O€3
pasziuuusi, Kak padoB, pOXKACHHBIX IS cTpaganuii. Ecnu 6 oH o0magan ymoM
BEJIMKOTO 3aKOHOAATEIS, OH, [0 MPUMEPY APYTUX HApOJOB, MPEIOCTaBHI OBl
NPOMBIIUICHHBIM ~CHJIaM, TPaBWIBHOH pedopMe BpEMEHH MOCTEIIEHHO
NPUBECTH HAaC K TEM YJIYYLICHHSM, KOTOphIE OH BBI3Bal HacwiueM... Ero
TIIECIaBHOE HamepeHue NofHsATh [leTepOypr BoOMIIEOHBIM KE3JI0M CBOEH
BOJM, JI0 TOro OBUIO OE3KAIOCTHBIM PACHOPSDKEHHEM, YTO THICSYH
paboTtHuKOB rornOmm B Oomorax... [Ipu Exarepune, 3ameruna s, [letepOypr
nporBesa B ueTBepo Oonble, Kak IO KpacoTe TaKk M OOMIMPHOCTH
OOIIECTBEHHBIX 3aHUH, APCKUX JIBOPIOB, U MOCTPOHKA UX HE CTOMIIA HaM
HY YCHJICHHBIX HAJIOTOB, HH YPE3BBIYANHBIX MEp, HUKAKOTO CTCCHEHUS». >

One can recognize here the comparison which could please the Empress:
during her rule Petersburg grew presumably without any burden for the people, in
contrast with Peter’s time when harsh methods were used.

The monument of Peter | (the so-called “Bronze horseman”) by Falconet was
unveiled in Petersburg on the 7 (18) September 1782, with the inscription “from
Catherine II to Peter 1.” This phrase expressed simultaneously the ideas of continuity
and competition. On the occasion Sumarokov, one of the leading poets of the time,

wrote the “inscription,” which ends with the following phrase, “PETER gave us

28 7apiski kniagini E. R. Dashkovoi (Moscow: Nauka, 1990), 172—173. For the English translation see:
The Memoirs of Princess Dashkova, trans. and ed. Kiryl Fitzlyon (Durham: Duke University Press,
1995), 180-181.
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existence, CATHERINE the soul.”® Such was the ideological mainstream of the
moment.

Count Sergei Petrovich Rumiantsev (the third son of the well-known field
marshal Petr Rumiantsev), who had just returned from his foreign trip, published in
1783 (vol. 3, 4),° in the magazine Sobesednik (“Interlocutor”), edited by Dashkova,
an article with the eulogy to Peter, which was met by Catherine with irritation: the
author, an admirer of Peter, did not include in his article the usual comparison with
Catherine’s “enlightened rule.”?®

Shcherbatov’s manuscript “Razsmotreniie o porokakh i samovlastii Petra
Velikago” (“Discourse about the vices and despotism of Peter the Great™)?” (written
about 1782, as he mentions the opening of Peter’s monument as a recent event) must
be interpreted in this ideological context. The historian compares Peter’s allegedly
despotic rule with unnamed contemporary rulers, and this comparison is rather in
Peter’s favor. There is no mention of Catherine at all, and this silence is even more
telling than a direct criticism.

Let us have a closer look at Shcherbatov’s arguments. Already in “O sebie”

Shcherbatov opposes the “just” practices of Peter I to the self-deceiving policies of

contemporary monarchs:

He‘laJ'IBHO, () LIapI/I! u Baie coctosaue. CaMmomroOne Ballle BIeUeT Bac JTI0OHUTh
JIbCTCHOB, @ OHU YIOIJIAKOT Ballk CE€pala, OHU JIECTUIO U TPYCOCTUIO CBOCHO

% Riasanovsky, The Image of Peter, 38.
% See the article in the Russian Biographical Lexicon.

% See: V. Proskurina, Mify imperii. Literatura i viast’ v epokhu Ekateriny II (Moscow: Novoe
Literaturnoe Obozrenie, 2006).

2" |t was published for the first time only in 1859.
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HAJICBAIOT Ha Bac MPHUATHYIO Y31y, U 4TO OoJice Bbl CAMOBIIACTHEI SIBJISETECH,
TO OoJsiee BBl HEBOJBHUKH BalIMX JOOMMIOB... M Tako Oerure JbCTH,
PasMBINUISIATE caMu C COOOK M TBEPJO HCIOJHSINTE, YTO Ha MpaBHJIaX
UCTUHHBI OcHOBaHO. [letp Bemukwmii Bam TOoMy mpumep. OH ObuUT TPyO, HO
MPaBOCYJICH; 32 CMENOCTh OWBAIl JIIOJICH, KOUX K€ W Harpakaai, OH yMep,
yAaphl U MOOOU €ro 3a0bLIH, a IIOMHSAT €ro MPaBOCYINE M KaK Halll BEK, TaK U
Gyaymme ero ums 6yayT 060xkath.”

The criticism of rulers abused by flatterers is obviously directed towards
Catherine, as it is clear from the context of “O sebie.” Flatterers, for Shcherbatov,
have created obstacles for Catherine, who has not kept her promises to fulfill
Shcherbatov’s “just” demands. Peter, when he lived, behaved otherwise, despite his
alleged despotism.

In the “Razsmotreniie o porokakh i samovlastii” Shcherbatov continues the
topic by systematically refuting the accusations, usual in the age of Catherine, towards
Peter’s rule and character. He enumerates Peter’s services to Russia: the fleet, the
regular army, the towns he built, the fortresses he fortified, the people he enlightened
by sciences and arts, the commerce he established, the laws he introduced in a short
time. So, due to Peter’s deeds, Russia rose from weakness to strength, from
disorganization to organization, from ignorance to enlightenment.”® These are
commonplaces, of course, and Shcherbatov proceeds further to deal with Peter’s
alleged vices. The author counts the following: 1) Peter was excessively severe, he
liked punishments and bloodshed and personally beat his subjects, he killed his own
son; 2) Peter was predisposed to voluptuousness and luxury; and 3) he pushed

despotism towards its extremities.

% Shcherbatov, Neizdannye sochineniia, 117-118.
# gochinenia kniazia M. M. Shcherbatova, vol. 2 (St. Petersburg, 1898), col. 27-28.
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Shcherbatov tries to explain all these vices as the expression of the usual
practices of the time when Peter was born. It is true that he received a poor education,
but was he also faced with the sad need to overcome prejudices, based on superstitious
faith. Peter’s son was imprisoned and punished by death because he became a danger
to the well-being of the fatherland. lunius Brutus, who sacrificed his son in ancient
Rome, is the example of similar behavior. The beating of Peter’s associates was a
fatherly punishment and was not regarded as a deprivation of honor. Peter was not at
all an admirer of luxury, but some degree of it was necessary in order to impress
foreigners. Peter’s sexual behavior was indeed vicious, but it did not distract him from
state affairs and affected his body, not the soul. As for the despotism, it was the result
of necessity, because his subjects were unenlightened, so he could not ask them for
advice and was forced to act despotically. But, for Shcherbatov, Peter understood the
mutual obligations of the ruler and his subjects.*

Finally, Shcherbatov tries to give an answer to his own possible critics, who
could claim that he is a defender of despotism.

Instead of a direct answer he poses several rhetorical questions: Has a
contemporary ruler, who intends to use despotic methods, found the people without
any enlightenment? Has this ruler observed without pomp and with diligence all the
parts of the state? Has he undertaken many labors and dangers for the sake of the
fatherland? Does he listen without anger to even rude contradictions in his subjects,
and is he ready to receive the truth? Only such a ruler, for Shcherbatov, could

legitimately use despotic methods. However, who can fulfill all these demands?

% 1hid., col. 49.
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This is, certainly, a hint at the Empress. The implication is that her subjects are
already enlightened, and could give reasonable advice. Such advice is especially
necessary because she hardly knows the true condition of the different parts of her
country. She travels with such pomp that she cannot see the real life of her subjects.
She is not prepared for hard work, at least in comparison with Peter. She does not like
to be exposed to the truth and prefers flatterers to honest and bold advisors. Therefore,
there are no reasons for any despotic means on her side. Moreover, there are no
reasons for the criticism of her associates, which she herself encourages, in respect of
the despotic methods of her great predecessor.

As one can see, Shcherbatov uses here the particular representation of the age
of Peter for the indirect criticism of Catherine’s rule, with its pomp and trust in
favorites and flatterers. One can also easily recognize that the image of pre-Petrine
Russia is here far from complimentary. “Ancient Russia” is presented as a barbarous
country, in which the blind pride and religious prejudices prevented borrowing
“useful” accomplishments from more advanced countries.

Several years later (about 1786), however, Shcherbatov presented an altogether

different image of the “ancient Russia.”

The Moral Lesson of Modern History

Shcherbatov’s treatise On the Corruption of Morals in Russia (written between 1786

and 1787) was not intended for publication. It was a kind of moral lesson for his
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descendants, though it cannot be excluded that Shcherbatov intended his work for a
wider audience. Regardless, the manuscript had to be hidden, and only the
descendants and their closest friends could read it. Some of them, probably, made
copies, and one of these copies was published by Herzen in London in 1858.%
Together with Shcherbatov’s other “secret” writings, it can be used to investigate the
historian’s political views, which were less openly expressed in his works intended for
publication.

In this treatise Shcherbatov goes in quite a different direction in comparison
with his defense of Peter against the criticism of Catherine’s associates. Now Peter
himself is under attack, though it is important to understand that it is not the
Europeanization of Russia that causes Shcherbatov’s criticism. Peter’s reforms are
regarded as useful and necessary, but in some aspects “excessive.” Moreover, Peter’s
fault was not that he tried to bring Russia from “barbarity” to “enlightenment,” but
that he did not complete this process by the establishing of a system of laws, which
were necessary for Russia in her new “enlightened” condition. The result was that the
transformations of Russia, which were initiated by Peter, led to unexpected results: the
“external” conditions (the military might, accomplishments in art and sciences, and
the development of commerce) significantly improved, but at the same time the
“internal” condition of the society, its moral health, deteriorated dangerously.

At first sight this looks similar to the point of Rousseau’s first Discourse: the
development of arts and sciences leads to the corruption of morals. But Shcherbatov’s

argument is more specific. Moreover, one cannot be sure that he even read the first

%1 For the textological history of the manuscript and its copies, see Lentin, “Introduction,” in Prince
M.M. Shcherbatov, 103-109.
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Discourse, although in one of his texts (the critical analysis of Catherine’s Nakaz,
written in 1772/73),% one can find a reference to Rousseau’s Social Contract.® It is
clear, however, that the plea against the corruptive effect of civilization is not an
original invention of Rousseau,* and later | will try to reveal the possible common
source for Rousseau and Shcherbatov.

Let us have a closer look at Shcherbatov’s treatise.®® The key notion of On the
Corruption of Morals in Russia is, certainly, “corruption” (povrezhdenie nravov),
which is opposed to “virtue” (dobrodetel’). These terms can be used for the
characterization of rulers as well as the society. The latter usage is connected with the
former: the dissolute ruler, for Shcherbatov, corrupted society by the very example of
his or her behavior, because subjects naturally try to imitate their ruler. But there are
also deeper reasons, namely, the natural human predisposition towards pleasures.
Such a predisposition always exists, but in a relatively rude society, where only simple
pleasures are accessible, the self-interested desire of its members for pleasures is not
destructive to such an extent as in a civilized society. Therefore, special laws are
necessary in Russia, “civilized” by Peter, in order to prevent the destructive effects of
the dissemination of luxury and avarice. However, because such laws were absent or

insufficient, and post-Petrine rulers were careless and themselves vulnerable to

%2 Shcherbatov, Neizdannye sochineniia, 192, see comment 11 by Pavel Liubomirov.
3 Ibid., 23. This is Shcherbatov’s comment on article 13 of the Nakaz.

% See about the origin of some ideas of Rousseau’s first Discourse: Helena Rosenblatt, Rousseau and
Geneva: From the First Discourse to the Social Contract, 1749-1762 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1997), 10-87.

% 1 will refer below to the following edition: “Prilozheniia,” in O povrezdenii nravov v Rossii kniazia
M. Shcherbatova i puteshestvie A. Radishcheva (Moscow: Nauka, 1985). For the English translation |
will refer to the edition with the translation by Antony Lentin.
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excessive pleasures, the forces of corruption became irresistible and the state found
itself in the danger of complete destruction.
Shcherbatov describes the situation in contemporary Russia in very dramatic

terms.

...Bepa U OOXECTBEHHBIH 3aKOH B CEpAUAX HaIIMX HCTPEOMIIHCS...
I'paxxnanckue y3akoHeHMM mpe3upaembl cranu. Cyaud BO BCAKHX Jielax
HETOJb CTaJi CTapaTbCd... YUYWHUTh CBOM 3aK/IIOUYEHHH HAa OCHOBAaHUHU
Y3aKOHEHEH, KaKk O TOM, 4TOOBI, JIMXOMMCTBEHHO IpojaBas IpaBOCyIue,
MOJYYUTH ceOe MPUOBITOK. . .

Hectpr HHM mouTeHHsS OT qaa K poOAUTCIIAM, KOTOPBIC HC CTBIAATCA
OTKPBITHO WX BOJH INPOTHBYOOPCTBOBAaTH M OCMEHBATH WX CTAapoOro BeKa
nmoctynok. HecTh HU pOIWTENbCKONH IOOBM K WX HCYaauio0... HecTh
UCKpEHHEH IIOOBH MEXKIy CyNpYroB, KOTOpPhIE 4acTo APYT IPYry, XJIaaHO
TEpIIsl B3aMMCTBEHHBIA MpentodoaesHus... HecTs poacTBeHHHUYECKHE CBSI3H,
n00 MM POJOB CBOMX HM 3@ YTO MOYUTAIOT, HO KaXKIBIA >KUBET AJS ceOd.
Hectp npyx0bl, n00 KaKObIH KEPTBYET APYTOM MJisi MOJB3BI CBOS; HECTh
BEPHOCTH K Trocynapro, 0o IlIlaBHOE CTpPEMJICHHE MOYTH BCeX OOMAaHBIBATH
CBOEro rocynzaps, nAabbl OT HEro MoJy4aTh YWHBI M HPUOBITOYHBIC
HarpaxJIeHus; HeCTh JIIOOBU K OTEYECTBY, MO0 MOYTH BCe CIyXaT Ooisee ais
H0JIb3bl CBOEH, HEKEJIU JUIsl [I0JIb3bl OTEUECTBA. . .

In other words, the unexpected side effect of Peter’s reforms was the
destruction of social ties, which were preserved in “ancient Russia,” though only
because it was the country of “barbarous,” rude customs, and the morals of its people
were based on religion. Peter, while “civilizing” Russia, destroyed many necessary
bounds, which protected the society from a moral deterioration.

For example, it was generally good to purify religious beliefs from
superstitions, such as false miracles, designed by corrupted priests in order to increase
their incomes. However, depriving unenlightened people of superstition, Peter

simultaneously destroyed their faith in the Divine Law. As a result, good morals,

% O povrezhdenii nravov v Rossii, 60-61; Lentin, Prince M.M. Shcherbatov, 114-115.
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which were based on faith, began to fall into dissolution, because of the lack of
another type of enlightenment.®’

Shcherbatov gives also another example:

PazpymenHOE MECTHHYECTBO (BpEIHOE BIIPOUYEM CIIyKO€ M TOCyAapcTBY) U HE
3aMCHCHHOM HHWKAaKUMM TIIpaBOM 3HATHBIM pPOJaM, I/ICTpC6I/IJ'IO MBICJIN
0JIarOpoHON TOPJOCTH BO JBOpsSHAX, MO0 CTalIM HE POABI IMOYTCHHBI, HO
YHHBI ¥ 3aCIYTH U BBICIYTH; U TaKO KXl CTall JOOWBATHCS YUHOB, a HE
BCAKOMY yJacrca IpsMbI€ YCIYI'M YYUHWUTH, TO, 38 HEHOCTAaTKOM 3aciyr,
CTaJInl CTapaTbCsA BBICITYXXUBATHCA, BCAKHMU O6pa3aMI/I JbCTA W Yroxiaas
rocyJaapro W BelbMOXxam; a mpH I[letpe Bennkom BBeIeHHAs peryispHas
cimyx0a, B KOTOPYIO BMECTE C XOJIOIMSMH MX MUCATH Ha OJHON CTENEHH UX
rocmoa B COJIAAaTbl, U CHU IICPBBIC IIO BBICIYIaM, HpI/ICTOI‘/'IHBIM Ux ponay
JFOJISIM, JIOXOJIS1 1O O(UIIEPCKUX YMHOB, YYMHSINCA HAYQIbHUKAMH TOCTIOaM
CBOMM M OWBalnM WX Mankamu. Pojabl JBOPSIHCKHS CTalld pas3jieieHbl IO
cinyx0e Tak, 4TO WHOW OJHOPOJIIOB CBOMX M BEK HE YBUIUT. TO Moria Jjiu
ocraTbcs A00poAeTeNlb W TBEPAOCTh B TEX, KOTOPHIE C IOHOCTH CBOCH OT
MaJlKi CBOMX HAYaJbHUKOB JPOXKAIH, KOTOPhIC HMHAKO, KAaK MOJICIyTaMH,
MOYTEHUS HE MOTJIU MPHOOPECTH, U ObIB KAKBIH 0¢3 BCIKON OMOPHI OT CBOUX
OJIHOPOJILIOB, 0€3 COCIMHEHMSI U 3allUThI, OCTABAJICSA €IUH, MOTYIIUI MpeIaH
OBITH B PYKH CHIBHOTO. >

As one can see, this is not even the criticism only of Peter’s measures. The
abolition of rights of precedence (so-called mestnichestvo) took place during the rule
of Peter’s predecessor, tsar Feodor Alexeevich (Peter’s oldest brother). Peter’s “Table
of Ranks,” with its German names of particular ranks, was actually only a
continuation of the trend, which took place already in Muscovy in the seventeenth
century, namely the preference of individual merits over birth (more exactly, over
collective merits of a clan of boyars, accumulated during several generations of
service).

Therefore, the actual threat, which, for Shcherbatov, put the state in danger,

was not even luxury as such, but the destruction of aristocratic clans as a result of

%7 0 povrezhdenii nravov v Rossii, 80-81; Lentin, Prince M.M. Shcherbatov, 152—155.

* O povrezhdenii nravov v Rossii, 80; Lentin, Prince M.M. Shcherbatov, 153.
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increasing egoism. Corruption, for him, is the replacement of the idea of “honor of
name” (and “name” does not belong to an individual, but to a clan as a whole) by the
idea of individual accomplishments, which can be obtained not only by
“straightforward deeds of merit” but also by a subservience in respect to grandees.

What was corrupted, in the final analysis? It was a kind of ‘“natural
sociability,” which united together the members of a clan, relatives, “friends” (it can
be asserted that these words mean not just personal relationships, but a form of mutual
support in service and in everyday life), fathers and sons, spouses, etc. Such
sociability was steadily destroyed in the post-Petrine period and was replaced by the
artificial sociability of Peter’s Assemblies. In other words, the norms of the “natural”
patriarchal aristocratic household (which included relatives, clients, and even
servants) were replaced by “artificial” politeness, based on the pursuit of individual
self-interest.

This theoretical construction, which can be inferred from Shcherbatov’s
description of “corruption,” can be read in the context of Montesquieu’s notion of the
monarchy, as the political mechanism moved by “honor.”* For Montesquieu, “honor”
is, certainly, a modification of self-interest; it is based on a human vice, namely,
pride—the desire of an individual to be appreciated by others. In a monarchy this vice
is useful, because it motivates an individual to perform his obligations just as if he
strove for the common good. In other words, in this kind of political mechanism, self-

interest, due to elaborated laws, serves the well-being of a political body as a whole.*

% There are numerous references to the Spirit of the Laws in Shcherbatov’s texts.

0 See, for example, Montesquieu, Selected Political Writings, ed. M. Richter (Indianapolis: Hackett,
1990), 130-131 (The Spirit of the Laws, bk. 3, ch. 7, “The Principle of Monarchy”).
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In a republic (particularly in an aristocratic one) the political mechanism is
based on another principle, namely, “virtue.”*! That is, aristocrats, if they are virtuous,
strive for the well-being of a political body on the ground of their good morals. These
morals can be corrupted, and in this case, in accordance with the ancient Aristotelian
and Polybian account, an aristocracy degenerates into an oligarchy. The modern
remedy against such destructive development, proposed by Montesquieu, is the
establishment of the monarchy, based on laws.

This is, probably, what Shcherbatov had in mind when he wrote about the
necessity of new laws for Russia, which Peter failed to establish. As the nobles are
already corrupted by avarice, luxury, and egoism, the only way to save the Russian
state from destruction is to establish a true monarchy, based on the rule of law. But if
some remnants of “natural” virtues were preserved at least in some aristocratic
families, it would be possible to create a kind of a mixed monarchy, where the
elements of the monarchical political mechanism would be counterbalanced by the
elements of aristocratic rule. The only way to accomplish this aim is to create a
political system which could prevent the promotion of wicked persons to the highest
ranks of service and, by contrast, could encourage the promotion of virtuous men.

This task, for Shcherbatov, is not impossible to accomplish, but the main
condition for this is the appearance of a virtuous monarch. The treatise ends with a

fragment, which expresses such a hope.

...JIOJDKHO TIPOCUTH Oora, 4T00 JIyTYNM IapCTBOBAHHEM CHE 3JI0 UCTPEOICHO
ObUTO0. A 1TO cero JOWUTHUTHL MHAKO HE MOKHO, KaK TOT/a, KOTraa MBI Oyaem
UMETh ToCylaps, HCKPEHHO MPHBSI3aHHOTO K 3aKOHY OOXHIO, CTpOTOro

! 1bid., 128.
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HaOMOaTeNsl MPaBOCYANSA, HA4YaBIIUX C ce0s, YMEPEHHOTO B IMBIITHOCTH
[[apPCKOT0 MPECTOoNa, HarpaXkIAIoIIero 0OpoAeTeh H HEHABU/ICIIETO MTOPOKH,
MOKA3yIOIIEr0 MPUMEP TPYAOIIOOUS U CHUCXOXKICHHUS Ha COBETHI YMHBIX
JMIONEH... YMEIOWIET0 pa3leluTh TPYAbl, YTO TMPUHAIJICKUT KaKUM
YUpEXIEHHBIM MPaBUTENHCTBAM, U YTO TOCYAApIO Ha ceOs B3ATh, M HAKOHEIL,
MOTYIIET0 UMETh JOBOJIBHO BEJIMKOAYIIMS U JIFOOBH K OTCUECTBY, YTOOBI
COCTaBUTh M IMpeNaTh OCHOBATEIbHBIC IpaBa TOCYJApPCTBY, U JTOBOJBHO
TBepAa, 9TOOBI UX HCIIONHSTH.

Torma m3raanHasi MoOpoOJeTENh, OCTABA IYCTBIHH, YTBEPAHT CPEAH
TpazoB U MPH CaMOM JIBOPE IPECTON CBOM, MPABOCYAHE HE MOKPUBHUT CBOU
BECKH HU JIJISl M37bl, HH JJIs CHJILHOTO; M3JIOMMCTBO U pOOOCTh OT BEIbMOXK
W3TOHATCS, IFOOO0BH OTEYECTBA BO3THE3IUTCS B CepIla TpaKIaHCKHe, U OyayT
HE TIBIIITHOCTHIO XHUThS U HE OOTaTCTBOM XBaJIUThCS, HO OECIPHCTPACTHEM,
3aciayraMu M OECKOpPBICTHOCTHIO. He OynyT MOMBINUIATH, KTO TPU JTBOPE
BEJIVIK, ¥ KTO YIaJaeT, HO, IMesI B MpeIMeTe 3aKOHBI U T0OpoJIeTensb, OyayT
MOYUTATh WX SKO KOMITACOM, MOTYIIMX WX JOBECTH M IO YHHOB, WU [0
nocratka. JIBopsiHe OyayT B pasHBIX JODKHOCTSIX CIYXHTh C MPHIXYHOIO
PEBHOCTHIO 3BaHHMIO WX, KYIIBI TMPECTAHYT JKenaTh OBITh oduiepamu u
BOpSHAMH; KaXIBIA COKPAaTUTCA B CBOE COCTOSHHEM, W TOPTOBIS
YMCHBILIEHUEM BBO3Y CJIACTOIOOME TOOYXIAIONUX Ty)KECTPAHHBIX TOBAPOB,
a OTBO30B POCCHUUCKHX IPOU3BEIACHEH MPOIBETET; MCKYCCTBHI U PEMECIIBI
yMHOXaTcs, Na0bl BHYTpu Poccum conenate HYKHOE€ K IIBIIIHOCTH U
BEITUKOJICTTUIO HEKOETO YHCIIa JTIOCH.

One can see that Shcherbatov is not at all in opposition to Peter’s reforms, and
he even regards luxury as necessary for “a certain number of people.” But his aim is to
arrest the evil consequences of luxury and voluptuousness, to prevent their penetration
into the lower strata of society, where virtue (which, for Shcherbatov, should belong
to aristocrats) could not counterbalance their evil effects. Thus, the aim of
Shcherbatov’s political project is to create a mixed monarchy, where the principles of
“honor” and “virtue” act together. This is certainly in a sharp contrast with
Montesquieu’s vision of these principles as mutually exclusive.*®

In this mixed monarchy, projected by Shcherbatov, the principles of “virtue”

and “self-interest” must motivate different strata of society. For high servicemen,

#2 0 povrezhdenii nravov v Rossii, 129-130; Lentin, Prince M.M. Shcherbatov, 259.

“3 See: Montesquieu, Selected Political Writings, 128-129, bk. 3, ch. 5: “Virtue is not the Principle of
Monarchical Government.”
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“grandees,” virtue is necessary, and they must keep under control all other layers of
society. For merchants, by contrast, virtue, patriotism, and self-sacrifice for the
common good will not at all be necessary, these men can be perfectly useful even if
they pursue their egoistic self-interests. But it is necessary to have just and
uncorrupted judges, in order to keep the activity of merchants under control. As for
rank-and-file noblemen, it is not exactly clear from Shcherbatov’s description which
principle must motivate them, but if we suppose that “honor” can be connected with
“rank,” then probably “zealous service” must be motivated by the sort of self-interest
which can be reduced to the promotion in ranks, and this perfectly fits into
Montesquieu’s framework of “honor” as the principle of the true monarchy.

Let us now turn to the question of how history is used in this treatise. The main
opposition in Shcherbatov’s text is that between the “rude” but “uncorrupted” “ancient
Russia,” on the one hand, and “enlightened” but corrupted modern Russia, on the
other hand. It is important to realize, however, that the word “ancient,” which is used
here, does not refer to a particular period of time. Rather, it acquires the character of a
general description, a kind of a moral evaluation, which connects “old” and “good,” as
an expression of the parental power. The fact that Shcherbatov associates with these
“ancient morals” some peculiar traits of pre-Petrine Russia is a rhetorical device,
which he uses in order to give his abstract moral reasoning the form of a concrete
historical reality.

In other words, “ancient Russia,” as presented in the treatise, is not an attempt
to describe the real Russia as it existed before Peter I. Rather, it is an attempt to find in

the past some characteristics, which are useful for the construction of Shcherbatov’s
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historical opposition in order to prove, that he does not propose something entirely
new, but tries to “restore” a kind of “virtue,” which did exist previously.

Thus, Shcherbatov invented an abstract political scheme, supplementing it by
some apparently realistic details from the Russian past to create the impression that
his project was possible to realize. To confirm this statement, let us consider the
sequence of examples, which Shcherbatov gives in order to support his thesis that the
“rude,” unenlightened Russia was also “virtuous.”

One of Shcherbatov’s examples is about the life of “primitive peoples”:

OT1110a BCE CYpOBOCTHU CJIEACTBUI HEMPOCBEUICHUS U CKUTAIOIICHCS >KU3HU

JUKUX HApOJOB, PACCMOTPUM HX BHYTPEHHUS U HE UCTpeOJICHHBIEC, BIUSHHBIC

MIPUPOJIOI0 B CEPJILIC YEJIOBEUSCKOE NOOPOACTENH. Xy bl JU MM XOPOIIH MX

3aKOHbI, OHU UM CTpPOTO HOCJICAYIOT, 00513aTENBCTBE UX CyYTb CBSALICHBI, U

IIO4YTU HE CJIBIIIHO, LIT061)I KOorjga KTO CYIIpyre Hujin 6J’II/I)KHeMy U3MCHUII,

TBEPJOCTh MX €CTh HE BEPOSITHA, OHU 3a 4eCTh ce0e CUMTAIOT HEe TOKMO 0e3

CTpaxy, HO | C MPE3PEHUEM MyUdeHEH yMepeTh; MEeAPOCTh UX TOXBallbHA, HOO

BCEC, UTO O6H.I€CTBO TpyAaMu CBOUMU an06peTaeT, TO BCC PABHO B O6H.I60TB€

JACIIUTCA, W HUIAC 1 HC HaIIC, ‘ITO6 JUKHA CTpaHCTBYIOIUA U HE

MMPOCBCUICHHBIC HAPOAbI MOXHUTUWIN Y CO6paT€fI CBOUX IIJIOJbI COOCTBEHHBIX

CBOMX TpPYyHOB, ,Z[a6I>I CBOC COCTOSAHHC JIy4dllIC ApYyrux cAcjaTh. A Bce cue

IMPOUCXOUT, YTO HECTh B HUX W HC 3HAIOT OHU CJIaCTO.HIO6I/I$I, CJICACTBEHHO 1N

HHMKAKOT0 XeJaHHs, KIOHAIIerocs B yuep0 Apyromy, a K moiyis3e cede, IMEeTh

HE MoryT.44

This is, certainly, the well-known myth of the “noble savage,” but it is
important that Shcherbatov depicts these “barbarians™ as creatures who are naturally
sociable. For him, nature (or God) instills into the hearts of men initial virtues, which
in this rude state of society provide its members with such admirable characteristics,
as trustfulness, resolution, generosity, etc. The reason for this is that in such a society,

which knows only simple pleasures and primitive commodities, there exists no

motivation for competing for superiority in consumption, as there is no luxury and no

* O povrezhdenii nravov v Rossii, 62; Lentin, Prince M.M. Shcherbatov, 117.
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possibility to express pride by the use of refined food and drinks, costly ornamented
clothes, or excessively decorated houses.

Shcherbatov’s other example is about ancient Rome.

IOmuit Ilecapp, TONP WCKYCHBI B TO3HAHWUU CEpIEI] YEIOBEYECKHX, SKO
HCKYCC€H B BOCHHBLIX MW MNOJUTHYCCKHUX J[CJIax, KOTOpBIﬁ yMmein HO6C)K)IaTI)
BOOPY)KEHHBIX TIPOTHBY €ro BparoB M MOOSKAECHHBIX cepAna K cebe
oOpamars. He wWHOE 4TO KO YTBEpXKICHHIO CBOES IOXHIICHHBIC BIACTH
yrmoTpeOwin, Kak OONbIIMS HarpaXkAeHWs, nOa0bl, BBEAIIM 4Ype3 CHE
cractonmoOue, K HeMy SKOOBl KO HMCTOYHHMKY pasfasHeil Oojee ozei
NPUBS3BIBATIICE. He TOKMO BCeM CBOMM IMOCTYIKOM H3BSIBIISUI TaKHs CBOM
MBICITH, HO M CaMBIMH CJIIOBaMH €AWHOXIBI MX U3bACHWI. CIyduoch, 4To
€My JIOHOCWJIM HeuTOo Ha AHTOHHMs W Ha JlomaGeny, sSKOOBI OH HMX JIOJDKEH
omacatbcs. OTBeYal, YTO OH CHUX B HIMPOKHUX M MOKOMHBIX OAEXKIAX XOISIIHX
JFONIEH, JOOAMNX CBOM YIOBOJBCTBHH M POCKOIIb, HUKOT/IA CTPAIIUTHCS
IMPpUYINHBI HUMETH HC MOXKCT. Ho cum Jroav, HIpoaoJKaal OH, KOTOPBIE O
BEJIUKOJICTTHOCTH HH O CIIOKOWCTBUH OJCXKI HE PajsiT, CHH IIKE POCKOIIb
NPE3NPAOT, ¥ MAJIOe MOYTH 3a M3JIHMIIHOE CUHUTAIOT, KAKOBBI CYTh bpyTyc H
Kaccuii, eMy omacHsl B pacCyXICHWH HaMEpEHEH ero JIMIIUTh BOJBHOCTH
puMmckuii Hapon. He ommOcs oH B ceMm, OO TMOJUIMHHO CHU €r0 TPUALECTH
TpeMsl yaapaMH W3/bIXaroniell pUMCKON BOJBHOCTH HOKepTBoBanu. M Tako
caMblii cell mpuUMep M JO0Ka3yeT HaM, YTO HE B POCKOIIM M CIACTOJIOOWNU
U3/IBIXAI0NIasl PUMCKasi BOJIBHOCTh 00pesa cebe 3aluiieHie, HO B CTPOrOCTH
HDABOB ¥ B yMepeHHOCTH. "

This example certainly does not mean that Shcherbatov’s aim is to rebel
against despotism, just as the previous one does not mean that Shcherbatov strives for
returning Russia into the condition of barbarity. The aim of these examples is to prove
that “virtue” is somehow connected with the denial or at least limitation of luxury and
“voluptuousness” (slastoliubie, in the original text), and the same moral lesson is
given by the example of the “ancient Russia.”

Shcherbatov’s image of this “ancient Russia” is not, certainly, an innocent
barbarian society, as some degree of “enlightenment” already existed there. It is not

ancient Rome with its republican liberty. Pre-Petrine Russia, for Shcherbatov, was a

** O povrezhdenii nravov v Rossii, 61-62; Lentin, Prince M.M. Shcherbatov, 117.
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hierarchical society, a monarchy, and some kind of luxury was already spread among
the highest ranks of boyars. But the condition of the pre-Petrine Russia can be
described as relatively “rude” in comparison with Russia after Peter’s reforms. And
due to its “rudeness,” it was also a relatively “innocent” society. Although luxury
existed, it did not have a corruptive effect yet.

In “ancient Russia,” as it is depicted by Shcherbatov, everyday food, dress, and
buildings were relatively simple, not too expensive. However, Russians knew the
hierarchical division, which was symbolized, for example, by the “magnificence” of

clothes. Let us, for example, look at the following excerpt:

Ce ecTb Bce, 4TO S MOT COOpaTh O POJIC KHUThS, BHIC3TY M OJCHKIIbI IAPCKOI, a
cHe caMoe M TIOKa3yeT, KOJIMKasi MPOCTOTa BO BCEM OHOM Haxojmiack. bosipe
U TPOYHE YMHOBHHKH MO MEPE UX COCTOSHUS MOMOOHYIO K€ KH3Hb BEJIH,
cTapasica TPUTOM, W3 TIOYTEHHS K I[APCKOMY CaHy, HUKOT/Ia U K MPOCTOMY
CeMy BEJHMKOJICIIUI0 HEe MNpHOIMKaThCsA. A 0ojiee BCEro COXPaHsIO OT
CJIaCTOJIIOOUS, YTO HIDKE UMENU TMOHATHS O MEPEMEHE MOJ, HO, YTO JICIbI
HAIllMBAJIM, TO W BHYYAThl, HE IMOYUTASICh CTAPOMAHEPHBIMH, HOCHJIH H
ynoTpeOssii. beiBanu y 0osip 3maTOTKaHHbIE, OOraThie OJICSIHHS, KOTOPBIC
MPOCTO 30JI0TAMHM Ha3bIBAJIM, M HE HMHAKO HAJCBaJM, KOIJa I KaKoro
TOPYKECTBEHHOTO CIy4Yal0 TIOBEJICHO KM ObLJIO B 30J0TaX KO JBOPY
COOHMpAThCS; a MOCEMY CHUHU OJCHK/Ibl UM HaJI0JIr0 CIYXKUJIH, U S 3aM0UTMHHO
CJIBIXaJI, YTO HE CTBhIJHUJIMCA U CBIHOBBA 110 KOHYHHC pOI[HTeJ'Ieﬁ CBOHUX TOXKE

IJIaThe HOCI/ITB.46

For Shcherbatov, the stable hierarchy expressed itself in the potentially durable
things such as clothes, which did not need essential renovation for the next generation
because their main elements were made of the incorruptible metal. In other words, the
expressions of richness in this “ancient” society were not an effect of an
uncontrollable desire of sensual pleasures, but only the symbols of hierarchical

positions of the highest state servants and the tsar.

*® O povrezhdenii nravov v Rossii, 67; Lentin, Prince M.M. Shcherbatov, 127.
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Shcherbatov’s “ancient Russia” was also not an ideal society in regard to
natural sociability, in comparison with the idyllic “barbarian condition.” The clans of
boyars competed for supremacy; pride and vainglory already existed in pre-Petrine
Russia. But his description of external “magnificence,” strongly connected with rank,
allows him to make the impression that the evil consequences of corruption were at
least arrested in this relatively stable society. “Ancient Russia” is described as a closed
system with strong codes of behavior, based on the rules of religion. The superstitions,
which isolated the Russian elite from Western “enlightened” countries, provided, at
the same time, an antidote to the unbounded striving for pleasures. Proud boyars
regarded Westerners as inferior people, who were not acquainted with the true
religion, and therefore, there was nothing worth borrowing from them.

Peter’s opening of Russia to the influence of the West changed the situation.
The mechanism of the progress of corruption, as it is depicted by Shcherbatov,
resembles the mechanism of political submission as an effect of amour-propre, as it is
described by Rousseau in his Discourse on the Origin and Basis of Inequality among
Men. It was a kind of competition, in which each aristocratic family tried to acquire as
much external brilliance as possible, partly imitating the luxurious courts of Peter’s
descendants, and partly in order to entertain influential persons, for example,
numerous favorites of the successive Empresses. As a result, expenses started to
exceed the aristocrats’ income from normal sources (exploitation of serfs), and the
only way for them to maintain themselves was to ask for donations from the monarch
or her favorites. This undermined the spirit of noble independence. Responsible

statesmen were pushed aside by dishonest flatterers, and aristocrats became
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accustomed to ignoble tricks in order to acquire the means to increase their incomes
(Judges became dishonest, husbands tolerated adultery of their spouses with influential
persons, etc.). This led to despotism, and even the good-hearted monarchs, deceived
by their dishonest favorites, became harsh oppressors without even knowing it. People
lost their former respect towards laws, morality, and religion. Avarice became the
main spring of behavior, while honest service and noble honor counted for nothing.

For Shcherbatov, the only way out was to request God to send Russia a good
monarch, who would give new fundamental laws to the country. The particularities of
this new order are depicted by Shcherbatov in his utopia, which I will describe later.
Now, it is important to sum up.

The history of Russia after Peter’s rule was composed by Shcherbatov in such
a way as to serve as a proof that further reforms are necessary in order to balance the
corrupted political mechanism and create a good polity instead of a demoralized one.
In other words, historical narrative serves as a moral lesson, which demonstrates what
happens if some basic principles are violated. Therefore, history is used to promote a

particular political project.

“The Empire of Ophir”

To understand Shcherbatov’s political project let us now turn to his depiction of an

ideal society. It is necessary to understand that his ideas fit in the framework of a

classical cyclical theory of the rise and fall of political entities. Each polity has its own
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circle of life, from its establishment to a relatively perfect condition and subsequently
to the inevitable degradation. However, it is also possible, from Shcherbatov’s point
of view, to reestablish the already corrupted policy by the creation of a new system of
laws. Such renovation, as one can see at the end of the treatise On Corruption,
happens as a result of the appearance of a good ruler, who gives the polity new laws
and by his own example of obeying them ensures their acceptance by the society.

For this newly emerging political entity only a limited scope of perfection is
possible, because the original lawgiver makes only the basic fundamental laws and all
particulars are to be regulated gradually by the common efforts of the ruler and the
representatives of society. The main criterion, which allows distinction between a
good and a bad political mechanism, is its vulnerability towards corruption. To some
extent corruption is inevitable, but good laws can at least slow this process down,
providing durability to the polity. The original lawgiver can be compared with the
maker of a complex machine; it is necessary to tune it (to develop particular laws and
regulations), but any essential changes will cause only its destruction.

The key question within such a framework is how to prevent corruption. To
propose an answer, Shcherbatov uses the means of utopia as a literary genre. He wrote
the story of the Empire of Ophir*’ (the name comes from the Bible), which is an
idealized Russia, supposedly situated in the far south of the southern hemisphere.
Using this literary device, Shcherbatov depicts the country which is in many respects
similar to Russia (cold climate, vast territory, partially covered by forests, etc.), but, in

contrast to its prototype, has a perfect political organization. Ophir is a monarchy, but

" Mikhail Shcherbatov, Sochineniia, vol. 1 (St. Petersburg, 1907), col. 750-1060.
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the monarch rules together with the powerful elite, and even the common citizens
participate in political affairs (they can give advice in respect to the regulations of
their particular activity). The members of the elite, who are divided by ranks, are
described as virtuous (because promotion is given in accordance with virtue),® but the
population as a whole is not. This is why numerous policemen and even military
forces are necessary in order to prevent crimes, public disorders, and even rebellions.
Policemen are at the same time priests, whose function is to supervise not only public
behavior, but also the private morals of the citizens. Thus, political liberty, that is the
participation of a citizen in a functioning of political mechanism, is based on the
absence of a negative liberty, which is the right of the citizen to do what he pleases
within the boundaries of law. In Shcherbatov’s imagined world, citizens ought to
serve the common good at their best, in accordance with their descent, education, and
talent, and the exact and detailed particular regulations are provided in order to ensure
that each man and woman fulfills his or her duty properly. Self-interest, therefore, is
submitted to the common interest even in the lowest strata of society, but this is not
because of honor, but because of the good police and the habit of submission to the
laws.

Besides detailed regulations of the particular forms of service, there are also
strict regulations of consumption, in accordance with ranks. Each rank has its
particular clothes, particular quality of foods, beverages, dishes, and particular size of
houses (which must be clean and without excessive decorations). The use of horses in

cities is prohibited for private citizens (it is reserved only for the Emperor and his

“8 But the fact that the promotion takes place means that self-interest in the form of the desire of
promotion (Montesquieu’s “honor’) also moves this political mechanism.
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suite). The aim of all these regulations is to prevent excessive luxury, which is the
main source of corruption. In this world there is private property, there are rich and
poor people, but there are no beggars, nobody dies from hunger, and rich and
powerful citizens compete for giving shelter to the sick and injured.

The Empire is not completely isolated, though only inner trade exists and
contacts with the civilized world are basically prohibited (the narrator, a French
officer of Swedish origin, comes to this place only because of a shipwreck). There are
belligerent neighbors on the borders of this Empire, and this is why maintaining an
essential military force is necessary. However, soldiers are settled and have families,
they have their plots of land or work as artisans, and the recruitment is mainly from
their offspring, so the burden for the other part of the population is minimal.

Shcherbatov devotes special attention to the courts and their procedure, which
is fast and open for private visitors, who, due to the perfect and common education of
the citizens (though in accordance with their status and talents), are familiar with the
laws. This system guarantees that court decisions are always just and impartial. The
punishments are severe, but the need to resort to them is rare, because crimes
themselves are rare in this ideal polity.

In sum, one can say, that the Empire of Ophir is an example of a well-ordered
police state, which is as perfect as is possible in this world, with its people weak and
vulnerable to corruption, who can be made relatively virtuous only by the close
supervision and constant suggestion (in schools in childhood and by priests-policemen
in adulthood) that virtuous behavior is as useful for each particular individual as for

the common good.
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One can easily find a source of Shcherbatov’s imagination in Fénelon’s
depiction of the good polity, established by Mentor in Salente (in Fénelon’s imaginary
travel story, Telemachus, Son of Ulysses). For example, Mentor instructs Idomeneus,

the king of Salente, about rules which can provide well-being for his subjects:

All foreign merchandise that might introduce luxury and effeminacy was
prohibited. The dress and diet of all the different ranks were regulated;
together with the size, furniture, and ornaments of their houses ... Mentor also
visited without delay the arsenals and the different magazines, to see that the
arms and other warlike stores were in good order: for, he said, a state ought
always to be prepared for war in order to prevent its ever being reduced to the
disagreeable necessity of engaging in it ... Public schools must be erected in
which the youth may be taught to fear the gods, to love their country, to
respect the laws, and to prefer honor to pleasure and even to life itself. There
must be magistrates to watch over the families and the morals of individuals
that compose them.*

People in Salente are divided into seven ranks (in Ophir into fourteen, as in
Peter’s Table of Ranks). The officials of Ophir are particularly interested in artillery
(the narrator happens to be a knowledgeable man in this respect), and this is in
accordance with the warlike spirit of the Salentians, who are always prepared to
defend their city. There are also public schools in Ophir, with the main stress on moral
instruction. In Ophir, as in Salente, special magistrates must supervise the private
morals of citizens.

The main difference is, however, that Fénelon underlines the necessity to
resettle “redundant” artisans from the city to the countryside, in order to involve as
many people as possible in agriculture. Shcherbatov does not put a stress on this,
although in one place he protests against the transformation of some villages into

towns (and peasants into city-dwellers). But this is rather a veiled criticism of

“ Francois de Fénelon, Telemachus, Son of Ulysses, ed. and trans. P. Riley (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1994), 162-172.
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Catherine’s establishing of new uezdy (local administrative regions), for which she
transformed some villages into towns as the centers for these regions. Shcherbatov’s
concern was not the priority of agriculture, as it was for the French author, because for
Russia the typical problem was the underdevelopment of industry and commerce, not
overdevelopment. Moreover, if Fénelon traditionally underlines physical vigor, in
contrast with effeminacy, as a necessary part of virtue (his story takes place in ancient
Greece), Shcherbatov focuses on the significance of technical improvements, which
are necessary for economic well-being and also for military strength (artillery,
construction of fortresses, etc.). Thus, one can find a Russian specificity, which is
expressed in Shcherbatov’s reworking of Fénelon’s ideas.

The Russian author does not answer the question how this technical, industrial,
and commercial (within the internal market) progress, which he admires as “useful”
(in contrast to Rousseau, who was also inspired by Fénelon, though by different
aspects of his ideas),”® is connected with an unchanging moral and social order. In
other words, Rousseau’s question whether “arts and sciences” will finally corrupt even
a relatively durable polity is not answered in Shcherbatov’s text. Probably
Shcherbatov was not as radical in his conclusions as Rousseau and understood only

non-“useful” arts as a possible source of corruption.

% See: Patrick Riley, “Introduction,” in Telemachus, xvi—xviii.
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Conclusions

Nicholas Riasanovsky writes in the conclusion of his analysis of Shcherbatov’s image

of Peter I:

Shcherbatov’s thought had never been notable for its consistency. Still, the
glaring contradiction between his general enthusiastic, thorough, elaborate,
and carefully considered praise of the reformer and the new sweeping critique,
between the Russian Enlightenment image of Peter the Great and the message
of “On the Corruption...,” must have cried for a resolution. This issue was put
to rest by historian’s death shortly after the completion of his iconoclastic
work ... The gist of the moralist’s criticism of the reformer in that work was
not that the first emperor had not been enlightened enough or that he needed
Catherine the Great to accomplish what he had merely started and not even
that he had made a particular mistake or mistakes, but rather that,
unexpectedly, the new turning itself proved to be a disaster. This approach to
Peter the Great and his reforms, directly opposed to the letter and spirit of the
Russian Enlightenment, was to become prominent in subsequent periods of
Russian history.>

As | tried to prove, this approach to Shcherbatov as a predecessor of
Slavophiles with their sweeping criticism of Peter’s reforms, which, for Slavophiles,
led Russia away from its specific national way of development, is misleading.
Shcherbatov, even in On Corruption, states that Russia had to imitate the example
represented by more enlightened countries.

The main shortcoming of Riasanovsky’s approach is the image of “the Russian
Enlightenment” as an ideological monolith. As many recent works on the European
Enlightenment have demonstrated, there was no such thing as “the Enlightenment,”

but rather different varieties of it.>* Certainly, the common movement for

*! Riasanovsky, The Image of Peter, 62.

%2 Roy Porter and Mikulas Teich, eds., The Enlightenment in National Context (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1981).
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improvement can be found in all the national versions of enlightenment,®® but the
particular agenda for this “improvement” was different not only for different
countries, but also for different ideologists, who belonged to different social strata.
Thus, Shcherbatov’s version of enlightenment was one of many possible versions, and
his image of a perfect society fits in the same framework as the works of some
Western European thinkers, such as Fénelon.

The question was, however, how this image, borrowed from the early French
Enlightenment, had to be adopted in order to be acceptable as a project for the
underdeveloped Russian society. In this case the striving for the creation of a perfect
moral order contradicted the aspiration to develop commerce, industry, and “useful”
arts, which were necessary, in particular, for the defense of the country. As a result,
some idyllic characteristics of Fénelon’s peaceful society (although prepared for
defense) had to be reconsidered. For example, Peter I, for Shcherbatov, had to conquer
some territories on the Baltic in order to create ports necessary for commerce. This
does not contradict, however, Shcherbatov’s condemnation of the conquest of Crimea
and part of Poland by Catherine. These countries, alien to Russia by their climate or
population, were, for him, rather excessive additions, more harmful than useful.

It is true that one can easily find “inconsistencies” in Shcherbatov’s thought,
because his points, which he tries to prove, sometimes contradict each other.
However, one has to take into account the fact that the use of history in order to
illustrate abstract moral ideas leads inevitably to some contradictions. Shcherbatov’s

Istoriia can be divided, therefore, into several stories; each of them has its own

%% John Robertson, The Case for the Enlightenment: Scotland and Naples 1680-1760 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2005).
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meaning and presents a separate moral and political lesson. For example, the first part
of the fifth volume about Ivan the Terrible proves the greatness of this ruler, who
always had good advice from his boyars and managed to put their clans under strict
control to avoid inner strife. The second part of the same volume demonstrates how
the wicked tyrant, who ruled by fear, not by laws, led his country to a military disaster
when it was defeated by the Polish King Stefan Bathory. In both cases the main hero
is the same person, lvan IV, but the moral lessons are different, and Shcherbatov
himself recognizes this contradiction and tries to give a psychological explanation for
Ivan’s tyrannical behavior. The cause of this “inconsistency” is not only the
contradictions in the sources (which certainly exist), but also the aim of the
“classicist” historiography, which imitates the ancient ideal of history as the Magistra
Vitae.

This is only an introduction to the further analysis of Shcherbatov’s main
ideas. The next aim is to develop this theoretical scheme and to demonstrate how
Shcherbatov’s political project influenced his interpretation of the history of ancient

Russia (or rather “histories,” as it follows from the previous section).
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§1.2 The Moral and Political Meaning of Shcherbatov’s |storiia

The purpose of this section will be to analyze how the political ideas of Shcherbatov
were expressed in his historical writing, using as an example the description of the
Time of Troubles in the last volumes of his Istoriia. The text of Istoriia can be
regarded as a result of putting the material, borrowed from sources, in a particular
conceptual framework, with a purpose to draw a moral and political lesson, applicable
to the contemporary situation of Shcherbatov’s time. The order of analysis will be
exactly the reverse: I will start with Shcherbatov’s political agenda, uncover the origin
of his conceptual framework and his particular use of concepts adopted from several
theoretical models, and, finally, I will show how he organized material about the Time
of Troubles taken from Russian and foreign sources in order to fit it into his set of

categories to accomplish his political purpose.

Political Context

In the period of writing of the last, sixth and seventh, volumes of his Istoriia,
Shcherbatov became increasingly critical towards Catherine and her rule. The main
object of his criticism was the system of favoritism and, in particular, the
overwhelming influence of Prince Grigorii Potemkin in state matters. Shcherbatov
was irritated by the luxurious lifestyle of Catherine’s favorites, by the promotion of

their numerous relatives without regard to their merits, by the habit of giving nobility
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to their low-born supporters and dependants, and most of all by the fact that, due to
the influence of favorites, the families of high-born Muscovite aristocracy, that is the
circle to which Shcherbatov belonged himself, were pushed aside from power.

It would be wrong, however, to reduce Shcherbatov’s discontent to his
unfulfilled ambitions only. His criticism was directed on many issues, which were of
acute importance for the Russian nobility of that time, and not only for the nobility.
First of all, it was the system of lawlessness, the arbitrary rule of strong and well
connected, who, because of imperfect and confusing laws, were able to influence a
court to make a decision in accordance with their interests. This made property
owners, nobles as well as commoners, vulnerable and insecure, and in some cases
even their freedom was under threat. Another issue was the spread of luxury, for
which the court society set the example. For that reason many nobles, especially in the
two capitals, were forced to spend more than their income could allow. As a result the
traditional moral values, especially in aristocratic circles, were undermined, and
striving for an additional income tempted many high officials to resort to illegal
means. Besides the two Russo-Turkish wars, the permanent disturbances in Poland
and the additional war with Sweden placed a heavy burden on the Russian peasants,
indirectly threatening to ruin their landlords, and, moreover, the officials had shown
their incompetence during the famine in several central gubernias in 1788. Thus, in
spite of the personal motives, Shcherbatov’s criticism had serious grounds, and can be
understood as a phenomenon comparable with such critical voices as Fonvizin’s and
Radishchev’s, although the latter was an adversary of serfdom and Shcherbatov was

an ardent defender of it, with strong paternalistic overtones.
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In his secret writings, first of all in his treatise On Corruption, Shcherbatov
expresses his discontent with the arbitrary methods of Catherine’s officials and the
empress’ tolerance towards her corrupted servants quite directly. In his published
writing, mainly in Istoriia, he arranges his material in such a way that an attentive
reader could draw a lesson from past events in accordance with Shcherbatov’s hidden
intention. To accomplish this purpose he uses the historical figure of Boris Godunov,
a first advisor of tsar Feodor loannovich, in order to demonstrate how the unlimited
power of the unscrupulous favorite led eventually to the near destruction of the

Russian state.

The Conceptual Framework: The Classical Background

Unfortunately, we do not have detailed information about Shcherbatov’s readings,
thus the sources of his ideas can be restored only by his fragmentary mentions of
particular authors and by comparison. From the Ancients he definitely knew Plato and
Cicero well (as he mentioned them in his treatise about the education of a young
gentleman), and from moderns he referred many times to Montesquieu and Rousseau.
As a rule, Shcherbatov read ancient authors in French translations, and we can also
assume that he used second-hand compendiums or renditions of ancient authors,
composed contemporaneously or by earlier French scholars. He could also borrow
some general ideas from the English Universal History (in French translation), which

was published in the 1760s—70s. As it is impossible to discover his obscure secondary
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sources, we will point out the initial origin of the political ideas, which were used by
Shcherbatov, putting aside the way in which he came to particular concepts.

In common with the Ancients, Shcherbatov built his political theory on the
ground of a particular moral teaching. His particular choice resembles closely the
ideas of Stoicism, with its basic opposition of virtues and vices. A virtuous man acts
on the ground of reason and nature. A reasonable action is based on the ability to
make proper judgments about what is good and what is bad for the self-preservation of
a human being as a reasonable individual. Reason here is opposed to passion, which is
a disturbance of the human mind, preventing it from proper judgments. For example,
fear is an exaggerated idea about a possible threat, which narrows the human mind,
and prevents an individual from acting with the necessary decisiveness and courage.
By contrast, caution is based on a realistic account of possible threat and allows an
individual to find reasonable measures to avoid future harm. Accordingly, the quality
of cowardice, which inclines an individual towards fear, is a vice, and the opposite
quality, courage, is a virtue. As we will demonstrate, Shcherbatov’s characterization
of historical personages is partially based on these distinctions. It is important to
emphasize here that this is a kind of rationalistic ethics, which means that morally
wrong deeds are understood as based on erroneous judgments about things that are
necessary for the self-preservation of an individual. The striving for self-preservation
(not of just a physical existence, as for animals, but also of a moral integrity) is
defined by Stoics as natural, and this is how the idea of nature (and natural behavior)

comes into the picture.
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Shcherbatov’s idea of how to connect the moral qualities of individuals and the
good or bad organization of a political community can be traced back to Plato
(especially the Republic), who draws the analogy between three parts of the human
soul and three layers of human society. The ideal case, for Plato, is where the basest
level of the human soul, striving for sensual pleasures, would be under control of the
second, spiritual part, which seeks glory, honor, or the esteem of fellow citizens, and
this part, in turn, must be under control of the highest part, reason, which is an
aspiration for the Truth (or the highest Good). By this analogy, Plato draws in his
utopian vision of society a three partite division of social layers. The basest is that of
commoners, whose occupation is to provide subsistence for themselves and for other
members of community, and it is enough for them to be industrious on the basis of
their striving for pleasures. The medium layer is that of guardians, who must be
courageous; their main function is to protect the state and to prevent themselves, and
the lower level, from excessive pleasures (they live, in Plato’s utopia, a communal life
without private property). The highest level is that of rulers-philosophers, who
basically strive to lead a contemplative life, and who are forced by their fellow
citizens to sacrifice this striving for the well-being of the community. These wise men
(or one of them, who is appointed as a king) serve as rulers and judges; they give and
maintain the laws, etc. This is, however, an ideal picture. In practice as it often
happens, for an individual as well as for a community, this hierarchy of moral motives
and social layers undergoes destruction, and, for example, a striving for pleasures
starts to dominate the society. This can be named a moral corruption. This corruption

leads the individual towards a vicious life, for example, he spends his life in excessive
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eating, drinking, and sexual acts, as his striving for pleasures breaks the hold of
reason. A society of such individuals, for Plato, becomes first the rule of a mob (to
which Plato’s attitude is definitely negative) and then transforms itself into a tyranny.
The tyrant is the individual who leads the life of sensual pleasures and maintains his
power by excessive cruelty. The monarchy (of a philosopher-king) and the tyranny
here are already two opposite poles of the best and worst government, and these forms
of government are connected with a reversal of social hierarchy and the moral
condition of the members of the community.

In his treatise On Corruption, Shcherbatov also directly connects the moral
condition of society and the form of government (for him, Catherine’s Russia is on its
way from a monarchy to a despotic rule, and this is partly because of the spread of
luxury). He also points out a reversal of the social hierarchy as the result of the rule of
some of Catherine’s favorites. One can remark, however, that Shcherbatov’s own
utopia, Puteshestvie v zemliu ofirskuiu, does not go so far as Plato’s Republic, as the
Russian author allows private property on all levels of the hierarchy; his noblemen
combine the functions of rulers, judges, and military men (as in Russia), and he
allows, at least for noblemen, a degree of social mobility (thus, Plato’s two highest
social levels are merged into one, and no “communism” is presupposed for them,
though strict limitation of consumption are introduced to prevent luxury).

The next important (though, probably, indirect) ancient source of
Shcherbatov’s political ideas is Aristotle. The most relevant is, in this respect,
Aristotle’s opposition between kingship and tyranny, which is based on a different

principle in contrast with Plato. In his Politics, Aristotle starts with a simple division
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of three basic forms of government, that is, a government of one (monarchy), of few,
or of many. Each of these forms can be good or corrupted, in accordance with the
political virtue of the ruling body. This political virtue does not have a direct
connection with the motives of the individual in his private life, but is rather simply
his readiness to sacrifice his particular interests for the well-being of the community
as a whole. Accordingly, monarchy becomes a good form of rule (kingship) if the
monarch governs for the sake of all (is virtuous in this specific sense) and it becomes a
bad form (tyranny or despotic rule) if he governs for his own sake. Similarly, the rule
of the few is aristocracy (rule of best), if the ruling group serves the interests of the
community (the common good), and oligarchy if they rule for themselves. Finally,
Aristotle separates the rule of the many in accordance with the same principle, as
politeia, a virtuous rule for the fatherland of the majority of citizens, or the people’s
rule (sometimes it is called ochlocracy) as a rule of, for example, common people
directed against the interest of a noble and rich minority. Such a kind of a simplified
classification scheme was used by Polybius in his description of late republican Rome
as a best kind of polity, combining the advantages of monarchy, aristocracy, and
democracy, which mutually prevent each other from corruption.

In Shcherbatov’s early treatise, “Raznyia razsuzhdeniia o pravlenii”
(“Different discourses on forms of government”),>* one can find a similar but
somehow simplified scheme, in which the Russian author separates the three basic
forms (monarchy, aristocracy, and democracy) and points out their advantages and

disadvantages in such a way, as a good monarchy looks similar to Aristotle’s

* Shcherbatov, Sochineniia, vol. 1, col. 335-354.
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kingship, but is under the threat of becoming a tyranny, and a similar transformation
can occur with aristocracy (which tends to become oppressive towards common
people). Democracy is blamed for a constant discord and the strife of parties pursuing
their particular interests, and in this negative attitude toward the people’s rule
Shcherbatov is closer to Plato than to Aristotle.

However, this is not all that can be said about Aristotle as a probable indirect
source of Shcherbatov’s ideas.

In the third book of Politics, Aristotle proposes a more elaborate scheme,
based on the division of the political community into three classes, that of the poorest
citizens, the citizens of moderate wealth, and the richest citizens (who are usually also
high-born, and possess other privileges, such as, for example, a good education). Also
he proposes the distinction between the rule in accordance with established law and
the rule in accordance with arbitrary decisions of the ruling body. He also
discriminates between the people who are accustomed to a despotic rule and are ready
to submit voluntarily to such a governments (such are for him Persians and other
Asians, who are slaves by their very nature), and the peoples who are free by nature
(such as Greeks and Europeans in general) who basically do not normally tolerate a
despotic rule, though can voluntarily submit to such a rule on a temporary basis in
extraordinary circumstances.

All these dimensions (class division, lawful or arbitrary rule, free or slavish
people) can be combined with previous divisions (number of ruling individuals and
their virtue), which makes resulting classifications rather complex. For our purposes

we can focus only on several types and on the dynamics of their mutual
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transformations, as these types were used by Shcherbatov in his description of the
evolution of the Russian monarchy.

The most relevant in this respect will be book 4, section 10 of Politics, where
Avristotle discusses the reasons for the destruction and preservation of monarchies. He
asserts here that “royal rule is of the nature of an aristocracy,” whereas “a tyranny is a
compound of oligarchy and democracy in their most extreme forms.”> This is
because, Aristotle explains, a king acquires his place due to his merits, virtue, and
benefits to the community,*® and he continues to be a king while his function is “to be
a protector of the rich against unjust treatment, of the people against insult and

T Aristotle adds that “the king seeks what brings honour” and “the guards

oppression.
of a king are citizens of the state, but of a tyrant, mercenaries.”® The kingship is
contrasted with tyranny, combing the vices of two other corrupted forms of
government: “As of oligarchy so of tyranny, the end is wealth” and “Both [oligarchies
and tyrannies] mistrust the people.”59 And “From democracy tyrants have borrowed
the art of making war upon the notables and destroying them secretly or openly, or of
exiling them because they are rivals and stand in the way of their power; and also

because plots against them are contrived by men of this class, who either want to rule

or to escape subjection.”® Avristotle gives at this place the well-known example of the

*® The Complete Works of Aristotle, vol. 1 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984), 2080 (1310b,
1-5).

% Ibid., 2081 (1310b, 32-35).
* Ibid., (1311a, 1-3).

% Ibid., (1311a, 7-8).

* Ibid., (1311a, 10-13).

% Ibid., (1311a, 15-20).
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advice given to a tyrant by Periander, that to preserve his power he must cut off the
highest ears of corn, “meaning that he must always put out of the way the citizens who
overtop the rest.”®

Aristotle’s description of the community here is not entirely idealistic (he does
not assume that all citizens are virtuous) and not entirely realistic (there are some
virtuous individuals). If it happens that a monarch is virtuous, then he functions as a
mediator between two hostile groups: that of privileged (which means wealthy, of
noble origin, educated, etc., all together or separately) and that of non-privileged. The
former (if one realistically assumes that they are not particularly virtuous) tend to be
insolent and greedy, the latter are usually envious. If there are no mediators between
them (the middle class usually serves as such a mediator, and, if it is strong enough,
this can lead to the establishment of politeia, the best form of government for
Aristotle), then the result can be oligarchy (if the privileged are stronger and can
subdue the other group) or people’s rule (this is possible if the non-privileged are
stronger due to their multitude). The presence of the king, who protects them from
each other, allows a balancing these groups, provided that their mutual respect to the
virtuous power prevents them from an abuse of force.

The tyrant can, in some sense, also serve as a balance, as he treats unjustly
both conflicting groups, but his position (he relies on mercenaries) is vulnerable, so he
usually prefers to abuse the privileged, who are more dangerous toward his power,

and this can give him the support of the non-privileged, who hate the former group.

The tyrant can be crude towards the common people as well, but if he wants to

® Ibid., (1311a, 20-23).
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preserve his power, then it is better for him to deceive them, which is facilitated by the
fact that they are badly educated and poor.

Aristotle devotes a separate section to the discussion of measures by which
tyrants can preserve their power. They can be reduced to the following three: “he sows
distrust among the subjects; he takes away their power; and he humbles them.”® The
first point is especially important, as it leads to the destruction of social ties. As
Aristotle wrote about a tyrant, in particular, “he must not allow common meals, clubs,
education, and the like; he must be upon his guard against anything which is likely to
inspire either courage or confidence among his subjects.”® Tyrants also use spies, and
this produces the fear to speak openly and, again, creates mutual distrust.** Other
measures tend to produce the same result, that is, to isolate people from each other in
order to prevent conspiracy, in particular, “to sow quarrels among the citizens; friends
should be embroiled with friends, the people with the notables, and the rich with one
another.”®® This idea of destruction of social ties was used by Shcherbatov in his
depiction of Godunov’s rule.

Such are vicious tyrannical means. But it is also possible for a tyrant if not to
be, then at least appear to be, a king. As Aristotle writes, “the salvation of a tyranny is
to make it more like the rule of a king.”66 Of course, in this case he will still be a

tyrant, because he has no other way to rule over unwilling subjects: in the other case

%2 Ibid., 2086 (1314a, 28-29).
% Ibid., 2085 (1313b, 1-4).
% Ibid., (1313b, 12-17).

% Ibid., (1313b, 17-19).

% |bid., 2086 (1114a, 35).
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he would lose his power. “But though power must be retained as the foundation, in all
else the tyrant should act or appear to act in the character of a king.”®” The behavior of
such a “half-wicked” tyrant Aristotle describes as follows: “And whereas states
consist of two classes, of poor men and of rich, the tyrant should lead both to imagine
that they are preserved and prevented from harming one another by his rule, and
whichever of the two is stronger he should attach to his government.”® Besides this
manipulation by contradictions between the two groups of society, a tyrant, who wants
to preserve his power, must be, at least partially, beneficial for the community as a
whole: “He ought to show himself to his subjects in the light, not of a tyrant, but of a
steward and a king. He should not appropriate what is theirs, but should be their
guardian; he should be moderate, not extravagant in his way of life; he should win the
notables by companionship, and the multitude by ﬂattery.”69 Among the measures
which can deceive the common people, Aristotle mentions religious devotion. A
tyrant “should appear to be particularly earnest in the service of the gods.”70 This, as
we will see, is also used by Shcherbatov in his description of Godunov’s behavior.

In a word, a tyrant must behave like a king if he can, and must resort to
tyrannical means only if it is necessary for the preservation of his power. One can
recognize here the familiar teaching of Machiavelli, only without a deliberate

representation of the kingly appearance of the tyrant as a virtue of a “virtuous” prince.

% Ibid., (1314a, 35-40).

% Ibid., 2088 (1315a, 33-37).

% Ibid., (1315b, 1-5).

" Ibid., 2087 (1314b, 39-40—1315a, 1).
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We will see further, Shcherbatov’s tsar, Boris Godunov, behaves in accordance
with Aristotle’s “recommendations” for tyrants. But Godunov eventually fails to
preserve his power, not to speak of his manipulative behavior aggravating the tensions
between social groups and eventually bringing political disorders even closer. His
“half-wicked” character tends, for Shcherbatov, to be wicked for the time being, and
he begins to be hated by all, in spite of his attempts to preserve a kingly appearance.
To understand why this happens in Shcherbatov’s conceptual framework it is
necessary to revert to the Stoics’ moral teaching.

Let us start from the political issue. In book I of his treatise De Clementia (“On
Mercy”) Seneca opposes the merciful king and the cruel tyrant. The tyrant is
characterized as follows: “Contradictory motives drive him to self-contradiction. He is
hated because he is feared, and being hated makes him want to be feared.”’* A tyrant
cannot trust even his own lackeys: “No one can hold the good will and loyalty of

servants whom he employs to work the instruments of torture.”’?

The tyrant’s
psychological conditions are described as wholly unhappy, moreover, any betterment
is impossible: “Gloomier and more troubled than any defendant in court ... he has
reached the point where he cannot change his ways. For quite the worst thing about
cruelty is that you have to press on with it. There is no way back to something better.
The only protection for crime is more crime. And what could be more wretched than

to be, as he now is, obliged to be bad?”"® The result is a particular character, that is, of

a man tormented by suspicion and hatred of his subjects and neighbors, which creates

™ Seneca, Moral and Political Essays (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), 144 (I 12.4).
"2 Ibid., 144-145 (1 13.2).
® Ibid., 145 (1 13.2).
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his own suspicion towards his environment and even self-hatred: “Wielding power by
slaughter and pillage, he arouses suspicion in all his dealings abroad and at home
alike. Resorting to arms though afraid of arms, with no trust in the loyalty of friends or
the piety of his children, wherever he looks around at what he has done or what he is
going to do, he uncovers a conscience full of crimes and torment. Often fearing yet

more often longing for death, he is more hateful to himself than to those who are his

slaves.””

The opposite in regard to this tyrannical behavior and character is the behavior

of a merciful king:

Contrast him with one whose care is for all without exception. While guarding
some things more than others, he nurtures every part of the commonwealth as
though it were part of himself. Inclined to the milder course, even when it
may be of use to punish, he reveals his reluctance to apply harsh remedies.
Free in mind from all trace of enmity or wildness, he exercises his power in
an indulgent and beneficial manner, eager only to win the approval of the
citizens for his commands ... Affable in conversation, accessible and easily
approached, amiable in expression ... favourably disposed to requests that
are reasonable without being harsh even to ones that are not, he is loved by a
whole state ... What people say about him is the same in secret as in open ...
Such a prince, protected by his own deeds, has no need of guards.”

Seneca calls such a ruler “Father of the Fatherland,”’® as his behavior towards
subjects is like the behavior of a father towards children: “No one in his right mind,
surely, would disinherit a son for a first offence ... he first makes many an attempt to
reclaim a character still not set though already inclined to the worse. Only when all

. 77
hope is lost does he resort to extreme measures.”

™ Ibid., (1 13.3).

™ Ibid., 145-146, (I 13.4-5).
" Ibid., 146 (1 14.2).

" Ibid., (1 14.1).
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Let me return to the point of Aristotle’s half-wicked tyrant. Is it
psychologically possible to be such a ruler without slipping off into a vicious circle of
fear and hatred? The answer of Stoics would be certainly negative, as a king must be
perfectly self-restrained, and his virtue demands a reasonable action without any
pathos (a Greek word, which can be translated as “emotion” or “passion,” the former
translation better expresses negative evaluation, but can be confused with a Christian
concept of sin; for Stoics, however, this is rather misjudgment, created by a disturbed
state of mind).

There is the important difference between Peripatetics and Stoics at this
point.”® For Peripatetics, reason and emotion are two distinct abilities of mind, the
latter gives an action its strength and vigor, and the former defines the right measure,
which fits the circumstances. For example, the reaction to an unexpected blow by an
enemy warrior or by an unreasonable child must be different, though pain and the
initial anger can be the same. In both cases, the initial emotional impulse is natural
and necessary, but the degree of restraint must be different. For Stoics, by contrast,
emotion and reason are the disturbed and undisturbed condition of the same mind.
Accordingly, it is expedient to act always on the ground of reason and get rid of
emotions, as the latter are always exaggerated and prevent an actor from the right
evaluation of a situation. If we now compare the king and the tyrant in this respect, it
becomes clear that the former acts on the ground of reason, whereas the latter on the
ground of passions. Accordingly, the former is patient and cautious, whereas the latter

is tormented by anger and fear. In Aristotle’s view, a tyrant can be cruel towards his

"8 See the revealing discussion of this issue in the introduction to the Cambridge edition of Seneca’s
treatise On Anger, by J. M. Cooper and J. F. Procope, in Moral and Political Essays, 5-10.
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potential enemies but can still retain a degree of self-control in order to appear as a
king. His vicious passions are restrained (but not suppressed entirely) by reason. For
Stoics this is impossible, as a tyrant accustomed to uncontrolled expression of cruelty
and suspicion inevitably loses the ability for reasonable action and becomes a slave of
mutually enforcing passions of anger and fear.

Stoics, Seneca included, are much more pessimistic in some respect, as for
them the ability of self-control, once broken, cannot be easily restored, and crime can
lead only to other crimes.

As we will see further, this is exactly how Shcherbatov describes the
psychological evolution of Godunov, who tried to be (or at least to appeared to be) a
king. But steadily, as he committed cruel deeds again and again, he became more and
more inclined towards tyrannical behavior, and became feared and hated by his
subjects, being unable to trust anybody. So, his fall became inevitable.

The development from Aristotle to Seneca demonstrates increasing concern
with the character of a ruler, instead of focusing on the moral condition of a ruling
society. Aristotle’s characterization of the kingship as an aristocratic monarchy based
on the rule of law, in contrast with the arbitrary rule of a tyrant who uses the mutual
hatred of wealthy and poor classes to sustain his rule, gives way to Enlightenment

interpretations of monarchy.
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Shcherbatov’s Combination of Montesquieu’s Political Concepts and the Stoic

Idea of “Natural” Self-Preservation

Shcherbatov refers to Montesquieu’s The Spirit of Laws with all the possible respect.
This does not prevent him from disagreement with some conclusions of the French
thinker, especially regarding Russia. He accepts, in general, a three partite division of
the forms of rule into republican (which includes democracy and aristocracy),
monarchical, and despotic (or tyrannical) species, each based on a specific motivation
of its ruling elite: virtue for the republic, honor for the monarchy, and fear for the
despotism. However, Shcherbatov does not fully accept Montesquieu’s idea that
“virtue is not the principle of the monarchy.” To understand this disagreement it is
necessary to look at these principles in some details. First, one can recognize that
Montesquieu’s understanding of virtue is not conventional. This is not a kind of moral
perfection, but the purely political principle, that is the love of the citizen for his
fatherland and its laws. These laws promote equality, though not an extreme one:
excessive wealth and unlimited ambition are damaging for a republic, as they create a
threat of domination of particular interests of stronger citizens over the common well-
being of a community. This is why Montesquieu’s republic is possible only in a small
city, like Sparta, and the transformation of Rome from the city-state to the vast empire
inevitably led, for him, to the fall of the ancient republic. It is better for the stability of
the republic to be a state of farmers-warriors, with a moderate wealth and modest
culture. This is because the flourishing of arts (with the exception of special ones,

such as music, in Plato’s ideal city) creates effeminacy and can be dangerous for the
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morals of citizens, while excessive commercial wealth can lead to the prevalence of
mercenary motives and undermines the necessary devotion of citizens to the common
cause. For these reasons, with all his admiration towards ancient republics,
Montesquieu is rather skeptical in respect to contemporary examples. For modern
times he prefers monarchy, which is based on another principle, that is honor. This is
for him an aspiration for distinctions, a kind of selfish motive, to some degree even a
vice, as the main concern of an ambitious person is to obtain a distinction in respect to
his fellow citizens. However, due to wise laws, this kind of society can be arranged in
such a way as to reward individuals, whose activities serve the glory of a monarchy
and the common good of its subjects. Thus, ambitious individuals, in order to fulfill
their selfish desires, that is, to acquire the sins of distinction from the monarch, are to
accomplish honorable deeds, which are useful for the political community.

Such an ironical way of thought (a version of “unsocial sociability”) is rather
alien for Shcherbatov. For him the main motive of the nobility, at least in the Russian
monarchy, is “love for the tsar and the fatherland” (he usually uses this formula as an
indivisible whole). This means that his idea of the monarchy is partially based on
Montesquieu’s political virtue (the love of the fatherland), though without overtones
of the love of republican laws. At the same time, Shcherbatov does not exclude other
motives, such as the nobles’ determination to defend collectively their possessions
(that is, their shares of land) against enemies of the country, as well as an aspiration to
receive symbolical and material rewards from the monarch. The last motive is similar
to Montesquieu’s honor, though for Shcherbatov this is a natural self-interest, which is

not vicious if these rewards are obtained due to merit, and not because of a shameful
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activity or a kinship to powerful men. Such a blend of virtuous and selfish motives
(though not harmful for the community), which mutually support each other, can be
regarded as an indication that Shcherbatov probably had in mind a kind of a mixed
monarchy in Polybius’ sense, that is a combination of the rule of monarch with a kind
of the aristocratic representation, for example, in the form of the old Muscovite Duma.
Of course, in Shcherbatov’s Russia, there was no such aristocratic institution, but, at
least, he thought that the Muscovite Duma, in which the old boyar aristocracy was
represented, was such an admixture of the aristocratic and the monarchical
institutions. Therefore, it was possible to regard the ancient Russian monarchy as a
mixed form, a blend of the aristocracy and the monarchy. This made it possible to
regard the tyranny of Ivan the Terrible and his successors, including Godunov, as a
result of the corruption of initial principles of virtue and honor, which, for
Shcherbatov, worked together in “ancient Russia.” The rule of tyrannical tsars, which
eventually led to the civil war, could, in accordance with this view, serve as a warning
for future tyrants, including Catherine, whose intentions were to destroy the
agreement between the aristocracy and the crown.

The main problem, however, was whether it was possible to understand virtue
and honor as mutually compatible with each other, whereas for Montesquieu these
principles were in contradiction to each other. First, one must take into account that
virtue in aristocracy does not presuppose, for Montesquieu, such strong restrictions of

self-interests as in a democratic republic. As he asserts:

An aristocratic government has an inherent vigour, unknown to democracy.
The nobles form a body, who by their prerogative, and for their own particular
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interest, restrain the people; it is sufficient that there are laws in being to see
them executed.

But easy as it may be for the body of the nobles to restrain the people,
it is difficult to restrain themselves ... Now such a body as this can restrain
itself only in two ways; either by a very eminent virtue, which puts the
nobility in some measure on a level with the people, and may be the means of
forming a great republic; or by an inferior virtue, which puts them at least
upon a level with one another, and upon this their preservation depends.

Moderation is therefore the very soul of this government; a
moderation, | mean, founded on virtue, not that which proceeds from
indolence and pusillanimity.”

It is clear that a “great republic,” where the nobles restrict themselves in such a
way as to be similar to other citizens, was not an ideal which Shcherbatov has in mind
for Russia. But for the “ancient Russia” he could regard Montesquieu’s “lesser virtue”
as, probably, a suitable principle. At least, one can understand Shcherbatov’s eulogy
for the relative modesty of the Russian aristocrats in seventeenth-century Muscovy in
such a way, in contrast with luxury and licentiousness of his own time. So, to which
extent and how is this “lesser virtue,” moderation, compatible with Montesquieu’s
honor?

At this point I can propose a hypothesis. As we already know, Shcherbatov’s
understanding of virtue is partially based on the doctrine of Stoics, for whom self-
preservation was a principle for the determination of “natural” and ‘“reasonable”
behavior. Let us be reminded that this was not a physical self-preservation of just a
body, but a preservation of an individual as a reasonable, socially responsible human

being (which in some cases could even demand a suicide, if the destruction of the

7 | used the Russian edition: Montesquieu, O dukhe zakonov, bk. 3, ch. 4 (Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe
izdatel’stvo politicheskoi literatury, 1955), 181-182. English translation is taken from: Charles de
Secondat, Baron de Montesquieu, The Spirit of Laws, trans. Thomas Nugent, rev. J. V. Prichard. Based
on a public domain edition published in 1914 (London: G. Bell & Sons, Ltd.), rendered into HTML and
text by Jon Roland of the Constitution Society, accessed 26 Dec. 2011,
http://www.constitution.org/cm/sol_03.htm#004.
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physical body was a condition for the preservation of a virtuous soul; this of course
implied immorality of a soul). “Reasonable” behavior for Stoics implied an
understanding of the person as a member of a human society (not only a polis, but for
some Stoics even humankind as a whole). This means that “self-preservation” can be
understood as a preservation of a social individual, of a person as a member of a given
community, for example, of the aristocratic elite. If we combine this idea with the
“preservation” of the aristocracy, which is, for Montesquieu, a purpose of moderation
(equality among themselves) of the members of the aristocratic elite, then the result
will be that the “political virtue” in an aristocracy can be understood as the
maintaining of a collective distinction of aristocrats, as the ruling body, in respect to
the common people, while distinctions within the elite must be limited in such a way,
as to promote solidarity and mutual support between the members of this elite. This
implies that the ambition and the aspiration for distinction in respect to his fellow
aristocrats must be, for an individual member of the elite, subjected to the highest
principle, that is a preservation of the elite as a whole. This gives a criterion of how to
separate an “excessive” ambition (striving for honor) from a “natural” one. A
“natural” ambition implies that an aristocrat strives for the “self-preservation” as a
member of aristocratic elite, that is, he is determined to preserve his aristocratic social
status. An “excessive” ambition means that he attempts to receive such signs of
esteem, which make him distinct and excessively powerful in respect to other
members of the aristocratic community and allows him to dominate, and thus such an
ambition threatens to destroy the mutual solidarity of aristocrats and makes them

vulnerable to the attempts of their common subjects to destroy this form of
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government altogether (and to establish, for example, the rule of the mob or a
tyranny).

In other words, “virtuous” honor (or virtuous, natural, reasonable ambition) in
respect to “excessive” honor is the same as the cautious behavior of a reasonable Stoic
sage in respect to the fear of an undisciplined man, whose mind is not trained in
accordance with Stoics’ doctrine. An aristocrat, who is trained to subordinate his
ambition to the higher purpose of preservation of an aristocracy as a whole, is an ideal
member of an aristocratic republic based on the principle of “moderation.”

This hypothesis, which presupposes that Shcherbatov’s understanding of a way
to combine honor and virtue in the “aristocratic monarchy,” based on the peculiar
combination of Montesquieu’s ideas with the Stoics’ moral teaching, can be
substantiated by the evidences from one of Shcherbatov’s “secret” treatises:
“Opravdanie moikh myslei 1 chasto s izlishneiu smelostiiu izglagolannykh slov” (“The
justification of my ideas and words pronounced often with an excessive courage”).
Shcherbatov writes here about himself as follows: “Xotst s ¢ nmpupoabl poxiaeH u
ropas/io TOPSYETo WM, JyT4e CKa3aTh, YyBCTBUTEIBHATO HPABY, OJTHAKO CIEPKUBATH
€ro yMer.. % This refers, certainly, to the Stoics’ ideal of a sage, though in an ideal
case an individual must be trained not to suppress “disturbances of mind” altogether.
At least this shows Shcherbatov’s aspiration to the Stoics’ ideal, though possibly with
Christian overtones (in the Christian ascetic doctrine passions are inevitable, though
one can contain them with the help of God; but we have no references to such a help

in this particular excerpt, so it is rather the Stoics’ idea of self-discipline). The next

8 Mikhail Shcherbatov, Sochinenia kniazia M. M. Shcherbatova, vol. 2 (St. Petersburg, 1898), col. 247.
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excerpt from the same text is a “political” application of the same Stoic principle:
“OmHaKo HE CKaxy s, YTOOBI HE MMEIl HH JIF000YECTHs, HH JKeTIaHUS YIOBOJIBCTBHIA U
MOMX CIIOKOMCTB. Ho mro004ecTre Moe COCTOUT: BO3MOXKHO OBIThH TOJIE3HY OOIIIECTBY,
a JKeJIaHUEe MOUX CIIOKOMCTB M yIOBOJIbCTBUHM IOJUMHSIO MOEH nomknocti.®! The
word “moimkHOCTD” (dolzhnost’) is used here in the sense of Cicero’s treatise De
Officio, that is, a moral obligation, duty, which does not necessarily refer to any
official position. We can see in this last excerpt that an ideal way of behavior, which
Shcherbatov aspires to follow, is to submit “ambition” to a Stoics’ ideal of virtue, that
is, in this case, the fulfillment of obligations necessary for the well-being of society.
This can be understood also in light of the Platonic idea of subjection of lower
motives to higher ones. The “love to the fatherland and the tsar” is the highest motive,
to which all other must be submitted. This does not mean that other motives should be
suppressed altogether, but they are necessary and “natural” to the extent that is
necessary for “self-preservation.” This means that “ambition” and ‘“honor” are
necessary and useful since they serve as a support for patriotic virtue and help
preserve a person in his social standing as a member of the aristocratic ruling elite. In
the same way the striving for pleasures and comfort can be useful while it serves a
preservation of a physical existence of an individual, but excessive pleasures can be
harmful for one’s health, and excessive comfort can lead to effeminacy, which is
harmful for a military spirit essential for a nobleman. Similarly, an excessive
ambition, which is not contained by the aspiration to preserve solidarity among the

ruling elite, can be harmful to the very principle of aristocracy, that is, “moderation.”

8 1bid., col. 248-249.
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To sum up, in the aristocratic monarchy projected by Shcherbatov (which
existed, as he believed, in “ancient Russia”), the republican aristocratic principle of
virtue and the monarchical principle of honor work together in such a way such that
ambition is contained by the aristocratic political virtue of “love of the fatherland”
together with “moderation.” As for commoners, it is not necessary for them to be
virtuous in this sense, as they are disciplined by the laws, which are executed and
secured by the aristocratic elite in its own interests. Of course, there is a danger that
such elite would be excessively suppressive towards the common people. However,
this can be prevented by a good monarch, thus the mixed monarchy is a better
government than a pure aristocracy, provided that the monarch is virtuous. But what if
he is not? Could the arbitrary deeds of an evil monarch be at least contained by the
presence of the aristocratic elite? Shcherbatov’s answer to this question in respect to
Russia, in contrast with Western monarchies, could not but be ambiguous, as he was

2

well aware that in Russia, even in “ancient Russia,” there were not any legal
limitations to the tsar’s arbitrary rule.

The historical description of the tyrannies, which preceded and accompanied
the Time of Troubles, could be regarded by Shcherbatov as precisely the way to
answer this and other related questions. What happens if a tyrannical monarch

destroys the agreement between monarchy and aristocracy? Could a republican

monarchy at least preserve itself?
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§1.3 Shcherbatov and Montesquieu:

The Concepts of Virtue and Honor (Ambition)

The aim of this section is to trace the intellectual context of Shcherbatov’s ideas
concerning the connection between the concepts of “virtue” and “honor” (ambition).
We will demonstrate that, in comparison with Montesquieu’s understanding of these
concepts, Shcherbatov makes some important modifications, which allows him to
propose a specific kind of monarchy for Russia, which is based on aristocratic
“virtue,” like Montesquieu’s republic, for which virtue is a main “spring.” However,
Shcherbatov’s “virtue” differs from Montesquieu’s, as it needs additional support
from a monarch, so it is a kind of “weak virtue” and bears some resemblance with
Montesquieu’s “honor” and “moderation.”

In Shcherbatov’s time, Russia had no option to be a free state, such as the
constitutional monarchy of the British model, and the only available choice for this
country was between a lawful monarchy and an unlimited despotism.®? When
Catherine 11 asserted in her Nakaz that Russia was a European state, she implied that
in accordance with Montesquieu’s classification, Russia was a European monarchy,
not an Asiatic despotism. Whether Catherine’s intentions at the time of the

composition of the Nakaz were sincere or not, the choice itself depended on the ruler’s

8 Sergei Pol’skoi has recently published a manuscript by Shcherbatov that can be regarded as a project
of constitution for Russia. In my opinion, this project did not suggest a limitation of monarch’s power
by any institution. In Shcherbatov’s view, it was better for the monarch to rule together with an
aristocratic council, but he was not legally obliged to do so. See: S. V. Pol’skoi, “‘Potaionnye’
sochineniia kniazia M. M. Shcherbatova i ego zapiska ‘Mnenie 0 zakonakh osnovatel’nykh
gosudarstva,”” lzvestiia Samarskogo nauchnogo centra Rossiiskoi akademii nauk, vol. 12, 2 (2010):
217-222.



CEU eTD Collection

108

personality. It was sufficient for Russia to have a less benevolent successor to the
throne to be transformed into a despotic condition. Even Catherine herself, especially
in the last years of her rule, was regarded by many contemporaries, Shcherbatov
among them, as rather a despot, not as a monarch who ruled on the basis of a constant
system of laws.

In these circumstances, one possibility for a political writer in Russia was to
persuade the ruler to play the role of monarch instead of tyrant. Another possibility, in
the case that there was no hope of persuading the current ruler, was for the author to
engender the expectation that the next ruler would be better in the future. Anyway,
political recommendations could only be made in the well established genre of a
Mirror of Princes, and their realization depended on the good will of the monarch. His
or her choice between the roles of a good monarch and a bad despot was itself an
expression of a whim, and these roles could be switched at any moment.

The hopelessness of this situation could be softened, however, by one’s belief,
that a reasonable ruler would not intentionally destroy his or her own realm. Of
course, passions could temporarily obscure a ruler’s reason, so that she would act in a
harmful way toward her own country. However, the basic interests of the ruler would
always coincide with the common good of his or her subjects. Thus, it is enough to
awaken his or her reason, and it will allow a ruler to understand the arguments of
those who assert that monarchy based on firm laws can be a stable form of
government, whereas despotism will sooner or later lead the realm to a collapse.

It is easy to see that the language of “passions,” “reason,” “interests,” and

“common good,” used here can be related to the mainstream seventeenth- and
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eighteenth-century moral philosophy of “unsocial sociability.” The problem is,
however, that in Shcherbatov’s writings one can hardly find a purely scientific
endeavor to construct a society, where self-interests of particular individuals work for
the common good due to a wise system of laws. As | will demonstrate later,
Shcherbatov made such attempts, but they were mixed with the idea that people have
certain natural sociability (and therefore are not naturally self-interested creatures).
Besides, in Shcherbatov’s writings one can easily recognize an appeal to aristocrats to
observe a certain moral code, and this modality of appeal is hardly compatible with
the task of inventing laws, which would be able to organize naturally self-interested
individuals into a society.

Within this mixed genre and complex, while not always coherent, theoretical
framework, Shcherbatov’s political writings can be interpreted as realizations of a
certain rhetorical strategy. On the one hand, his aim is to convince readers that the
current condition of Russian state is a masked form of despotism, and in order to
avoid a catastrophe it is necessary to change the existing form of government. On the
other hand, he proposes some particular improvements that would bring Russia toward
the establishment of a good form of government, which must be, for him, a mixed
monarchy. One can guess that potential addressees of this latest kind of writing, which
for a while must be kept secretly “in the depths of his family,” are for future
generations of “citizens,” who will be happy enough to live under a well intentioned
ruler. Shcherbatov probably hoped that these people would use his ideas and projects
to help the ruler to establish a well ordered state. Such ideas are expressed most fully

in the utopian novel Puteshestvie v zemliu ofirskuiu. As for his numerous critical
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writings, their aim was, besides the possible use of demonstrating how a good ruler
must not act, to serve as a channel of expression for Shcherbatov’s own
disillusionment in Catherine’s regime.

Shcherbatov’s rhetoric, both in its negative (critical) and positive (utopian)
sides, is based on the opposition of bad and good rule, despotism and true monarchy.
Despotism is, for him, a result of “infection” of a political community by a certain
disease, whose name is selfishness. Let us look at this opposition in detail.

The basic definition of monarchy in contrast with tyranny can be found in
Aristotle’s Politics. A despot rules a political community for his personal utility,
whereas a monarch rules for the common good of its citizens. In another passage
Aristotle asserts that the rule of monarch is based on laws, whereas a despot rules
without any laws.

The definition of monarchy, proposed in Montesquieu’s The Spirit of Laws, is
a further development of these ideas. The monarchy is based on laws, which are
obligatory for all, including the ruler himself, whereas despotism is based on whim, in
other words, it is an arbitrary rule. Besides, for Montesquieu, in monarchy
intermediate powers have to exist, which can restrain the ruler’s whimsical moves.
These powers are, basically, corporations of nobility (represented, for example, in
France by parliaments), so Montesquieu’s definition is actually a transformed version
of a medieval model of mixed monarchy. The power of a monarch is mitigated by a
quasi-republican body, a corporation of noblemen. Furthermore, Montesquieu adds to
his definition the basic motifs or “springs,” which set these forms of government in

motion. For despotism it is fear, whereas for monarchy it is a love of honor which
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motivates its nobles to serve the common cause, without sacrificing their selfish
interests.

Against this intellectual background Shcherbatov’s opposition between
despotism and a true monarchy possesses several distinct characteristics. First of all,
his definition of despotism does not refer only to a certain political behavior of a ruler
or her own moral condition, but to a particular moral condition of a society as a whole.
For him, despotism is not only a system based on the terror of the ruler towards the
subjects (on fear, as in Montesquieu’s definition). Even a ruler who seems to be
benevolent towards her subjects can be a despot, if there are no legal restraints to her
arbitrary will. And the condition of this is that the “republican” body of noblemen
ceases to perform its restrictive function, because it is corrupted by the selfishness of
its members.

Rhetorically, the definition of good and bad “rule of one” is expressed in
Shcherbatov’s writings by two opposite clusters of notions. On the one side is
monarchy, where one can found laws that are strictly observed, a stable policy based
on clear principles and utility for the state, and the aspiration of the aristocratic elite to
act for the sake of their common realm. On the other side is despotism, where laws
can be easily avoided by a despotic ruler and his or her associates. Here, there is no
stable policy, and all depends on the occasional fluctuation of the ruler’s will and on
people, chosen by chance. Where the aristocratic elite is demoralized, and the place of
“sons of the fatherland” is occupied by unscrupulous and cynical magnates, the only
motivation is selfish interest and a desire to obtain gifts and profitable positions from

the ruler.
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These definitions are partially based on Shcherbatov’s personal experience,
which was generalized and explained by references to the conventional dichotomy of
lawful monarchy and arbitrary rule. As he wrote in the “Pis’mo k vel’mozham

praviteliam gosudarstva” (“Letter to magnates, governors of the state”):

Sl Bumen Hazm co0OI0 MHOTHE HECUACTHH, OB 0OMaHyT CUaCTHEM, TpeTepIIet
B MIMEHHMSIX CBOHX ymiep6...%

Apparently Shcherbatov refers here to a case he lost in court, although there is
no direct confirmation of this. Only in one of his letters to his son Dmitry (1 October
1786) does Shcherbatov mention the judicial contest with his neighbors in
Kostromskaia gubernia.®* Anyway, his general opinion about Catherinian courts is
very negative, and he connects this not only with corruption among lower court
officials, but also with the depraving influence of powerful magnates. As he exclaims,

addressing them,

BI/I)Ky HBIHEC BaMU HAapoa YTGCHCHHOﬁ, 3aKOHbI B HUYTOXXHOCTb HpI/IBeILeHHLIe;
HMCHUE W IKU3Hb TIpPaXJaHCKYHO B HEMOJIMHHOCTHU: ropaoCTei0 H
JKECTOKOCTHIO BAIlCI0 JIUIICHHBIS JIYNIM WX OOJPOCTH, M WM CBOOOJBI
FPOXJAHCKOM THIETHBIM YUYWHHUBIIEECHd, H JaXE€ OTHATUA CMEJIOCTU
CTPaXKIYILIEMY JKAT0ObI IPHHOCHTD. >

In this excerpt Shcherbatov’s notion of despotism indirectly refers to “fear,”
which in Montesquieu definition of despotic rule plays the role of a “spring” that puts
in motion this political mechanism. Shcherbatov, however, refers to fear in another

sense. In Montesquieu’s usage, “fear” refers to a serviceman or a subject, who obeys

8 Mikhail Shcherbatov, “Pis’mo k vel’mozham praviteliam gosudarstva,” in vol. 2 of Sochinenia
kniazia M. M. Shcherbatova (St. Petersburg, 1898), col. 270.

8 Pamiatniki moskovskoi delovoi pis ’mennosti XVIII veka (Moscow: Nauka, 1981), 71-72.

% Sochinenia kniazia M. M. Shcherbatova, vol. 2, col. 270.
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the ruler’s command because of his fear towards that ruler. In Shcherbatov’s usage the
matter concerns the situation in which a citizen, a party in the court, has no protection
and is not connected with powerful persons. He loses his case, although he is right in
accordance with existing laws. He cannot even challenge the unjust decision, as his
appeal will be outright rejected because of the pride and cruelty of a powerful
magnate, who sits in the Court of Appeal. Thus, “fear” is not a moving principle in
this kind of political regime. On the contrary, it is a hampering principle, which
deprives citizens from the courage to use their legal rights in accordance with their
legitimate interests.

Instead of “fear,” Shcherbatov advances another moving principle which is
characteristic for despotic rule. This is samstvo, “selfishness,” which means
simultaneously the pursuit by a person of his or her self-interests, as against the
common good, and the making of decisions on the basis of one’s arbitrary will,
inspired by passions and impetuous desires as against actions that are based on calm
reasoning and an enlightened understanding of conditions and consequences of an
action. In this definition “self-interest” is not a reasonable interest, which, for
Shcherbatov, has to be in agreement with the interests of society, due to mutual
dependence of its members. On the contrary, “self-interest” as opposed to the common
good is a preference by a person of his imagined needs, as he or she feels them at the
moment, a desire to enjoy his or her pleasures without regard to consequences of such
behavior for fellow humans. Such desire, therefore, is connected with hardheartedness

and pride, in the sense of unfounded contempt towards others.
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Let me underline here the contrast with Montesquieu. For him “ambition,”
being an expression of self-interest, is a positive leverage in a monarchy. This
perfectly fits into the framework of “unsocial sociability.” For Shcherbatov
“selfishness” has to be condemned, not used. We will see below, however, that
Shcherbatov has his own notion of “noble ambition,” which he does not reject as
vicious. Such a kind of ambition is not, therefore, an expression of “selfishness,” but
rather a kind of “self-love,” which is morally neutral. One can say that for
Shcherbatov “ambition” is natural for a nobleman, whereas it is unreasonable
“selfishness” for an ignoble individual. For the former, therefore, “noble ambition” is
not “unsocial,” it is a part of his “natural” desire to preserve his social standing.

Shcherbatov describes expressions of samstvo at the court in the following

words,

Tam Bce IMOIM K €IMHOMY KOHITY CTpeMSTCs, Na0bl, 0OOMaHbIBas rocyaaps U
oTdarounias Haponm, HUCIIOJIHUTH CBOM XOTCHHH, 6eFYT Oe3 maMsTH,
BCTPEUAIONINXCS UM WM TPECEKAONUM ITyTh 0€3 JKaJoCTH mopaxas. ... Tam
HET HU JAPYXKOBI, HU POJICTBA, M HUKAKOH COCTABIIIONIEH OOIECTBO CBSI3U.
Hpyx0a, exenu oHa ABISAETCSA, HE MHOE YTO, KaK HEKOTOPOIl 3ar0BOpP, MEXKAY
HEKOEeT0 YHCJIa JIF0Iel yUNHEHHOH, a0kl TOCTUTHYTH JI0 KAKOTO KOHITA, U OHA
TaK CKOpO pa3pylIaercs, Kak pa300iHUYeCcKOoe CHe O0IIEeCTBO KOMY He HY)KHO
CTaHOBHUTCS, U HE TOKMO pa3pymiaeTcs Apyx0a, HO BpakJa MECTO 3aHMMAeT,
JTabBI KOMY OJTHOMY JIPYTHUX HU3BEPTHYTH. POICTBO M CBOMCTBO TOJIMKO TOKMO
MaMSATYETCs, KOJIMKO POJICTBEHHUKA M CBOWCTBEHHHKAa MOXXHO B IMOJIIOPY U
JUISE WCTIONTHEHMsI CBOMX HAaMEpPEHHH YIOTPeOUTh, a CBS3b, SBIAIOIIAS
COCTaBIATH OOIIECTBA, HM YTO MHOE, KaK TOKMO JIpYyT Ipyra oOMaHyTh; Tam
MIiIeHHe Oe3KoHeuHoe, MO0 HE TOKMO MCTAT TeM, KOTOPBIE Kakoe 3II0
COJNleNalii, HO ¥ CaMbIM TE€M, O KOTOPBIX CYMHEBAIOTCS, YTO MOTYT 3JI0
coJieaTh, WM M CPABHATBCSA CO BJIACTUIO JOUICIIIMX /IO BBIIIHEH CTEIEHU
mozeli. 3abBeHre BOXXMUX M 4YeloBEYECKHX 3aKOHOB €CTh Oe3MepHoe; HOO
HECTh KIIATBBI, KOTOPOW OBl HE HAPYIIWJIH I UCTIOMHEHHUS CBOMX JKCJaHHIA,
Y HECTh JOJDKHOCTH B0oKeCTBEHHOTO 3aKOHA, KOTOPYIO OBl HE MPE3PHIIN IS
YIOBOJIBCTBUSL CBOETO. ...BianmpruecTByer TyT 3a0BeHHE UEIOBEYECKHX
3aKOHOB. EMHCTBEHHO BCE YIpaBIseTCs] CaMOHPaBHBIM XOTCHHUEM, HECTh HU
Majaro TOYTCHHsS K 3aKOHAM, JOJDKCHCTBYIIUM OO0CCIICUMBATh KaXKIOTO
rpaxjaHvHa. Bonuiomuid MojaJjaHHONW O JIMIIIEHWH CBOEH 4YeCTU U MUMEHUSA
TIIETHO BOTUIM MPOU3BOJIUT U CJIE3BI MPOJIMBACT; HE BHUKHYT €r0 JKaJTOCTHON
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rmac, HE TPOTAalOT €ro Cje3bl; MIAACHIBl Oe3BUHHBIC, CTPAJABIIHE OT
HECYaCTHOW yJacCTH CBOMX POAUTENEH, 0€33aKOHHO WX COCTOSHUS JINIIICHHBIX,
HE MOTYT HU Ha MaJIo€ BpeMs TPOHYTh CHU 3apa’KEHHBIE CAMCTBOM CEpAIIA. ..
CaMcTBO TpU JBOpPEe U3 4YEJIOBEKa, CO3JaHHOTO Juis OOIIecTBa, U
JIOJKEHCTBYIOMIETO OBITH IOJIE3HBIM JPYTHM, [IelaeT TaKOTro YyAOBHIIA,
KOTOpPOE BCE KepTByeT cebe, U HE TOKMO MOJIe3¢H, HO BpEICH OOIICCTBY
YEJIOBEUYECKOMY CTAaHOBHTCS; HEJOCTOWHBIM YYUHSETCS HE TOKMO OBITh B
COCJIOBHH JIFOJICH, HO HIDKE B COOOIIECTBO TUTPOB HE romutes.®

Shcherbatov emphasizes here the destruction of social ties, such as kinship and
friendship, in a society of people, infected by samstvo. The result of this is a constant
war of all against all, with a purpose to approach the ruler, to win his or her favor and
to eliminate potential competitors. All alliances here can be only temporary and
occasional, against somebody, and while the purpose to overthrow a rival is reached,
such alliance will be immediately destroyed, and its members will fight with each
other. As for the lowest people, there is no pity for these poor victims of injustice, no
sympathy with them, even in respect to innocent children, so even wild beasts can
express more compassion to creatures of the same kind. Shcherbatov emphasized also
deception of a ruler, as well as fellow courtiers, as the normal style of behavior for
people at court.

Let us compare this description with Montesquieu’s remarks about courtiers:

Let us compare what the historians of all ages have asserted concerning the
courts of monarchs; let us recollect the conversations and sentiments of
people of all countries, in respect to the wretched character of courtiers, and
we shall find that these are not airy speculations, but truths confirmed by a sad
and melancholy experience.

Ambition in idleness; meanness mixed with pride; a desire of riches
without industry; aversion to truth; flattery, perfidy, violation of engagements,
contempt of civil duties, fear of the prince’s virtue, hope from his weakness,
but, above all, a perpetual ridicule cast upon virtue, are, | think, the
characteristics by which most courtiers in all ages and countries have been

% Mikhail Shcherbatov, “Razmyshleniia o samstve,” in vol. 2 of Sochinenia kniazia M. M.
Shcherbatova (St. Petersburg, 1898), col. 430-432.
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constantly distinguished. Now, it is exceedingly difficult for the leading men
of the nation to be knaves, and the inferior sort to be honest; for the former to
be cheats, and the latter to rest satisfied with being only dupes...

So true is it that virtue is not the spring of this government! It is not
indeed excluded, but it is not the spring of government.?’

Montesquieu aims here to prove, that virtue is not a principle of monarchy and
proposes, instead, honor as a moving principle for this kind of rule. Honor assures a
kind of unsocial sociability in a well organized monarchy, as it makes people act for

the sake of the common good:

Ambition is pernicious in a republic. But in a monarchy it has some good
effects...

It is with this kind of government as with the system of the universe,
in which there is a power that constantly repels all bodies from the centre, and
a power of gravitation that attracts them to it. Honour sets all the parts of the
body politic in motion, and by its very action connects them; thus each
individual advances the public good, while he only thinks of promoting his
own interest.

True it is that, philosophically speaking, it is a false honour ... but
even this false honour is as useful to the public as true honour could possibly
be to private persons.

Is it not very exacting to oblige men to perform the most difficult
actions, such as require an extraordinary exertion of fortitude and resolution,
without other recompense than that of glory and applause? ®

He also asserts that in a despotism this principle does not work, as all are
slaves in respect to the despot, and there are no distinctions, so nobody can be higher
than any other subject.®

Shcherbatov’s despotism or samovlastie (selfish rule) seemingly lies in
between Montesquieu’s monarchy and despotism. One can assert that, instead of

Montesquieu’s “false honor,” Shcherbatov’s monarchy is based on “true honor.”

8 Montesquieu, O dukhe zakonov, 181-182, bk. 3, ch. 5. Montesquieu, The Spirit of Laws, accessed 26
Dec. 2011, http://www.constitution.org/cm/sol_03.htm#005.

% bid., 184, ch. 7.
% bid., 184, ch. 8.
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Montesquieu’s and Shcherbatov’s descriptions of the court also have many similar
traits, but their conclusions differ from each other.

One possible explanation for this is that Montesquieu regards despotism and
monarchy as two ideal types with sharply distinctive characteristics. By contrast,
Shcherbatov’s samovlastie is defined on the ground of opposition between essence
and appearance, the world of real and stable things and the world of elusive
phenomena, shadows, and phantoms. There are no real laws in samovlastie, as they
can be easily avoided by powerful people. There are no stable distinctions between
people based on gentlemanliness and merit, although it seems that they exist. But
actually these distinctions depend on favor and the ability to connive the despot’s
passions. As a result, this kind of rule looks like true monarchy, whereas actually it is
despotism. There are shadowy laws and phantasmal distinctions between people, but
all these are like constructions from soap foam, which disappear at the first gust of
wind.

This kind of rule is based on the mutual deception of the ruler and his or her
subjects. They deceive a sovereign by flattery and hiding the real state of things; the
ruler deceives them by pretending that he or she is a monarch and acts on the ground
of laws, whereas in practice arbitrary rule takes place. In one’s part each small
governor acts in the same way, and thus becomes a small whimsical despot. There is
no fear in this system, except a fear to lose the occasionally obtained favor of the
monarch, so that a monarch can appear as a benevolent person, very generous towards
his or her associates. However, people suffer from the heavy burden, as they are

obliged to maintain an army of such dissolute despots, their life, honor, and property
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are not protected, and they are afraid to protest, as the ruler will not protect them from
the vengeance of their rich and powerful authorities.
Shcherbatov compares this state of affairs with the last years of the Roman

republic, as he writes the following accusatory passages to magnates:

I'pyOoif 1 BiacTHOW Bamr oOBIYalA, a Made, KOT/Ia HECYACTHBIN HApOJ BHUIUT
BaC MNOAKPCIVICHHBIX KaKUMU BPEMCHIIMKAMH, 1O TOI'O JOBOJUT HApOd, YTO
OH BIajgacT B HEKOE OHEMEHHWe, BUAs ceOs BamMu OOWKeHa, BUAS BaMu
pa3pylIeHHbIE 3aKOHBI... MpETepIieBas yTHETEHHE W Pa3OpeHHe, He CMEIOT
Jaxe kKajno0y Ha Bac MPOM3BOAMTH... TakoBoe ocnabjeHue Hapoja, BaMu
MMPUYINMHCHHOEC, HC TOYHO JIM €CTh TaKOC, O KaKOBOM L[I/IHCpOH, IIpyu NMagcHuu
Pumckust pecrnyOnuku, roBopuT B mHchMe cBoeM K Kypuony: «Sed, me
hercule, ne cum veneris non habeas jam quod cures, ita sunt omnia debilitate
jam prope et exstincta,» Ho cTpamrycs, 4TO He MOYKEIIb Thl HANTHUTEH CITOCOO0OB
YHOTPEeOUTh TBOMX TOIEYEHHUH, KOO TOIMKOE €CTh 37 OClablieHHe Pa3yMoB,
U CKaxy moutH uctpebienue. A mo cem: «Miseris temporibus ac perditis
moribus» — OT HemacTHBIX BpeMeH u pa3Bpara HpaBoB. Ce ecTh
OOBIKHOBCHHBIC CJICJICTBUSl yTECHEHHWS: pPa3yMbl NpPUAYT B OCiallieHHe,
cepllla B YHBIHHE, W HPaBbl Pa3BpaTATCs, W JIIOIH, >KENAIOIIHE CBOETO
cHacTusd, HC MOT'mM IIOJIy4YUTb OHOC IIPAMBIMHU W 3aKOHHBIMHU ITYTAMH,
o6paTsTCs K MOIoCTH 1 00Many.

Here one can see the same idea as in the previous quotation from Montesquieu:
deception on the highest levels leads to corruption of the lowest strata of society. As a
result, for Shcherbatov, the entire fabric of mutual relations between members of
society is corroded; this is a consequence of despotism and the constant breaking of
laws by powerful magnates and the ruler. Not only do they deceive the subject, they
are deceived themselves. Thus, although they may be thought otherwise, they have not

profited from this situation:

Bel monmBeprHyTHl K ThICAYE OOMAHOB, YHHSIIMX Bac IOJABEPKEHHBIX
NPE3PEHNI0 CaMbIX TeX, KOTOphIe BaM HauOojiee PadOoJIeNCTBYIOT; 3aKOHBI
NpUXOAAT B ocnabieHue, MO0 HAXOAAT MX Oe3CHIBHBIX Oe3yMHBIE Balld
IIOCTYIIKH UCIPABUTh; CEPILIA U Pa3yMbl YIIOJISIOTCS, HPaBbl IOBPEXKAAIOTCS,

% sochinenia kniazia M. M. Shcherbatova, vol. 2, col. 285-286.
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U TPHUKIIOYEHHOE BaMHM 370 HE MHMOXOJMIIee, HO JOJITOBPEMEHHOE
CTaHOBHUTCS... A caMoe cHe y)ke Oe3ymue Ballle H TOKa3yeT; 00, eClii BBl HE
B3MpaeTe Ha 3allUIleHHE 3aKOHOB, €CIIM CYACTHE IMEPEMEHUTCS, €CIIH Bac
HemocTosiHHas ¢GopTyHa OyaeT yrueratb, B 4YeM BBl Haiigere cebe
samuenne?’

In other words, distinctions in this kind of rule are based on fortune. While
someone is on the top, he uses the opportunity to break laws with impunity to his own
advantage, in order to suppress others. But fortune is unsteady, so a magnate with all
his clients and relatives can be easily overthrown, and in this case he will be a victim
of oppression from associates of a new favorite. Thus, advantages from this kind of
rule, even for members of its elite, are temporary and in the long run illusory.

Shcherbatov appeals to the reason of magnates, who can understand their sad
condition and behave more properly. Here lies, however, a problem: If this unstable
condition of the society is a result of a long process of corruption, initiated by a
despotic rule, when can it be reverted by efforts of a particular person? As the Roman
republic declined for institutional reasons, not because some of its citizens happened
to be vicious, despotism, as Shcherbatov describes it, is a result of the corruption of a
true monarchy. Of course, any historical process takes place as a complex of actions
of particular persons, thus appeals towards them to be reasonable, if not even virtuous,
can make some effect. But this is not enough to prevent a disease of corruption if there
are institutional reasons for decline.

Let me stress here, that, in comparison with Montesquieu, Shcherbatov is
closer to a classical idea of despotism as a result of moral corruption within a true

monarchy. For Montesquieu, despotism and monarchy are different forms of

% 1bid., col. 286.
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government, based on different principles. The evolution from one to another is
possible; however, this is a result of certain intentional actions of a monarch and his
subjects, which lead to the destruction of the basic principles of the monarchy.? For
Shcherbatov, this evolution towards despotism is rather an unintended result of the
spread of “selfishness.”

To understand better Shcherbatov’s treatment of this problem, it is necessary
to realize how he imagines the normative ideal of a true monarchy.

Here again one can say, that his model of the monarchy lies in between
Montesquieu’s monarchy and republic. As with Montesquieu’s republic,
Shcherbatov’s monarchy needs “virtue.” First of all, it is necessary to have a virtuous
monarch; but virtue of a certain group of subjects (aristocracy) is also necessary.

Shcherbatov writes in his pamphlet On Corruption the following:

A 710 cero MOWTHTHh MHAKO HE MOXHO, KaK TOI/a, KOrja MbI OyneM UMETh
rocyiapsi, AICKpeHHE MPUBSI3aHHOTO K 3aKOHY 00XHI0, CTPOroro HaOJI01aTess
MpaBOCYIUsl, HAYaBIIUX C ce0s, yMEPEHHOTO B TIBIIIHOCTH I[APCKaro
MPECToNla, HArpaXXJAMIMEro J00poJeTeNlb W HEHABUACIIETO TIOPOKH,
MOKA3yIIIEero MPUMEpP TPYAOIIOOUS M CHUCXOXKJICHUS Ha COBETHI YMHBIX
JIIOJCH, TBepAa B MNPEANPHUATUAX, HO 0€3 YIpsIMCTBa, MArKOcepia H
MOCTOSTHHA B JpykO0e, TMOKa3yIOIIero MpUMep COOOI0 CBOMM COTJAaCHEM C
CBOCIO CYIIPYTOI0 W TOHSIIETO JIFOOOCTpacTnu — ImieApa 0e3 pacTOYMMOCTH
JUISL CBOMIX TIOJJTAHHBIX M MCKABIIIETO HArpa)XaaTh JTOOPOAETENH, KAYECTBEI U
3acayru 0e3 BCAKAro MPHUCTPACTHS, YMEIOIIETO pa3feluTh TPYHAbl, YTO
MPUHAAJICKUT KAKUM YUPEKACHHBIM MPABUTEIBCTBAM, U YTO TOCYJapio Ha
ce0s1 B35ITh, M HAKOHEI[, MOTYIIIETO UMETh JOBOJLHO BEIMKOIYIIHS U JIIOOBH K
OTEYeCTBY, YTOOBI COCTaBUThL M TIPEIaTh OCHOBATEILHBIC IIpaBa rOCyIapCTBY,
¥ JIOBOJIGHO TBEP/Id, YTOOBI HX HCIIONHATD.”

% Montesquieu, O dukhe zakonov, 256, bk. 8, ch. 6; Montesquieu, The Spirit of Laws, accessed 26 Dec.
2011, http://www.constitution.org/cm/sol_08.htm.

% O povrezhdenii nravov v Rossii kniazia M. Shcherbatova i puteshestvie A. Radishcheva (Moscow:
Nauka, 1985), 129-130; Lentin, Prince M.M. Shcherbatov, 259.
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Besides personal virtues, such as family virtue and religiosity, as well as
generosity and constancy in friendship, Shcherbatov emphasizes here that power must
be divided between a monarch and intermediate powers. This means that at least some
citizens have to participate in governing of the state, citizens chosen for their merits
and qualities. Another condition is good fundamental laws, which must be strictly
obeyed, first of all, by the monarch personally. These are initial conditions, and as
such a good monarch will chose to fill the highest position of service with virtuous

and honest people, and laws will be obeyed as well on the lowest levels of the state.

Torma n3rHaHHas OOPOAETENh, OCTABs MYCTHIHHU, YTBEPAUT CPEIU TPAJOB U

IIPY CaMOM JIBOPE IIPECTOJ CBOM, NPABOCYIHE HE IOKPUBUT CBOU BECKH HU

JJI1 M34bI1, HU JJIs1 CUJIBHOT'O, M3JOMMCTBO U pO6OCTL OT BCJIBMOXX U3I'OHATCA,

JII000Bb OTEYECTBA BO3THE3IUTCA B CepAla TPaAXIAHCKUC, U 6y,Z[YT HE

MNBIIIHOCTEIO JKUThS W HE 0OOrarcTBOM XBaJIUTHCSA, HO 6CCHpI/ICTpaCTI/IeM,

3acoyraMu M OecKopbICTHOCTHIO. He OyayT MOMBIIUIATH, KTO TpPU JBOPE

BCJIMK, U KTO yInaaacT, HO, UMCs B MIPECAMCETC 3aKOHBI U ,Z[O6pO,Z[€T€J'IL, 6y}1yT

no4YuTaTtb MX $SIKO KOMIIACOM, MOTI'yIIHUX HX HAOBECTH U OO0 YHUHOB, U OO

I[OCT&TKEI.QA

As one can see, ambition exists in Montesquieu’s model of monarchy and is
also a principle of Shcherbatov’s monarchy. But in contrast with Montesquieu,
ambition is connected in this description with virtue, with love one’s country, whereas
the French thinker explicitly states that virtue is the “spring” only for a republic and is
not the moving principle for a monarchy. Thus, Shcherbatov is here in disagreement
with Montesquieu, and for the Russian thinker, the monarchy with its good laws will
not work unless its servicemen are not merely honest but also virtuous citizens. In this

sense one can suppose that Shcherbatov’s understanding of monarchy is a

combination of Montesquieu’s monarchy and republic.

% O povrezhdenii nravov v Rossii, 130; Lentin, Prince M.M. Shcherbatov, 259.
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The problem of comparison is, however, more complex. Montesquieu’s
understanding of the concepts “honor” and “virtue” is not exactly the same as
Shcherbatov’s understanding of chestolubie (“love of honor,” ‘“ambition”) and
dobrodetel’ (“virtue”). Montesquieu juxtaposes “honor” and “virtue” (“political

virtue”) as expressions of self-love and love to the republic, respectively. As he writes,

in well-regulated monarchies, they are almost all good subjects, and very few
good men; for to be a good man a good intention is necessary, and we should
love our country, not so much on our own account, as out of regard to the
community.*

This means, that a “good man” in a republic acts virtuously because of love for
the community, whereas a “good subject” in a monarchy, driven by ambition, acts
honestly because of self-love, as he expects to be honored for his deeds. By contrast,
in Shcherbatov’s writings one cannot find such strict opposition. “Love of honor” is,
certainly, a kind of “self-love,” but it can be combined with love of one’s own
country. At the same time, “virtue,” as a kind of readiness to spill one’s blood and to
sacrifice one’s comfort for the good of the state, does not contradict “self-love,” that

3

is, the desire to obtain rewards for one’s efforts. However, “self-love” as a natural
characteristic of all human beings is opposed, in Shcherbatov’s view, to “selfishness,”
samstvo, which can be understood as the desire to obtain honors and rewards without
proper service, as a result of kinship ties amongst the tsar’s favorites. In this sense

Shcherbatov distinguishes between “true” or “noble” ambition (based on “self-love™)

and “false” or “ignoble” ambition, based on “selfishness.”

% Montesquieu, O dukhe zakonov, 183, bk. 3, ch. 6; Montesquieu, The Spirit of Laws, accessed 26 Dec.
2011, http://www.constitution.org/cm/sol_03.htm#005.
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Let us put aside for the moment such subtle distinctions and return to the idea
that Shcherbatov’s monarchy is a combination of Montesquieu’s monarchy and
republic. To be more specific, it is necessary to realize which kind of republican
monarchy Shcherbatov projects and what kind of republic must be, for him, present in
this combination.

Shcherbatov’s classification of forms or rule, as it is presented in his treatise
“Reflections on Legislation in General,” includes the following three forms:
monarchy, rule of magnates (vel'mozhnoe pravlenie), and popular rule (narodnoe
pravlenie). As for despotism (samovlastie), this is not a separate form but a corrupted
form of a monarchy.*® Shcherbatov also asserts that in real cases these pure forms

hardly exist and actual states are mixtures of several forms:

Ho He OBUIO W HECTh HM Yy €IWHOTO JXUBYIIATO B TpajaX Hapoaa TOYHO
YUCTAro Kakoro M3 CUX MPaBIEHUH, HO BCE €AMHOE C APYTUM MEMIAIOCh, HOO
MOHApX HE MOXKET MPaBUTh 0€3 BEIIbMOX, BEIBMOXH HE MOTYT MPAaBUTH 0€3
HavaTbHUKA ¥ 0€3 Hapo/a, HA Hapo 0e3 HauaIbHUKOB caM ce0s praBJ‘IHTL.97

O,Z[HaKO BE3JIC €CTh €/IMHAsA BJIACTh IIPEBOCXOJAAIIad, KOTOpOfI COOTBECTCTBYCT
YMOHAYCPTAHUC HAPOJHOC, U KoeH 3aKOHBI, B PACCYKACHUU NOJUTUYICCKOI'O
COCTOsIHHsI, COOTBETCTBOBATH JOJIJKHHEI. ..

In this last sense,

...Poccuiickas mnepus ecTb MOHApIIMYECKaro mpaBiieHus, siIko U cama Es
BenuyecTBo B Haka3e CBOEM U3BACHSETCA, YTO «HAMJEKAT UMETH XPAHUIIUIIIE
3aKOHOB, MO0 3aKOHBI B HEM JOJDKHBI TBEPABl MPEOBIBATH IOJ TEHUIO
MOHapIen Bractu».”

% Mikhail Shcherbatov, “Razmyshleniia o zakonodatel’stve voobshche,” in vol. 1 of Sochinenia
kniazia M. M. Shcherbatova (St. Petersburg, 1896), col. 383-384, 387.

" 1bid., col. 384.
% 1bid., col. 386.
% Ipid., col. 390.
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The following discussion in Shcherbatov’s treatise concerns this “popular
frame of mind” (umonachertanie narodnoe), in which one can easily recognize
Montesquieu’s “springs.” The interpretation differs, however, from Montesquieu’s

descriptions:

Momnapxust TpeOyeT 4ecTomo0us, 00 eIMHOe HAC YeCTONO0NE K MPECTOIy
HApCKOMY TPHBSI3YyeT M MOOYXJaeT 4YelOBEKYy Iepell YeIOBEKOM JAelaTh
HU3KOCTH; B BEJIBMOYKHOM IPABJICHUU TPEeOyeTCs OCOOJMBas JOOPOJICTEIb,
n00 KTO XOYET MEXAY paBHBIMH ceOe MMEThb MPEUMYIIECTBO, TOT AOJIKEH
JIOOPOJICTENbI0 CBOCIO MPHUHYAUTh MX €MY OHOE YCTYIHUTh. TakOBBI OBLIM
Bbpyryc, Uunuunaryc, [1aBn Omunuii, ®abuit 1 Mapuenyc. B napomHoMm xe
NPaBJICHUU HE CTOJb NOJDKHO MMETh 0OponeTeNel, CKolb OMUCTaTeNbHBIX
Ka4deCcTB | MPOHBIPCTBA, KakoBhI ObuTH: [lepukiec, Llecaps u KpOMBeJ'II:.lOO

For Montesquieu, indeed, the principle of monarchical rule is “honor”:

Honour, that is, the prejudice of every person and rank, supplies the place of
the political virtue ... here it is capable of inspiring the most glorious actions,
and, joined with the force of laws, may lead us to the end of government as
well as virtue itself.*

And later, writing about principles of education for each kind of rule,

Montesquieu states his understanding of honor more explicitly:

There is nothing so strongly inculcated in monarchies, by the laws, by religion
and honour, as submission to the prince’s will; but this very honour tells us
that the prince never ought to command a dishonourable action, because this
would render us incapable of serving him ... It insists also that we should be
at liberty either to seek or to reject employments, a liberty which it prefers
even to an ample fortune.

Honour therefore has its supreme laws ... The chief of these are that
we are permitted to set a value upon our fortune, but are absolutely forbidden
to set any upon our lives.

The second is that, when we are raised to a post or preferment, we
should never do or permit anything which may seem to imply that we look
upon ourselves as inferior to the rank we hold.

1% Ibid., col. 386-387.
191 Montesquieu, O dukhe zakonov, 183, bk. 3, ch. 5.
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The third is that those things which honour forbids are more
rigorously forbidden, when the laws do not concur in the prohibition. ..*%

Montesquieu understands “honor” as a moral code, based on prejudice. It gives
the individual, who possesses this quality, courage to resist the demands of superiors,
or even the ruler, when these demands contradict the prescriptions of this code. It
makes a person proud enough to look at appointments and dismissals with
indifference. This is not the type of ambition which implies aspiring to the highest
positions of the state service without regard to the means of attaining the goal, but
rather the kind of ambition which is an aspiration of a proud person to be respected
without regard to any position and property, except for an inner dignity. Such “honor”
is inherent to a given person due to his strict obedience to the code of honor.

By contrast, ambition, or “love to honor” (chestoliubie), which Shcherbatov
regards as characteristic for a monarchy, is based on humiliation, on the ability of a
person to make humble gestures towards his superiors, in order to obtain some
advantages such as gifts or promotion. At the same time, Shcherbatov praises strength
of mind (tverdost’) as a necessary virtue for a good magnate in a true monarchy. This
is the ability to resist the improper demands of superiors, which are contrary to the
utility of the state. This is for Shcherbatov a virtue, but it can be inspired by “honor”
in Montesquieu’s understanding of the term. Maybe the closer analogy to
Montesquieu’s “honor” is Shcherbatov’s “noble honor” (blagorodnaia gordost’).
Shcherbatov does not assert that this is a principle of monarchy as such, although this
can be a principle of a true or ideal monarchy. For Shcherbatov, however, it is better

to treat this “noble honor” as a kind of virtue.

102 1hid., 189-190, bk. 4, ch. 2.
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For Montesquieu, the principle of republican rule in its aristocratic form is

“moderation”;

An aristocratic government has an inherent vigour, unknown to democracy.
The nobles form a body, who by their prerogative, and for their own particular
interest, restrain the people; it is sufficient that there are laws in being to see
them executed.

But easy as it may be for the body of the nobles to restrain the people,
it is difficult to restrain themselves. Such is the nature of this constitution, that
it seems to subject the very same persons to the power of the laws, and at the
same time to exempt them.

Now such a body as this can restrain itself only in two ways; either by
a very eminent virtue, which puts the nobility in some measure on a level with
the people ... or by an inferior virtue, which puts them at least upon a level
with one another, and upon this their preservation depends.'®

Montesquieu emphasizes here equality between members of the aristocracy,
equality, which is provided by moderation, a kind of self-restriction, based on a moral
code.

By contrast, Shcherbatov underlines inequality, as he defines republican rule
as one in which its leaders, in order to be distinguished in respect to others, must
possess superior moral qualities (with reference to some distinct figures of Roman
republican history).

Strictly speaking, one definition does not contradict the other, as the need for
special qualities for a distinction presupposes initial equality among aristocratic
members of the republican elite. Nevertheless, the contrast between the focus of
Montesquieu and Shcherbatov is essential, and it is even more so in regard to
democracy.

For Montesquieu, the moving principle of democracy is “love of the laws of

one’s country,” which he calls “political virtue” and which presupposes equality.

103 1hid., 181-182, bk. 3, ch. 4.
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what I distinguish by the name of virtue, in a republic, is the love of one’s
country, that is, the love of equality. It is not a moral, nor a Christian, but a
political virtue; and it is the spring which sets the republican government in
motion, as honour is the spring which gives motion to monarchy. Hence it is
that I have distinguished the love of one’s country, and of equality, by the
appellation of political virtue."**

...but virtue is a self-renunciation, which is ever arduous and painful.

This virtue may be defined as the love of the laws and of our country.
As such love requires a constant preference of public to private interest, it is
the source of all private virtues...

This love is peculiar to democracies. In these alone the government is
entrusted to private citizens. Now a government is like everything else: to
preserve it we must love it.'®

For Montesquieu, this “political virtue” is love of fatherland, based on
affection for its laws, and as all citizens participate in the governing of such a polity,

they must be equal.

A love of the republic in a democracy is a love of the democracy; as the latter
is that of equality...

The love of equality in a democracy limits ambition to the sole desire,
to the sole happiness, of doing greater services to our country than the rest of
our fellow-citizens. ..

Hence distinctions here arise from the principle of equality, even
when it seems to be removed by signal services or superior abilities.*®®

Montesquieu emphasizes equality, which is a ground for any distinctions
created by a talent. By contrast, Shcherbatov’s definition of popular rule emphasized
qualities necessary to be a leader in democracy—some brilliant qualities, which make
a person attractive, and his “craftiness” (pronyrlivost’), that is, the ability to reach his
aims by flexible and deceptive behavior. It is important that two of three examples
provided by Shcherbatov are future dictators: Caesar and Cromwell. This means that

he sees democracy as unstable and always on the edge of a dictatorship.

% 1bid., 161 (after the author’s Preface).
1% 1bid., 191, bk. 4, ch. 5.
' 1bid., 197, bk. 5, ch. 3.
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Let us now return to the question: What elements of republican rule can be
regarded as necessary for Shcherbatov’s ideal monarchy as he projected it for Russia?
In other words, which kind of “virtue” can one imagine as a distinctive quality of
people in a monarchy, so as to help it to be a true monarchy, in contrast with a rule of
one, slipping into despotism.

From the outset, it is clear that democracy, with its ambitious popular leaders,
is incompatible with Shcherbatov’s monarchy, unless a monarch was such a leader
himself. Rather, one can say that Shcherbatov’s true monarchy would be a mixture of
monarchy, based on ambition, and aristocracy (velmozhnoe pravlenie), based on some
equality among aristocrats (moderation), with distinctions based on personal merits or
outstanding moral qualities (as with celebrated Roman senators).

If we look, however, on qualities which are regarded by Shcherbatov as
necessary for magnates in monarchy, we hardly find anything outstanding, but rather

demands for honest service.

...4TO ecTh BenbMoka? Ce ecTb He MHOM KTO, KaK YEJIOBEK, KOTOPBIX 10 POy
JI1 CBOEMY, IO JIOCTOMHCTBY JIM, WM MO CJIy4alO, BO3BBIIIEHHBIN MpPEBBHIILIE
JPYTHX PaBHBIX €My 4YeJIOBEYECKMX TBapeil; NPUOIMKEH K TPECTOIY
[APCKOMY ¥ OOOTaIlleHHBIN IePOAapOBUTOCTHIO MOHapXa OT COKPOBHII]
HapOJHBIX. ..

Ho cue HecTh MexaHHMYECKOE BO3BEINICHHE, KOUM MOKHO M HaBO3 Ha
BEPX BBICOKOH OallHM TIOJOXUTh, HO BO3BHIIIEHUE MeTa(U3HUECKOE,
3HAMEHYIOIIEE, YTO KTO BO3BBIIIEH NEpes] JIPYTMMH CaHOM, TOT JOJDKEH
BO3BBICHTECS B )106p011eTem)M1/1.107

What is striking here is the idea that in a monarchy promotion depends entirely
on the personal preference of a monarch. So one has to take for granted that a person

can be placed in the highest position of service, not for his merits or for noble birth,

7g0chinenia kniazia M. M. Shcherbatova, vol. 2, col. 271.
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but just occasionally, by chance. However, in spite of this, Shcherbatov proclaims,
that such a person must be virtuous. Why so? Let us leave this question undecided for

a while.

[Ipubmmkensl BBl K Tpectony mapckomy. Ho ams wero? He ams Toro im,
YTOOBI BEPHO €MY CIIY>KUTh U YTOOBI €r0 MHJIOCEPIUS Upe3 Bac B HUXKaMIICH
YaCcTH TOJIIAHHBIX OTPaXaIMCh?.. Bl K MpecTony HapckoMy MpHOIHKEHBI C
TeM, YTOOBl YYMHUTH IIFOOMMa Ballero TrocyAaps... Bbl oOorameHs
HIEPOJIAPOBUTOCTHI0O MOHapXa OT COKPOBHII HApPOJIHBIX; TO YEM K€ BBI
MOJKeTe eMy M HapoAy Bo3aaTh? He coBepleHHOM T TO BEPHOCTHIO K TOMY,
KTO Bac o0oramaer, ycepIueM U HEJIHLEMEPHBIM OTKPOBEHHEM CBOHMX
MBICIIEH, XOTSI Obl OHM IPOTUBHBI €My ObUIH, SIBJISISL CUM, YTO BBl B IIOJBHUIax
BalllUX K €ro CiIy>k0e BBl HE caMH ceOs B MpeIMeT uMeere, He COOCTBEHHBIN
BauI NPHOBITOK, HO caBy MoHapxa, KoTopoMy ciyxure. ™

The idea is that if one supposes that a monarch is virtuous, virtues of magnates
must be a continuation of the virtues of a monarch, and, in particular, mercy must be
one of such virtue. Besides, a kind of resistance to improper impulses of the monarch,
which are in contradiction with her true and reasonable interest, is necessary. Let us
remark that it must be a very virtuous monarch who will appoint and tolerate a person
who can resist her commands, even if this is for the sake of utility for the state, as a

monarch will later acknowledge.

Monapx ecTh OJIWH;, BCE€ BHIETh W BCE OOHITh B TOCYJapCTBE, a Iade B
MPOCTPAaHHOM, He MOKeT. OH ompenemnseT pa3HbIX MPaBUTENICH, KOUM yAEIsIeT
YacTh CBOES BJIACTH, Ja0BI CIIOCOOOM ¥ TOCPEICTBOM OHBIX ITOBCIOJIOBA
3aKOHBI OBUIM HCIIOJHSAEMBI; [JaObl 3HAKK €ro MUWJIOCTEH TOBCIOIY
pasnuBaMCh; Aa0bl KaXKIbpld Oe30maceH ObLI O CBOEHM JKWU3HHM, YECTH W
uMeHuax. Ho BracTe cus mpemopydaercs HE Ha CaMOIPOU3BOJBHOCTh
KaXJaro, HO €CTh MNPEANHCAHWHM 3aKOHOB, KOTOPBIX YACTHBIC MPABHUTEIU
JIOJDKHBI TOKMO HCITONTHUTENISIMU OBITh... WCHOJHHUTENH, TMPEACTABISIONINC
JULO OTLA HapoAa, TO €CThb MWJIOCEPAbIE U CHUCXOAMUTEIBHBIC, & K TOMY
CIIpaBeUIMBBIC W TIIATCILHBIC... U BCEMH CIIOCOOAMH TIIAIIHECs, HE TOKMO
CHJIOI0 3aKOHOB, HO M CBOMM IIPUMEpPOM, BBeCTH OJlarOHpaBHWE B HApPOJI,

198 1hid., col. 272.
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YTBEPIUTh €r0 yMOHAauepTaHHWE, BO3BBICUTH €ro JyIly, 0e3 4Yero HUKakas
n06poeTens ObITh HE MOXKET. ..

This is an image of a virtuous magnate as a teacher of morals for the common

people, just and merciful, and strictly obedient to the existing laws.

Bl ompenenenbl OBITH HMCIIONHHUTENM 3aKOHOB; HO Mpuiaraere Jd Bbl
MpUJISKHOE Ballle CTapaHWe JAOCTUTHYTH /IO COBEPIIEHHOI'O MO3HAHUS OHBIX,
BHHKHYTb B IIPUTYHHBI COUMHCHHUS KAX/Aro u3 HuX? "

Bunns! B cy>xIeHHAX BalIUX NpenyOeKIeHus K JIMLaM. .. 3aKOHbI IS
TOTO COCTABJCHBI, YTO OHU JHULENPUATHS HE HMEIOT... Aa OTCTYIUICHHE
YesloBeKa OT H3BECTHBIX €My IpPaBMJ HaKaXeTCsd, a He MOTOMY, YTO KTO
BHYIIMT yIIPABIIAIOMEMY BETbMOKE O KOM XyJI0, HIIH €My UTO MOKa3a1ock.

Jlyumue w3 Bac, 3aTBepls, KaKk COPOKH, CJIOBO Muiocepoue, HE
3HaeTe, YTO OHO 3HAMEHYET, 0C/IA0/IAETe BALMM IPECTYILICHHIM.

[pyrue, HapOTUBY TOTO, AyMasi CTPOrOCTHIO OJHOIO BCE MPUBECTH B
MOPSIIOK. .. HE B3Upasi HU Ha C1a00CTH, HU Ha 0OCTOSTEILCTBBI, HU MHOTAA Ha
HEBO3MOYHOCTb, 33 yIOBOJIbCTBHE CUHTAIOT TOKMO HAKA3aHUK Haiarath. ™

Pa3Hble BcTpedaroTcs BaM Jieda, a MEXIY TeM U Takus, KOTOpbIe
TpeOytoT ocobimBoro pa3dopy aktoB. Bel BcTymaere cBouMu ocobamu, He
BOWIS HU B OOCTOSITEIIbCTBBL, HA B CHIIy aKTOB... CYUTE B €OUHYIO MUHYTY,

peture 0€3 CIpaBOK U IPax/iaH B Pa30peHUe IPUBOUTE.

All these phrases refer to a specific kind of virtue, that is, the fulfillment of
laws with understanding. This is not just obedience, but mercy, as a law permits, or
justice, when connivance of a crime is harmful. This is a taking into account of all
circumstances, careful analysis of all legal documents, etc. In other words, fulfillment
of laws needs not just mechanical acts, but capability for reasoning and aspiration for
justice and mercy, and also competence in legal matters—and all these are virtues, as

Shcherbatov understands them.

19 1bid., col. 273-274.
"0 bid., col. 274.
" bid., col. 275.
2 1bid., col. 276.
3 1bid., col. 277.
" 1bid., col. 277-278.
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Now, can we make a conclusion that all this has something in common with
republican virtues? These are virtues of judges, and in its Russian version, initiated by
Peter |, a senate with its colleges combined administrative and judicial functions. And
one can say that a judge, within the limits of his competence, shares with a monarch
her power. In this sense he is a citizen with the right to participate in governing of the
state. And, in this framework, he must be virtuous on the same ground, as
Montesquieu’s citizen of the republic must be virtuous. Otherwise, the system of true
monarchy, where power is divided (see above), will be destroyed, even if a monarch is
personally virtuous. It will be only a hierarchical pyramid of despots, where laws
serve only as decorations, but are easily evaded.

Let us return to the question of appointments. What can be the mechanism,
which provides such virtuous citizens, which will be able to serve as such just and
merciful judges? As all appointments depend on a monarch, the republican
mechanism of elections will not, evidently, work here. Montesquieu’s “spring” of
honor is substituted, in Shcherbatov’s model, by ambition (chestolubue), which in
itself cannot guarantee virtue, as this ambition can be satisfied by humiliation in
respect to superiors in order to be promoted.

Shcherbatov’s answer is to cultivate the special corporation of hereditary
servicemen, bounded not by ambition, but by “noble love of honor” (blagorodnoe
chestoliubie), which is an aspiration to a glory of one’s kin. Thus, in accordance with
this idea, a virtuous monarch will have a reserve of candidates, a true aristocracy. Its

members, for Shcherbatov, will be citizens, whose motivation is love of fatherland, in
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contrast with servicemen, whose only aspiration will be their personal career and
vested interests.

However, as appointments still depend on a monarch, the good will of a
monarch and her readiness to encourage members of this corporation, by
appointments and by generosity to its representatives, is necessary to set this system in
motion. Thus, the virtue of the aristocracy in even such a true monarchy is a
specifically weak virtue, as it is unstable and depends on the monarch’s behavior. It is
not even an aristocratic virtue in Montesquieu’s aristocratic republic, a self-restriction
or moderation. This is like the reflected light of planets in comparison with the light of
stars; the former has as its source something else. And this explains Shcherbatov’s
repeated statements, that when a ruler behaves despotically, the spirits of the
noblemen fall. It can be compared with a sail, which will not work without wind. The
same way aristocratic virtue in a monarchy will not inspire a nobleman, unless
supported by public acknowledgment of his services; in a monarchy this can be
expressed only by rewards and promotion by a monarch.

In comparison with Montesquieu’s republic, therefore, where virtue is a
prerequisite for proper functioning of the system, in Shcherbatov’s ideal monarchy
virtue, while present, is a result of something else; it at least needs the support of other
“springs.” The contrast with Montesquieu’s monarchy is even more interesting.
Montesquieu regards it as possible to invent such laws, which will use human
passions, such as biases, connected with honor, in order to create a kind of “unsocial
sociability.” People will behave as if they are virtuous, although they are not so in

their hearts. Shcherbatov uses another theoretical construction. He believes that people
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can and must be truly virtuous, even in a monarchy, but this virtue is dependent and
unstable.

This can be explained as follows:

Shcherbatov had a peculiar vision of a natural community, which did not
include all the people, but rather only aristocrats, connected by kinship ties. Within
this community people were connected by mutual obligations in such a way, that their
self-love did not contradict the common good. Thus, it was possible to be virtuous in
such a society without self-sacrifice. Later on corruption took place, and this
harmonious society was destroyed by the spread of “selfishness.” In the new society a
contradiction emerged between self-love and virtuous behavior, as a person, who
wanted to be virtuous, being surrounded by “selfish” people, could serve the common
good only by the prejudice of her legitimate interests. In other words, excessive self-
love and selfishness of the majority of the people demands excessive virtue and self-
sacrifice from the minority, which wants to preserve its virtue.

Let us now suppose that a virtuous monarch appears who wants to restore this
society and to overcome corruption. Possibly he could count on a few individuals,
who are ready for self-sacrificing behavior (in Montesquieu’s terms they possess
“political virtue). But, probably, this would not be enough, because such people can
hardly be well preserved under a previously corrupted rule. Therefore, such a monarch
needs the support of more numerous individuals. One can define this group as having
a weaker and unstable virtue, which cannot be satisfied by itself, but needs additional
incentives. This is, in a sense, passive virtue, which does not contradict self-love. Such

people would be virtuous in an uncorrupted society, but within the corrupted
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environment they need rewards for their good deeds. Their virtue can be inspired by a
virtuous ruler, whose rewards they regard as signs of recognition of their own virtue,
but their virtue does not contradict their self-love and is, in a sense, only a
continuation of the ruler’s virtue.

The problem here is basically the same as that of Montesquieu’s republic. It is
connected, basically, with the fact that political virtue is, in a sense, unnatural. In other
words, it is not natural for a normal individual in normal circumstances to prefer
interests or needs of other people to her own interests. In special cases, however,
republics can exist, but to support them one needs very powerful means, such as a
special system of education, etc. In this sense monarchy and despotism are more
natural, as they can be supported by the natural inclinations of individuals, by their
passions. The idea of wise laws in Montesquieu’s monarchy is the idea that such laws
are possible, which use biases, connected with the love of honor, in order to use
people’s base motives for high aims, to make them serve the common good.

Shcherbatov believes that in a monarchy it is possible to create a virtuous
aristocracy, which will be able to sacrifice their personal interests for the “utility of
the state,” or, at least, for the interests of this aristocratic corporation as a whole.
Virtue can be understood here as a kind of self-restriction, as these sacrifices will not
be too burdensome. And the idea is that these self-imposed restrictions (for example,
limitations of excessive luxury or rejection of outrageous breaking of laws) will be
compensated not only in the long run for the corporation as a whole, but also for a
particular individual; a virtuous ruler will reward virtuous subjects by gifts and

promotion.
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One cannot judge such virtue too highly; patriotism, which needs gifts for its
expressions looks, at least, questionable. But gains for the state can be material,
whereas rewards will be mostly symbolic, if they fulfill mostly the aspiration for glory
and respect from fellow members of society. In this case it is not so different from the
republican system where the ruler plays the role of representative of public opinion.

This allows a reformulation of the question as the problem is not what to call
this aspiration in order that it be respected by fellow citizens; virtue, which needs
support, or vanity, bias, and vice, which does not need support. The problem is
actually how to create such system of laws which will ensure behavior useful for the
common good, using people’s egoistic aspiration to be respected by others, or even to
have high social status (with corresponding material privileges). In other words, how
should this weak and shaky virtue be supported by lower motives more effectively and
naturally for self-interested individuals?

Virtuous behavior is still possible due to support from other factors. One of
them is the presence of a good and virtuous monarch. But another factor—as in
Montesquieu’s model—is the existence of good laws. In other words, this weak and
dependent virtue can be supported by institutional factors. And the creation of a true

aristocracy is only one of them.
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§1.4 Shcherbatov: The Spirit of Laws in a Republican Monarchy

Shcherbatov asserts that the current condition of Russia is samovlastie, arbitrary rule.
Moreover, the current condition is moving from bad to worse, as the corruption of
morals is in progress, and social ties have undergone destruction. However, arbitrary

rule is the worst kind of political form, and it is doomed to an eventual catastrophe.

W s npupaBHUBaKO >KMBYIIUX I0J CaMOBJIACTUEM JIFOAEH TEM MOPEXOILAM,
KOTOpBIE B JKECTOKYIO OyprO JUIIMINCS KOPMUJIA, MAYTHl U MApyCOB CBOETO
KOpalJisi, U KOMX POOKHE CIIY)KUTENH, C TSHKEIBIMU BELaMH, KHHYJIA B MOPE
KOMIIacC W BCE€ APYTus JUisl IpUMEYaHUsl COAECNaHHbIs opynus. [lnbiBer eme
KOpalIib, HO TPU JIBIXaHUHM OYPHBIX BETPOB HH YIIPABIATHCS HE MOXKET, HU
3HAaTh MeJIEH M KaMHEHM, HM MecTa cBoero TeueHus. CIIOKOMHBI-IM Ha HEM
cupasmue? MHOrma 1oCTuraeT cyacTjuBaro INpyucTaHMIa, HO TO HE MPaBUIIo, a

115
HCYasAHHOCTB €TI0 JOBCICT.

Shcherbatov believes, however, that to remain for a long time in such a

condition is impossible for an enlightened people:

TakoBO ecTh IEeCIOTHYECTBO, TAKOBHI CYTh €ro BpEIHBIE CIEACTBHA. A
HOTOMY S M 3aKJIFOYAI0, YTO B MTPOCBEIICHHOM HApOJe OHO OBITh HE MOXKET. A
CKCJIN OHO M CIYYUTCsAd, HC MOKET 6I)ITI) IIPOJOJIKUTECIIBHO. XOTs MOXeET
CTaThCsl, KaKHsI IIOCTOPOHHUS OOCTOSATENBCTBA M YUHHSIOT €T0 MPOI0IIKATHCS
HECKOJIBKO 00Jie, HexXennu-0 To HaJIexKao, HO CHe TOKMO €My KeCTOYalui
KoHer[ mpurotoBiser. M6o, B caMoM Jene, €Cii BCAKHH pPa3CMOTPUT
00513aTeNILCTBEI CBOM K boXkmeMmy 3akoHy, K OTEYecTBy, K camMoMmy cebe, K
CeMbe U OJIMKHUM CBOMM, TO Y3PHT, YTO JOJT M OJIarOCOCTOSHHE €ro BIICYET
€T0 HU3BEPTHYTH CETO KyMHUpa, HUKOI' ZIa TBEPAbIX HOT HE I/IMCIOHIaI‘O.ll6

Therefore, the process of sliding down into despotism must be reverted, sooner

or later. But how is it possible in the given circumstances? What can motivate the

115 Shcherbatov, “Razmyshleniia o zakonodatel’stve voobshche,” in vol. 1 of Sochinenia kniazia M. M.
Shcherbatova, col. 387-388.

118 1hid., col. 388-389.
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elite, which currently prefers individual pleasures to fulfillment of its duties, to a kind
of self-restriction?

Shcherbatov’s hope is for future generations. They will be better educated and
they will realize Shcherbatov’s plans to establish a monarchy, or at least support a

good monarch, who will establish fundamental laws.

51 HecMb 3aKOHOJATENb, HE JIBILY ce0sl UMETh TAaKOBBISI YAOOHOCTH, HO €CMb
IIPOCTOM I'PakJaHUH, YyBCTBYIOUIUN U PA3ACIAIOIIMA HAPOJHYIO TSITOCTh. ..
JKelaro, sIKO KEePTBOIO AYIIEBHOIO, J00paro rpakJaHuHa MBICTH, KaKus MHE
BCTPETHJIMCh, HAUepTaTh — HE ISl TOTO, YTOOBI BUAEIH OHE CBET, HO YTOO, MO
KpalilHed Mepe, JETM MOHM CO BpPEMEHEM Y3HAIM O MBICIAX HX OTLA,
UCTIPaBHIU-0bI MOM 3a0JyXKJICHHSI M IOCIEeNOBall Obl TOMY, YTO TOJIE3HOE
JUTsL OTedecTBa HaWAyT, a oOmmM Obl 00pa3oM HAYYHIUCH TOMY PBEHHIO U
yCEpAUIO, KOTOPOE MEHS €KEYacHO K CIyk0e 0Te4ecTBa MOEro MoOyXOaer,
KOe BiaraeT HOBBIM >Kap B OXJAJEBIIYIO MOI KpOBb M OciadeBIIce
GOTIE3HSIMHE TeJI0 Moe Bo3oyxaet.

Shcherbatov believes, therefore, that his enthusiasm, his love of the fatherland,
will be transferred to future generations, and his descendants, who will live under
other circumstances, will have the possibility of realizing, at least partially, his
projects.

Such optimism about the future is grounded on the belief that the current state
of Russia, characterized by prevalence of samstvo among its elite, is somehow
unnatural, whereas mutual understanding of human obligation to one another is
natural and normal, and therefore will be restored after a period of temporary
deviation. In other terms, human beings are sociable by their very nature, and this

point of view refers, of course, to Aristotle’s formulations:

17 bid., col. 357.
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it is evident that the state is a creation of nature, and that man is by nature a
political animal. And he who by nature and not by mere accident is without a
state, is either a bad man or above humanity...'*®

The proof that the state is a creation of nature and prior to the individual is
that the individual, when isolated, is not self-sufficing; and therefore he is like
a part in relation to the whole. But he who is unable to live in society, or who
has no need because he is sufficient for himself, must be either a best or a
god: he is no part of a state. A social instinct is implanted in all men by
nature...llg

Shcherbatov also regards a human being not as an isolated entity, but as a

creature which by its nature needs other people:

B3upas Ha dYenoBeka, Ha €ro pPOXICHHE W MIIAJCHYECTBO, TPEOYIOIINX
Oe3mpecTaHHON MOMOIIH, Ha c1aboCTh €ro caMoMy COOOI0 3alUIIAaThCs U Ha
HEBO3MOXKHOCTh, YTO0 MOT U CaMO€ HY)KHOE K CBOEMY €CTECTBOBAaHHUIO 0e€3
MOMOIIM JIPYTUX TPHOOPECTH, BCE HAM IMOKAa3yeT, YTO MPEAMET MPUPOJIBI
€CTh, YTOOBI YEIIOBEK JKHJI B OOINECTBE, a caMoe OOIIECTBO TPeOyeT OT HEero
MHOTHUX JOJDKHOCTEH, 1a0bl B3aHMHO €My 3a OHbIS BO3ILaTB.lZO

This argument has a certain similarity with Pufendorf’s substantiation of his

understanding of the concept of natural law:

But in one respect man seems to be in a worse state even than the brutes—that
scarcely any other animal is attended from birth by such weakness. Hence it
would be a miracle, if anyone reached mature years, if he have not the aid of
other men, since, as it is, among all the helps which have been invented for
human needs, careful training for a number of years is required, to enable a
man to gain his food and clothing by his own efforts ... whatever advantages
now attend human life have flowed entirely from the mutual help of men. It
follows that, after God, there is nothing in this world from which greater
advantage can come to man than from man himself.***

However, Pufendorf continues this argument by discussing possibilities for

men to harm each other, and natural law is necessary mainly to avoid conflicts.

18 The Complete Works of Aristotle, 1987-1988, vol. 1 (1253a, 1-5).
19 |bid., 1988 (1253a, 25-31).

120 Mikhail Shcherbatov, “Razsmotrenie o zhizni chelovecheskoi,” in vol. 2 of Sochinenia kniazia M.
M. Shcherbatova, col. 387.

121 samuel von Pufendorf, The Two Books on the Duty of Man and Citizen According to the Natural
Law, trans. Frank Gardner Moore (New York: Oceana Publications, 1964), bk. 1, ch. 3, accessed 26
Dec. 2011, http://www.constitution.org/puf/puf-dut_103.htm.
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Shcherbatov, by contrast, emphasizes not the danger which people can be for their
fellows, but their mutual utility. Thus even elementary needs cannot be satisfied

without other people:

...KaXgas IOJDKHOCTh €CTh 00S3aTENIbCTBO, a KaXJI0e 00S3aTeabCTBO €CTh
TATOCTh, CJICJCTBEHHO, MOCIMKY O0sS3aHbI MBI OOIIECTBY, W OOIIECTBO
00513aHO HaM, OT KOEro €XEAHEBHO UyBCTByeM cebe OiaroziesiHue; BOWaeM B
ce0s1 ¥ TpecTaHeM TY)XUTh O TSATOCTH HAICH JUIs OOIIEeCTBa, MOHEXKE MBI C
JIMXBOIO 3aIllaueHbl OT oHaro. 6o He MOKHO, 4TOO OJHH YEIOBEK BO3MOT

122
TOJIMKO COACIaTh AJIA BCEX, KOJIMKO BCC €MY IIOJIb3bI COACIar0T.

It is certainly true, for Shcherbatov, that people can cause each other not only

useful services but also troubles. These latter, however, are rather occasional things:

...HH BKYCHUTD XJieOa, HH OZIEThCS, HU KUTh HE MOXKEM, YTOOBI BEJIMKOE YHCIIO
JOJIel He BOCIIOMOIIECTBOBAIM HaM. Bo33puM elle, 4To XKUTHE B OOIIECTBE
COXpaHseT HAC OT XUIIHBIX 3Bepell, OT HAIIECTBUS BParoB, WK OT HACUINHA U
XUIIEHHUsT Pa3BpaTHBIX JIIOJCH, YTO MO OOJbIIei YacTH 3aKOHBI, Ha KOUX
0O0IIIECTBO YTBEPIKIACTCS, YMHAT Hallly 0€30MacHOCTh, KaK B JKM3HH, TaK U B
UMEHUSIX.

...IlpaBaa, moaBepruyTH MBI K 0OMaHy OT JIpy3eii, K 37100€e 1 MpexaM
3aBUCTIUBBIX, K OTOPYCHUIO OT HEOJArOJapHBIX, KOMM YCIYyTH YYUHWIU; K
YKOPEHUIO W MPE3PEHUI0 OT BEIBMOX; K HECIPaBEIIMBOCTAM CyJeH... — HO
BCE CHE 3]0 €CTh CllydyaiiHOe W He Bcerja mpeObIBaroliee, a Oiara cyTh
MTOBCETHEBHBISL U BCET/IA OLIYIIAEMBbIsl pa3yMHOMY Pa3CMOTPUTEINIO.

For Shcherbatov, mutual help and fulfillment of one’s social duties is normal
and reasonable, whereas egoistic behavior is abnormal, and the harm created by it
bears occasional character.

Therefore, it is possible to assert the existence of “natural law,” which
regulates relationships between members of society in such a way that goods, received

by the individual from the society, are balanced by her contribution toward the well-

122 5ochinenia kniazia M. M. Shcherbatova, vol. 2, col. 388.
123 1hid., col. 389.
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being of others, in other words, by one’s fulfillment of duties. This is justice in the
sense of achieving balance between each person’s input and output.

Let me underline here the contrast between Shcherbatov’s outlook and the
“modern” view, which was a theoretical basis for the entire discussion on “unsocial
sociability.” This “modern” view began with self-regarding individuals who pursued
their own ends. And, being based on this presupposition, the aim of a political theorist
was to explain how a society was possible. In other words, the idea was to construct
such laws, due to which self-interested individuals could reach common aims, while,
at the same time, their motives remained egoistic.

By contrast, Shcherbatov’s basic intuition was “classical,” it was an intuition
of human beings as essentially social and dependent on each other. Accordingly,
“sociability” for him was among “natural” characteristics of people, while
“selfishness” was a result of “corruption” of this natural state of things. One can guess
why such an intuition was possible in Catherine’s Russia, and probably the answer can
be found in the fact that Shcherbatov’s view was conditioned by his aristocratic
milieu, for which Kkinship ties were of great importance. The more important question
is, however, whether Shcherbatov himself realized this essential contrast between his
basic intuition and views of the European thinkers he referred to. It seems that he did
not have a clear vision of this difference, but instead intuitively selected such
European ideas which were not contrary to his basic intuition.

In particular, he rejected the idea of human equality. First of all, for

Shcherbatov, human beings are not equal in respect to their abilities.
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JleitOHMII, BO M3BICKAHUH €CTECTBEHHBIX BEIIEH M camMaro eIiHaro poay He
HalleNl HU OJHOM TOJOOHOW MPYroi... W IMOHEXKE eCTh TONb OSCKOHEYHAas
PasHOCTh B Hapy>KHBIX YepTax TBapel, TO KOJb Ooyiee OHa MOXKET OBITH BO
BHYTPEHHHMX pAaclOJOXEHHAX 4YelOBeKa... KaXeTcs, cama MpHupoJa,
npefynpexgas Halld CyeMyApPHMM U pacrosiaras IOpSIOK OOIIeKHUTHS
YeJI0BEUYeCKaro, pasHbIMH JapOBaHUsIMU Pa3HBIX JIFOACH CHAOIMIIa, IKO MYAPO
pacripenensisi eTUHBIX ObITh NPaBUTEISIMUA M HaYalbHUKAMU, APYTHX JOOPBIMH
VCTIOTHUTEIAMH, 3 HAKOHEI[ TPEThHX CIICIBIMH JCHCTBYIOMMUME JTHIAMH. .. >

Shcherbatov thus constructs a “natural” social hierarchy, and moreover it must
be stable from one generation to another; each member of society has inborn duties,

his or her predestined place in the social exchange of mutual services.

...HO €CITM MBI MPHCOBOKYIUAM ¥ MHOTHE MPUJIaraTeIbHbIC KaueCTBa, KOTOPBIS
YeNOoBEK B OOIICKUTHH Ype3 BOCIHTAHWE M HAYKY MPHOOpETaeT, TO CHE HaM
JIOKQXXET, YTO HE TOKMO HE HaXOJIUTCS JIMYHOE PABEHCTBO MEXIy YEJIOBEKa U
YeJIOBeKa, HO MOKET OHO M IOTOMCTBEHHOE OBITh. ..

Bce cBesieHUs HaM MBI Ype3 YyBCTBA MOJYy4YaeM... a BCE CHE 4TOO
MOJYYHUTh YYBCTBOBaHHME dYero Obl TO HH ObLJIO, 3aBUCHT OT Ciydas H
00CTOSITEILCTB;

...DOJIMBIIMICS YENOBEK OT OJArOpPOAHBIX POJMTENCH, CITyKaIIUX
WIA CIY)XUBIIUX B pasHbIX JODKHOCTSIX CBOEMY OTEYECTBY, OKpOME
IMPEBOCXOAHOI0O Hay4YCHUA, KOTOPOEC IIOIICYCHHUSIMHU ux I1oJIy4acT,
HacMaTpuBaCTCsA, KaK AOJDKHO €MY OGXOI[I/ITBCSI C BBICIIMMH, C PAaBHbBIMU U
HU3IIUMH ce0si; B Oecelax pOMUTENCH CBOMX CIBIIUT O TMPEKHUX
MPUKITIOUEHUSX, BHUMAET MOXBAIY JOOPOJIETENIN U OXYJICHHUS MTOPOKOB; upe3
Ppa3HbIC HMX pasrjiarojlbCTBOBAaHUA HAY4YaCTCA O COCTOAHHWU IMOJIUTHYECKOM,
IPaXJAHCKOM W BOCHHOM CBOErO OTEUYEeCTBA... BCSA JKU3Hb OJIArOPOJHO
POXJICHHAr0  FOHOIIM  JIOJDKHA ~ OBITh  HAMONHEHa  Oe3NpepbIBHBIMU
HaCTaBJICHUAMHU YUYCHHUEM JIU, 66C€I[OIO JI1, WKW OpUMEPOM JJid BCCAHUSA B
ceple ero Tex Onarux CeMsH, KOW JOJDKHBI TPOW3BECTH IUIOM ITOJIE3HBIH
OTEUYECTBY BO BPEMs CBOE.

...BCEX BBIIIETTNCAHHBIX MIPEUMYILIECTB u ymoOHOCTEH
HHSKOpO)I(JIeHHBIﬁ UMETH HE MOXET, a IOTOMY M 3aKjIydaro, 4YTO
6IarOPOCTBO IOIKHO OBITH MTOTOMCTBEHHO. >

Shcherbatov starts with inborn qualities, but afterwards proceeds to
demonstrate that qualities necessary for special services of nobility can be transmitted

only within the family, from one generation to another. This reasoning is based on the

124 Shcherbatov, “Razmyshlenie o dvorianstve,” in vol. 1 of Sochinenia kniazia M. M. Shcherbatova,
col. 222.

125 1hid., col. 223-226.
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presupposition that education will be ideal, so the previous generations will transfer to
their children only ideal moral qualities. This is already in contradiction with the
thesis of On Corruption. It is a description of a desired condition of state, not of the
real one.

By this separation of society into two parts, which has to be closed for
outsiders, Shcherbatov creates the ground for separation of laws into two kinds: for
commoners they define their duties towards society, besides which they are free to
improve their own life as they are pleased; and for nobles, by contrast, laws have to
define their rights or privileges, which create the space of freedom. This presupposes
that nobles will voluntarily, as “sons of their fatherland,” use their abilities for the
service of society. They are not forced to do so by the laws themselves. Laws only
grant the possibility of the development of their abilities by education, whereas
motivation to serve their own country must be moral, not legal. In other words, nobles
must be virtuous, whereas it is enough for commoners to obey the law.

Shcherbatov writes the following comparing nobles and commoners:

...BO33pUM Ha CITy>ObI X, Ha OE3IMOKOICTBa, HA pa3llyueHUE C CEMbEH CBOCH,
Ha OTJIyYeHHE OT JOMY CBOETO W Ha YIYIICHHE CBOETO JIOMOBOJICTBA H
CpPaBHHM BCE CHE C JKaJIOBaHbEM, KOTOpOe OJIarOpOIHBIE CIIyXKallhe 3a
cinyxk0y CBOIO TMIOJIyYarOT, TO IO BEPHOMY WCUUCICHUIO HAWIEM, 4YTO
CITyKalui 0J1aropOHbBIN, COXPaHSIONINI 0JaroNpPUCTONHOCTh CAHY U UMEHHU
CBOET0, OONBIIYI0 YacTh COOCTBEHHBIX CBOMX JIOXOJOB B Pa3CyXICHUU
city’kObl TIPOXKHUBAeT. A M0 ceMy KyIell, MacTePOBOM U KPECThSIHHMH, YTO OT
poauTenei CBOMX MONYYHII HITH YTO caM MPHOOPE, MOIB3YEeTCs TEM, SIKO €ro
€CTh, HE UMesl HYXJbI 110 3BaHUIO CBOEMY HHUEIO JIMIIHEro Jenarh. EauH
JIBOPSIHUH HU KW3HY, HA KPOBY, HA BPEMEHH CIIOKOMHATO, HU UMEHHS CBOETO

126
HE UMCECT, a BCC OH KCPTBYCT OTCUCCTBY.

126 1hid., col. 247.
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This reasoning again is based on the image of an ideal nobleman who
sacrifices his life and possessions to his fatherland. Of course, one can suppose that
this is a result of an ideal education and noble upbringing. However, if one does not
take such virtue for granted, is it possible to find any natural motivation for such self-

sacrificing behavior?

Pa3HbIg cTpacTH BNagplueCTBYIOT Hall YEIOBEKOM, HO TTIaBHEHIICIO CUUTAIO 5
4ecToI00ne, OSNMKY CHsl CTpacTh €CTh HUYTO MHOE, KakK MpeoOpa3oBaHHe
camaro camomobOusa. Cust crpacth, MoOyKAalolias 4YeloBeKa KO BCEM
OaropoJHBIM IOJBHUraM, 3aTMEBAIOIAs B OyLIE €ro TATOCTh TPYZIOB,
JKECTOKOCTh OOJIe3HH M YyXKac CMEpTH, €cTh HaWKpemyaiias Moanopa
rocy/lapcTBa... OJaropoAHbII BOCTIOMHHAET CBOMX IPEAKOB M CUUTAET HX
3aCIyrd, IOYUTA€T MEPTBbII TEHH HX, HO TIOYTH COBMECTHHKOM WM
CTaHOBHTCS, JKeJIasi CPABHATHCS WM U MPEB30OKTH; X IPO3BaHKE, KOTOPOE OH
HOCHUT, €KEUacCHO €My BOCIIOMHHAET, YTO OH JIOJKEH ce0e, peIkaM CBOMM H
OTEYECTBY; KO HEKOTOPBIH AyX O€3NPECTaHHO €My BOIHUIOIIMUH, J1a COXpaHHUT
MMsI HEBPEXKIEHHO, KOTOPOE OH OT OJIaropoJHBIX POAUTENECH MOTYqHII. ..

Sl momxeH Temeph cKa3aTb O HU3KOPOXKJIEHHOM: HE 3pUT OH M HE
3HAET 3HATHBIX CBOMX IIPEJKOB, HE MOOYXKIEH CIABOI0 HX, HE IMOOIIPEH
MMEHEM CBOHMM; HO OH YeJIOBEK, M decToiroOue emy cpogHo. Ho kakoe oH
yecTonodue OyJeT UMETh, YeCTONI00He TIoJpakaTelIbHOE OJIarOpOTHBIM HITH
MOYTH MOXKHO CKa3aTh 3aBHMBOe? HO M TO OXynMTh HE MOXKHO, €CIHA OH
JOOpONETENbHBIMHA CTE3IMH K TPEIMETY CBOEMY IOMIET, W JOCTHKEHHE
YIIOCTOMBAET €r0 CPAaBHATHCA C OJIArOPOJHBIMH; HO KaXKIblil UyBCTBYET, YTO
OH MOOYAUTETHHBIX IPUYUH UMEET MEHBIIIE, a TIOTOMY U TpyJHEE ceMy OBITb,
l'ocynapctBa ke HE TpyIHBIE CIIOCOOBI IOMKHBI M3BICKUBATh, a JICTYalIIiMu
cTapaThest cebsl yIpaBisTh.

Shcherbatov separates two kinds of love of honor (chestoliubie). On the
surface level it looks similar to “honor” as a principle of Montesquieu’s monarchy.
But after a closer look, one can recognize that striving for honor is itself motivated by
a desire to imitate deeds and glory of one’s ancestry. This is, in accordance with
Shcherbatov’s own words, a “transformation of self-love.” It can be described as a

feeling of belonging to a certain group of people, which includes dead and living

27 1hid., col. 226-228.
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members, and even future offspring. This feeling is combined with the desire to
preserve and increase the “glory” of the family name of this group. Thus, “self-love”
in Shcherbatov’s usage is transformed into not simply “love of an individual self,” but
into the love to one’s relatives and the feeling of belonging to their own chain of
ancestors and descendants.

Shcherbatov separates this “honor,” a social quality by its nature, with the
“ambition” as a desire to obtain individual honors from a ruler, which can lead to
subservience and loss of “hardheartedness.”

Of course, it is easy to criticize Shcherbatov’s construction of society as an
ideological one, in which the real burdens of taxpayers and serfs, extracted from them
by the force of law, are presumably balanced by only possible services of a nobleman,
which he is free to make. The balance is equal only if one regards all noblemen as
virtuous. However, social justice is not the issue, which is of great importance for
Shcherbatov in this case; he is rather concerned with the effectiveness of the system,
or, in his own words, utility toward the state.

He recognizes, for example, that military talents can be found among
representatives of all estates, and sometimes nature can create a possible military

commander among peasants:

He numen ot npupoabl HU €AMHBIA YeIOBEK CIIOCOOOB MPUOOPECTH BCE CHUU
Hy)XHbIe 3HaHus [Military—V.R.] 1 MOXeT cTaThCsi, 9TO MEXK/Y Maxapei Mbl
MHOTUX Obl AnekcanapoB u llecapeli Hamuiy, HO OHHM, POISACH C COXOH, C
COXOM M yMHpAIOT, HUKOTJA HE IOJ03peBas TaKUS JapOBaHUS UMETh; MO0
HUKOTJ]a UM He OBUIO Cilydas, YTOO OHBIS OTKPBUIMCh, U CEMEHA BHYTPU UX
Iyl OE3IUIOAHBI OCTAIOTCSA; TO JOJ/DKHO JIM 110 CYMHEHHIO, KOJb OHO
CIPaBEUIMBO HU €CTh, C OMACHOCTBEO MHOTHS THICSY pa3 OIIUOUTHCS,
Anekcannpos, llecapeit u CriunmuoHoB y coxu uckatb? WM He monr jam ecTh
BCSIKaro IPaBUTEIIbCTBA MCKATh B TOM COCTOSTHHUHM YIOOHBIX K CIIy»x)0e cebe
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JFO/IeH, TJ/Ie C BEPOSTHOCTHIO YIIOBAET CKOpEEe X HAUTHTHL? a CUSl BEPOSTHOCTD
¥ 06paIaeTCs Ha CUX GaropogHbIx. 22

The government must look for military commanders among well-born people
not because nature limits distribution of talents only to this estate, but because only
representatives of this estate can have the occasion to manifest such talents, and the
state must limit itself only by effective actions, and not to waste time and efforts
looking for talented people among commoners.

This is, certainly, the deliberate defense of aristocratic privileges contra the
principle of meritocracy, implemented by Peter’s Table of Ranks. It is necessary,
however, for Shcherbatov’s ideological construction to substantiate the idea that such
privileges would be, indeed, justified and that aristocratic servicemen would serve
their country more eagerly than their ignoble fellows.

It is hard to prove, however, as this could be true only in an ideal state,
whereas in reality the old aristocracy was a victim of autocratic policy, which

promoted people not on any systematic ground, but arbitrarily.

Hamnexur Harepen MHE CKaszaTbh, UTO SI 3HAMHLIMU (DAMUTUAMU DASYMEID.
Oublig CYyTb H€ TOKMO T€, KOTOPbIA APEBHOCTH CBOIO TCPAIOT B TCMHOTC
BPEMSH, W MHOTHX BCHICHOCHBIX 0c00 CYHTAIOT CBOMX npeaxkamMu, HO
KOTOpBIA Takke u B ciyxbe [ocymapctBa B 3HaTHbIE YWHBI OBLTH
IIPOU3BOJUMEBI, W HaJIaracMbl Ha HHX 6BI.HI/I Ba)XXHBIA JOJIXKHOCTH, I/I6O
COKPBITO€ OJOCTOMHCTBO HX, OT KPOBHU IPOU3XOIAIICEC, B MOHapXI/I‘IeCKOM
MpaBJICHUU JOJIFO€ BpeMsl MPEUMYIIECTBO KpPOBU COXPAHUTh HE MOIJIO.
MHOro ecTb y Hac TaKOBBIX CTAPOOBITHBIX POAOB, KOTOPHIE JPEBHOCTHUIO
CBOCHO MOTyT C HanBeINYaUuIITIMHU (1)aMI/IJ'II/I$[MI/I CUHUTATHCA: HO
00CTOSITENTLCTBA, CIIy4ad, Pa3HbIs OBIBIIUE MEPEMEHBI, YHH3WIN HX POJBI,
CTECHWIM pa3yM M YAPYYMIM OyX, U OHHU €IBa M3 YHUKEHHUS CBOETO
OCMEJIMBAIOTCS BOSHUKHYTH CBOCIO ITaBor0. O TaKUX-TO S TOBOPIO, UTO OHHU
OBLTH M3 METTKOTO JBOPSHCTBA. . 12

128 1hid., col. 237-238.

129 Mikhail Shcherbatov, Pis’mo kniazia Shcherbatova, sochinitelia rossiiskoi istorii, k odnomu ego
priiatelu, v opravdanit za nekotorye sokrytnye i iavnye okhuleniia, uchinennye ego istorii ot gospodina



CEU eTD Collection

146

In the real Russia, “the dignity coming from blood” was not used as a valuable
resource by the state; instead, people were appointed to important positions because of
different “circumstances, occasions, and alternations.” This led to the situation where
the presumable eagerness of representatives of the old aristocracy to serve their
country essentially weakened; they lost their spirit and had to lower their ambitions in
respect to “new people,” promoted by rulers.

It should be noted here that among enlightened reformers in Europe it was not
unusual to project the transformation of the aristocracy of birth onto an aristocracy of
virtue and merit. This way of reasoning, however, was quite alien to Shcherbatov,
who, on the contrary, emphasized that the imitation of the “glorious deeds” of one’s
noble ancestors is a way to inspire “honor” and “virtue.”

Shcherbatov’s regret for the descent of the old aristocracy is, however, merely
rhetorical, as he understand that even its restoration can hardly bring back presumably
good morals of ancient aristocrats, as the process of corruption of morals have gone
too far already. This rhetorical sadness can be compared with his sympathy for those
thinkers of the late Roman republics, who expressed regret in respect to their lost
liberty, whereas they understood that, because the majority of citizens are corrupted
by luxury, there is no way back to the good old times.

In his treatise On Corruption, Shcherbatov writes:

HOmmii [e3aph, TOMH WCKYCHBIH B IMO3HAHUHM CEpICI] UYEIOBEUECKHUX, SIKO

HCKYCCH B BOCHHBIX U INOJUTUYCCKUX ACJIAX... HC YTO MHOC KO YTBCPKACHHUIO
CBOCs INOXHUIIICHHBIC BJIACTH yr[OTp€6I/IJ'I, Kak OOJIbIIIKE Harpax/iacHus, z[a61,1,

General-Maiora Boltina, tvortsa primechanii na istoriiu drevniia i nyneshniia Rossii g. Leklerka
(Moscow, 1789), 109-110.
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BBEJIIIN Ype3 CHe CIIACTOII00ne, K HeMy, TKOObI MCTOYHHKY pa3fasHei Ooee
JroEH NPUBS3BIBAIOCK. .. CIy4HI0Ch, 4TO €My JOHOCHIM HE4TO Ha AHTOHHMS
u Ha [lonmaGeny, sik0OBI OH MX JOJDKEH omacarbes. OTBedanl, YTO OH CHUX B
NIMPOKAX M TOKOHHBIX ONSKIAX XONSAIMX JOAEH, IOOSAIMUX CBOU
YIIOBOJIBCTBUM U POCKOIIb, HUKOTJA CTPAILUTHCSA NPUYMHBI UMETh HE MOXKET.
Ho cum mogu, mnpomomkan OH, KOTOpPBIE O BEIUKOJENMHOCTH HH O
CIIOKOWCTBUU OJIEK] HE PasiAT, CUM MXKE POCKOIIb MPE3UPAIOT, U MAJIOE MTOUTH
3a U3JIUIIHOE CUYMTAlOT, KakoBbl cyTh bpyryc m Kaccuii, emy omacHel, B
pacCyXKJIeHUM HaMEpEeHEeW ero JMILWTh BOJBHOCTH pHUMCKuM Hapoxa. He
omubcss oH B ceM, MO0 MOUIMHHO CHH €ro TPUILUETH TpeMs yAapamu
W3ABIXAINIEN PUMCKOM BOJBHOCTH MOXEpTBOBaIW. WM Tako camblil ceid
IpUMep TOKa3blBa€T, YTO HE B POCKOIIM M CJIACTONIIOOMH HW3IbIXAIOIIAs
pUMCKasi BOJBHOCTh OOpena cebe 3alluIleHHe, HO B CTPOrOCTH HPAaBOB H
ymepennoctn.'*

Shcherbatov’s sympathy for austere and modest republican morals was

expressed also in his treatise on government:

...HUKaKoe JApyroe mpaBjeHue HaM He TI0AAET TOJNb BEJIHKOrO YHCIIa 3HATHBIX
NPUMEPOB JIFOOBH K OTEYECTBY... PECIyOJIMKAHIIBI MOYUTAIOT Ce0S CAUHBIM
POJIOM, B KOTOPOM KXKI0H MMEET HEKYI0 0COOHMBYIO YacTh cebe BO yJiel, OT
KOTOpPOro OH OoJjiee WM MEHBIIE MPUOBITKY IOJIYYHT, O Mepe Jo0paro
COCTOSIHUSI, B KOTOPOM BCE JIpyrue 4acTu OyAyT HaxoauTbcs. PaBHOCTB, Mke
€CTh yJIeNl PeCnyOJMKAHIIEB, YHHHUT, YTO KAXKJOH cTapaeTcs, KOIUKO eMy
BO3MOJXKHO, MPHOOPECTH HEKOTOPOE IOYTCHHE, a PEIKOCTh Harpa)KJIeHUH
JIeNlaeT, 4To pajad AyOOBOMW, WM JEPHOBOW KOPOHBI, HJIb Palyd HEKOTOPOTO
YKpPAIICHUS IOMY ... HE IaTUT HUYETO [T MPUOOPETEHHUS MOUTEHHS OT CBOUX
corpaxman.’®!

This ideal is, however, unavailable in a society where there is no such social
cohesion, and thus usually a society is unable to induce an individual to prefer the
common good to one’s own. On the other hand, the society where the diametrically
opposed principle prevails, when each prefers one’s interests to the common good,
cannot be stable and corresponds with an unlimited despotism. Therefore, the task is,
for Shcherbatov, to find the golden mean between these two extremes, and to find a

way to combine personal and common interests in order to avoid, as far as possible,

130 0 povrezhdenii nravov v Rossii, 61-62; Lentin, Prince M.M. Shcherbatov, 117.

BL Shcherbatov, “Raznyia razsuzhdeniia o pravlenii,” in vol. 1 of Sochinenia kniazia M. M.
Shcherbatova, col. 350.
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their contradiction. Shcherbatov understands that in a real state one can find only a
few people who are able to sacrifice themselves for the common cause, and a wise
lawgiver cannot expect to find support for the state only in such people.

Therefore, the task to find right laws can be specified as the task to find such
laws which can place into a balance the striving for personal advantages and the
fulfillment of necessary social duties.

This is the same task which Montesquieu tries to decide on by introducing the
principle of honor as a “spring” for monarchy. Shcherbatov’s idea, however, is
different, and it is closer to Montesquieu’s “spring” for an aristocratic republic, that is,
“moderation.” Although Shcherbatov does not use this concept, he asserts that the
level of consumption for members of the aristocratic elite must be limited by a kind of
self-command. This is connected, in Shcherbatov’s writings, with the image of a
diligent landowner. Let us look at this issue in detail.

It is quite surprising to find in one of Shcherbatov’s texts, in spite of
expressing at many times admiration for ancient Roman republicans with their rough,

if not ascetic, way of life, the following excerpt:

...a CUC U 1oAaCT HaM BCpHOfI crocod K 3aKJIFOUCHUIO, KTO YyBCTBUTCIILHCC

omymacT y()oeoﬂbcmeue, qT0 ecmb eouHas Yejilb IHCU3HU 'lefl06€1l€CK011.132

[italics mine—V.R.]

If pleasure is the only aim of human life, then how can self-restriction in the
sphere of consumption be substantiated? The idea looks very similar to ancient moral

theories, starting with Aristotle and Plato, with, probably, Cicero and the Stoics as an

132 Sheherbatov, “O vygodakh nedostatka,” in vol. 2 of Sochinenia kniazia M. M. Shcherbatova, col.
398.
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immediate source. The idea is that satisfaction of sensual desires cannot bring true
happiness, as satisfaction of a desire creates more desire, and the thirst for newer and
newer pleasures cannot create satiety. True pleasure can be only the fulfillment of
human predestination, which is a full manifestation of one’s talents and abilities for
the sake of a common good (and this is possible, for Aristotle, only in a perfect
polity). Shcherbatov’s application of this idea to the specific Russian reality—the life
of landowners in their estates—can be briefly formulated as follows:

True satisfaction (happiness), which gives the possibility to reconcile personal
utilities with the common good, lies in the situation where a person can see at last the
fruits of one’s long labor, and can share one’s feeling of satisfaction with fellow
citizens, as they also can feel the utility of one’s labor for the good of all. It can be
emphasized that not only the result, that is, the material fruits of labor, are important,
but the public recognition of one’s efforts. Besides, the idea of labor implies some
self-restriction, as one has to overcome his or her natural laziness and the desire for
tranquility. Labor also assumes some patience towards necessary hardships and even,
to some extent, sensual sufferings. But the motivation here is, so to say, suspended
pleasure, which will be more intensive due to this suspense, in comparison with
immediately satisfied impulsive desires. And, besides sensual satisfaction, which is
not suppressed fully, but only deferred, this kind of pleasure implies the feeling of
self-realization and a heightened self-esteem, supported by respect expressed by
others. Approving looks of others are very important here, this is why the

demonstration of these fruits of labor must be public.
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All these feelings are expressed in Shcherbatov’s description of the happiness

of a landlord, who demonstrates for his fellows improvements in his estate:

Ho B033puM, Kakoe e yI0BOJbCTBHE Bce aepeBeHckoe ero [the noble of
modest means—V.R.] ctpoenue u 3aBeaeHue mpuHOCHT. OH, C APY3bIMH
CBOMMH COIIeI B CajJ, OCTaHABIMBAaETCS HA BCAKOW JIOPOKKE, C
YIOBOIIbCTBHUEM TTOKA3BIBAET BHICOTY W T'yCTOTY... B mMapHMKax MOKa3bIBaeT
pasHble [BETHI; BECENUTCS, BHIS HMX KPacoTy WM YyBCTBYS OJaroBOHHE;
pa3cka3pIBaeT, OTKyJa KOPHHM M CEMEHa JocTaBal... VJeT Kk CTposimMcs
OecemkaM, TOKA3bIBAET UX TOCTSAM CBOMM; CKa3bIBA€T, YTO CaM YEPTHII TUIAH U
¢acan, 1 Kak Xo4UeT X yoparh; TpeOyeT coBeTa y CBOMX mpusTenei... Uaer k
HEKOTOPLIM 3a4aTbIM CTPOCHUAM, ITOKA3bIBACT UX CBOUM APY3biIM; C (1)YTOM B
pyKax pa3MepHuBaeT caM, yKa3blBaeT KaMEHIIWKaM W IUIOTHHUKaM, WHAE WX
WCTIPABISIET, T/Ie CHeNaii OIMUOKHU, WHJAE JaeT UM HarpaxkiaeHue. Bxoaut B
oropoJi 1 OJIU3 CTOSIIUE OpaH)KEPEH, MOKAa3bIBAET Pa3HbIC PacTCHHU; JeIaeT
NIPUMETUTL BEIWYMHY TIPYHTOBBIX HEPEBLEB, HMX INIOAOHOCHE... CPBIBAET
TUTOABI, TIOAHOCUT WX CBOUM JIPY3bSIM W CHpAIIMBAET, KaK HAaXOAAT BKYC...
IToToM HaET HA KOHCKOM U CKOTHOM ABOP... BXOJUT B TO MECTO, TI€ XPAHUTCS
MOJIOKO; JIelaeT MpPHUMEYaTh CIOKOWCTBHE M YIOOHOCTh CEr0 CTPOCHUS U
MOTYYET PA3HBIM MOJIOKOM.

Bce cue ¢ TakuM yIOBOJNBCTBHEM, @ WHOE W C KaKOKO KaJIHOCTHIO
HCIIOJIHACT, 4YTO, SABJIACTCA, HC TOJBKO BCAKOC APEBO, IJIOA M IBETOK, HO U
Ka)K[IBIﬁ JIUCTOK €TI0 BECCJIUT. BC3ILYIHH351 BCIIIH, ABJIACTCA, YUHMHUIINCH €TI0
CITY)KUTEJISIMH, IS COJIENaHusl €T0 YAOBOJBCTBUS U OOIIE BCE TaK U KaXI0€
SBISIETCSL CyMMY €ro OJaromoyyuusi NpuOaBisITh, W Kaxaas OyaTo Obl
COCTaBJIsIa TO, YTO MOXKET €r0 CYACTIIUBBIM CHICJIaTh.

...BC€ C TPyIOM TpUOOPETeHO... BCE Malloe W C HYXIOH
WCTIONHSETCS; HO BCE IO Mepe YIOTPEOJNEHHBIX TPYIOB, BECENHT... BCE
OXXHUBOTBOPACT AYX U ACJIACT YAOBOJILCTBUC.

The connection of these personal pleasures with the common good is not
immediately evident, but in another place Shcherbatov wrote that a nobleman, if he
has excessive income, must spend it, in contrast with a merchant, whose credit
depends on the size of his capital. And one kind of spending is agricultural
experimentation, of which Shcherbatov’s gardening was just one example.

An ideal nobleman is, for Shcherbatov, a landowner of modest means, who is

not poor (that is his physical need can be satisfied), but who needs to apply his own

133 1hid., col. 411-413.
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efforts, his own labor, in order to keep his house in accordance with the appropriate
way of life (blagopristoinost’) for his social status.

Thus, instead of hiring a professional architect or engineer, Shcherbatov
prefers to work himself, as this is not only cheaper but also satisfies his ambitions of
being a talented creator and a well-educated gentleman inventor.

And in this status he needs the approval of his friends, who have to share his
constructive ideas and give useful advice.

The same principle can be applied to other kinds of public activity. The honest
service of a nobleman, for example, can be motivated by his desire to receive
ultimately a position where he can be respected for the results of his services to his
fellow citizens, and this can be combined with enough means to have a relative
comfort (spokoistviia). These services can include, for example, wise instructions or
even laws, if citizens’ participation in the creation of laws would be allowed. This
could be possible, however, only in the case of a relatively perfect policy. In a
despotic state such honest services are at risk of not only lack of final satisfaction, but
also may be harmful for a nobleman, as his not so scrupulous fellows will be ready to
defame and eliminate him by their intrigues, as he is an obstacle for their self-

interested machinations.

He wmoryr xopomme 3akoHBI OBITh, €CTIM HE Ha HpaBaX OCHOBAaHBI H
HPaBCTBEHHBIMH JTOOPOCTEISIMHA HE TTOAKPETUISIOTCS. . .

Ho nmaOwl cum HpaBbl M 0OBIYaW BO3THE3MWIHCS B Cepillax Hapo.a,
HQJIS)KUT, YTOOBI TPABUTEILCTBO HEYCHITHBIM OKOM OJHMIIO HArpaXkJaTh
J0OpOJIeTeNIM U YKPOIATh MOPOKH, MO0 B cCaMOM Jielie MyTh J0OpOAETE/H
eCTh KeCTOK. Bo3pMeM mpuMep MpPHIBOPHOTO, KOTJa CIUHOM, JIH00s
OTEYECTBO U TocyAaps, HE OTBEP3aET YCT CBOMX HA JIECTh, JUKY U KIIEBETY,
Korja mpej HeIOCTOMHBIMH BPEMEHIIMKAMH KOJIEHO HE MPHUKIIOHSET, KOrja
MOCJIETYeT SIUHBIM CTE35M TOOPOACTENN, XOUET CIYXKUTh, a HEe YTOXKAaTh, U
JIUIICHHBIA 3alIUTHUKOB B OCIHOCTU W TPE3PCHHM OCTaBIICH NMPEOBIBACT; C
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JIPyTOl CTpaHBI, KOTZA JPYTOH, J>XePTBYS BCE CBOEMY YECTONIOOWIO, HE

OMBINIIISASA O I[O6pO,ZleTCJ'H/I U O JOJDKHOCTHU TIpaXAJaHWHA, JIbCTSA CBOEMY

rocyJapio, yTBEpXAaeT ero IMOPOKH, COIMJIeTaeT KOB Ha OJIMKHATO, Mpex

BpEMCHIIUKaAMU pa6onenH0 TPYCUT U, OJHUM CJIOBOM, KOCTO BCC CJIOBA CYTh

JIOXKb, BCE MBICIH — 371002 M JieNia — MPeCcTYIUICHHH, M TaKOBOM OOTaTCTBOM,

CHJIOI0 U 4YCCTHIO OAapCH. To KTO, 3pd CHUU NPUMEPLI, OCMCIIUTCA OBITh

noOponeTeneH, ©O0 Majo TaKMX CBHIMIUTCS, KOTOpble Obl OBUIM JOOpOJETEIH

1A €€ CaMO€ CO UCKIIFOUCHUEM cBOel mone3el. CHe K€ MOYKHO ITOJIOKUTD U K

JIPYTUM COCTOSIHMEM Jroned. To Kak TYT MOXXHO Hapoxy ,Z[O6p0,£[CTeJ'IBHy

OBITh, T7IC IOPOKHU BBITOJIBI TIPS TOOPOICTEITUIO umeror?

In other words, one cannot expect that the majority of the people will prefer
the way of virtue, with a chance of harming their own well-being, to the way of vice.
And in a despotic society the love of honors (chestoliubie) will motivate people to act
dishonestly, as their promotion depends only on the opinion of their seniors, not on
utility, which their actions bring for the society. This is in striking contrast with
Montesquieu’s view, which is based on the presupposition that one’s ambitious efforts
will be estimated in accordance with their correspondence to the common good, not in
accordance with one’s personal connections and subservience.

Therefore, in a monarchy there are not just laws, which have to motivate
people to prefer honest behavior to dishonest behavior, but good customs in the moral
sphere. And these customs, in accordance with Montesquieu’s maxim, cannot be

transformed by laws, but only by good example, which is the monarch’s own virtuous

behavior.

...Bceryia ObIBaeT 3aKOH IPE3pPEH, KOrja OH OObIYasiMH HE MOJKPEIUICH; HO B
BOJIC MOHAPIIIEH COCTOMT MPUMEPOM CBOMM BBecTH M 00bryan. Korma xe 4to
OTIpeIeNTUTh 3aKOHAM, & 00BIYaeM TO HE TIIUTCS YTBEPAHTH, TO CHUE JOKA3yeT

1
€TI0 HCOCTOPOIKHOCTD. 3

134 Sheherbatov, “Zamechaniia Shcherbatova na Bolshoi Nakaz Ekateriny,” in Mikhail Shcherbatov,
Neizdannye sochineniia, 33-34.

1% 1hid., 35.
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Thus, the difference between the despotic condition of the state and the true
monarchy is that informal rules or customs motivate people in a despotism to
dishonest behavior, whereas in a true monarchy they are motivated to honest and even
virtuous behavior. But this is not a republican virtue, which motivates people to
sacrifice their own well-being for the common cause, but a kind of weak virtue, which
needs support from above. This weak virtue works only in a situation where honest
behavior is rewarded (materially and by honors), whereas vicious behavior is
punished. In other words, the difference between monarchy and despotism is a system
of rewards. Monarchy promotes virtuous and honest servicemen, whereas in a
despotic state people are promoted on the basis of their subservience to their seniors,

or on the basis of arbitrary choice of favorites, without regard to their moral qualities.

...HH y KakoBa HapoAa 3aKOHbl K pa3BpalleHHI0 00LIlecTBa M HPAaBOB HE
KJIOHSITCS, HO HUTJIE OHU CHJIBI UMETh HE OYAyT, ECTIM caM rocyJaphb IpuMep
noOponeTeny He MoaacT, MO0 B CeM MOCIEOHEM Ciydae camble 37ble B
YrOIHOCTh rocynapio aoOpoaerensHbl OynyT craparbcsi yumHHThCS. Ho B
TAKOM TOCYAapCTBE, I/I€ OTKPBITHIM HENPHITENIM OOJBIIAM IO BHIOM
MopsifiKa Cy1eOHOTO MEHBIINE B KEPTBY MPUIAIOTCS, T/le 3HAET rocyAaphb O
37BIX KAuecTBaX €ro COBETHHKOB, IPENbCTICH TOKMO HEKOTOPOI HX
OCTPOTOIO, JOBOJBCIBYSICA MX HAa3bplBaTh «HYKHOE 3JI0», HE TOKMO
MOBEPEHHOCTH CBOEHM OT HUX HE OTHHMAIOT, HO M MPEANOYUTAIOT UX TEM, B
YECTHOCTH T€X KOM CAMH YBEPEHBHI, - B TAKOM FOCYAApPCTBE, TOBOPIO 5, MOTYT
JM 3aKOHBI JOBOJILHO OBITH CHJIBHBI, YTOOBI MPOTUB TOJb 3JIOTO NPHUMEpPa
HPABbI ITOMPABUTE Y™

The existence of written laws does not itself transform despotism into a
monarchy, as the formal fulfillment of legal formalities cannot secure disuse of laws
by the mighty and powerful against their weaker competitors in courts. Only a custom

of honest behavior, created by examples given by a virtuous monarch, can create such

1% 1hid., 38.
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an atmosphere in society, in which such disuse of one’s powerful position can be
prevented.

Let us return for a moment to the classical definitions of monarchy in contrast
with despotism. For Aristotle, in a monarchy a ruler acts for the sake of the common
good and rules on the ground of laws. For Montesquieu, the laws must exist, but also
intermediate powers, composed by the representatives of a relatively independent
aristocratic elite, which can contain the irrational despotic impulses of the monarch.
Shcherbatov demonstrates that all these principles are not sufficient in the situation of
a corrupted political body, in which the policy of the previous monarch has perverted
the characteristics of monarchical rule. The laws do not really work and are used as a
mask for lawlessness and coercion of the mighty and influential towards their weaker
fellows, with the following consequences: the representatives of the elite lose their
ability to resist arbitrary decisions of the ruler and his or her associates, and the social
cohesion between members of the elite is also lost, as each cares only about his
personal interests; the commoners are also depraved by bad examples from above; and
only the rest of aristocracy, people devoid of power and living in asylums of their
estates, as in exile, still preserve their virtuous qualities, although they cannot employ
them to the service of the fatherland, except partial agricultural improvements to their
household.

One can imagine, however, that at some point the situation will change and a
good, if not virtuous, and well intended monarch will come to power. What can he do
with such a corrupted society, and how can the rest of the virtuous aristocrats support

him?
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Shcherbatov’s vision of necessary changes implies, first of all, that these
virtuous people will return to a powerful position, but this is not enough. It is
necessary to change the customs of the already corrupted people, and to change
institutional conditions, in which a monarch and his new honest governors will act.
One cannot expect that they will be as virtuous as ancient republicans, so here one has
to deal with weak virtue, which needs a right system of rewards and punishments for
its support.

What are the basic institutional principles which can help to transform a
corrupted society into one with good morals? How is it possible to help well
intentioned but weak people to overcome their weaknesses?

The first issue such a monarch of good intentions has to deal with is the
establishing of fundamental or unchangeable laws. What is the principle on which
such laws can be grounded? How can it be guaranteed that such laws will not be a
result of the arbitrary decision of the lawgiver, but will be coordinated with “laws of
nature”?

The answer, given by Shcherbatov, at first glance seems to be a continuation of
his defense of aristocratic privileges; however, a reasonable point exists in this chain
of reasoning, substantiating this idea, which cannot be reduced to simple aristocratic
biases.

This point is formulated by Shcherbatov, inter alia, when he treats different

rights and privileges of noble estate:

Ectp y Hac meapoTor0o MOHapIICl0 W3JaHHBIE [BOPSIHCKHS TIpaBa,
MOYEPIHYTHIE TIO OOJBIIeH YacTH W3 CTapbhIX Y3aKOHEHHH C Maloro
npuOaBKO HOBBIX TpaB. HecTh Moe HamepeHue, OBIBIIA JBOPSHWH, U
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MBICJIUTh O KAKOM NPUOABICHUH OHBIX B Pa3CyXJICHHH IOJE3HBIX MpaB, OO
KQXK/I0€ HCKIIOYMTEIBHOE MPABO MOXKET OBITh TATOCTHO APYTMM YHHAM B
rocyzaapctBe... Ho 4To kacaercst 10 MOYETHBIX MpaB, SIKO IO CTapIIMHCTBA
POJIOB, TIOKA3yIOMINX, KaK JaBHO KaKOH POJ OTEYECTBY YCIYI'H CBOM OKa3yer,
CHE eCTh IIeNI0 ucmopuyeckoe, U Ovlguiee He OblGUUM HUKAKASL HA ceeme
gnacmu coenamn ne moxcem.™' [italics mine—V.R ]

The reason for laws in a monarchical state is, by the way, to prevent

despotism:

...TIOHEKE MOHAPX HECTh BOTYMHHUK, HO YIIPABUTEIb M MIOKPOBHUTEIb CBOCTO
rocyJlapcTBa, a IMOTOMY M JOJ/DKHO OBITh HEKMM OCHOBATEIbHBIM IIPaBaM,
KOTOpPbIC-ObI HE CTECHSUIM MOTYIIECTBO MOHAapXa KO BCEMY MOJIE3HOMY
rocyIapcTBy, HO YKPOLIAIH-Obl MHOT/A OECIOPSIIOYHbIS €ro XOTEHHS, IO
0oJbLIel YacTH BO BpEll eMy caMOMy OOpalaronusics.

The idea that the gentility of the aristocratic clans does not depend on a recent
monarch, but is already a historical and therefore unchangeable reality, creates a basis
for a system of constant laws as long as a connection between aristocratic origin and
some, at least symbolic, privileges will be established. For example, Shcherbatov
proposes to connect birth with records in noble registries and distribution of places

during noble assemblies:

A TTOTOMY He MOKHO CKa3aTh, YTOOBI aj(aBUTHEIN CIIMCOK, KTO MPEK/IE KOTO
JIOJDKEH OBITh B JIBOPSIHCKOW KHUI'C 3allMcaH, HE Jejall IPUCKOPOUs
neopsinaM. Camoe CTapIIMHCTBO POJIOB, Ka3aJI0Ch Obl, ¥ BEJIO K MPEANHUCAHUIO
npezceaaTeNbCTRa MO PoaaM JABOPSHCKUX COOpaHui, HOO TaM He YUHOGHUKL,
Ho Osopsane 3acemaror [italics mine—V.R.]; a camoe OBl cue 3acemaHue,
MOKa3ysl KaXJAOMY, 4TO OEpeT MECTO MO MPEHUMYIIECTBY CBOCTO JPCBHSITO
poza, o6y 110 6bI MOAPAKATH JOOPOAETESIM CBOMX MPEIKOB. "

It is important to pay attention here to the contrast between nobles and

officials. The hierarchy of officials depends exclusively on a monarch, who can

37 Shcherbatov, “Razmyshleniia o zakonodatel’stve voobshche,” in vol. 1 of Sochinenia kniazia M. M.
Shcherbatova, col. 395-396.

138 1hid., col. 390.
139 1hid., col. 396.
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promote them on the ground of his or her arbitrary approval of their merits, whereas
the hierarchy of aristocratic clans depends on their services in the time of former
monarchs and, therefore, cannot be changed by any arbitrary decision of a current
ruler.

As soon as the state has such a hierarchy of aristocrats with symbolic rights,
each of them is motivated to preserve the honor of its clan, which can serve as a
relative guarantee against shabby performance, as such performance can undermine
the honor of their family name.

This is a variety of the feeling of honor, which is an aspect of Montesquieu’s
principle of “honor.” However, Montesquieu’s principle can be understood as a desire
to receive promotion (love of honors, chestoliubie), which is not a guarantee against
dishonest behavior. By contrast, Shcherbatov’s principle is essentially conservative,
and in this sense it is kindred to the principle of self-preservation, provided that the
understanding of self includes one’s inherited social status.

This is, of course, relevant only for the highest representatives of aristocracy,
but they can give examples to lower noblemen, thus, honest aristocrats will become,
for Shcherbatov, moral leaders for lower nobility.

In accordance with Shcherbatov’s idea, this will allow a ruler to have a reserve
of honest people for promotion into important positions of state service.

At the same time, the preservation of the aristocracy as a necessary social layer
to guarantee that the monarchy will not be transformed into despotism needs the
fulfillment of some material conditions. As it was already stated, the transmission of

aristocratic qualities from one generation to another takes place not by blood, but
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through a specific kind of education, by imitation of their parents’ behavior, their
services to the state, and their abilities to command others. In other words, an
aristocratic way of life is essential for the upbringing of youth, and this implies that
parents have to have enough material means. They need not necessarily be rich, but at
least they cannot be poor, as poverty is in itself a humiliating condition. Thus the
family in which a future aristocrat has to be born and educated within must have
enough material resources to keep decency (blagopristoynost’), that is, to live a life
which is regarded in a society as appropriate for a given social status.

In a monarchy the source of such income must not depend entirely on state
service, as firmness of aristocratic character implies, that sometimes, due to the
resistance against authorities, a nobleman can at least temporarily lose his position in
office. Therefore, the main source of income has to be the landed property. Due to
this, a nobleman can preserve his relative independence in circumstances depending
on his relationships with his seniors in service.

Moreover, the motivation for service, which is honor, does not contradict, even
in a case of a lost office, the motivation to have the pleasure of seeing the results of
one’s improvements to his household. Thus, honor of serving one’s country receives a
material support from another motivation, which is lower, but not dishonest and even
can be regarded as fulfillment of a patriotic duty.

This means, however, that the state must guarantee at least a degree of safety
to landed property, without overburdening its peasants by taxes and recruitment.

This leads us to another direction of Shcherbatov’s thought: his demand that

such laws concerning economy must be established, which will not allow the extortion
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of resources from the landed sector of the economy to such an extent as to put in
danger the ability of the landed aristocracy to preserve its socially appropriate way of
life.

For Shcherbatov, this problem is no less important than the ways of the
preservation of the virtue and honor of an aristocracy, as it creates material conditions
for such preservation.

And to guarantee this Shcherbatov proposes the ways by which the nobility
can participate in designing the system of appropriate laws.**

At this point Shcherbatov’s reasoning acquires an interesting twist, which can
be briefly formulated as follows: the people, represented first of all by the corporation
of nobility, become not only an object, but a subject of politics and also of history.
And this is expressed by the fact, that instead of Montesquieu’s idea of monarchy the
main point of reference for Shcherbatov becomes Rousseau’s concept of the people as
the sovereign (although Shcherbatov does not use this term directly).

One can find a direct quotation from the Social Contract in Shcherbatov’s

criticism of Catherine’s Nakaz to the Legislative commission.

Article 13 of Catherine’s Nakaz claims:

Kakoii npeanor camonepxasHoro npasienusi? He Tort, 4tod y mroneil oTHIATH

€CTeCTBEHHYI0 HMX BOJIBHOCTb, HO UTOOBI JEHCTBHA WX HANpaBUTH K
141

MOJYYEHHUIO caMOro OOJIBIIAro OTO BCex 100pa.

Shcherbatov responds to this as follows:

9 Ibid., col. 367-370.
%1 The quotation from the Nakaz is taken from: Shcherbatov, Neizdannye sochineniia, 23, see first fn.
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He moxer ObITH JAPYroro mpeaMery OKpoMe Cero HU B KaKOM IIPaBIICHUH;
100, TOBOPUT Pycco: «moHexe BeNWKHEe MPaBUTENU TNEPBOHAYATIBHO ObUIH
M30paHHBI HAPOJIAMU JIJIsl YTBEPIKJICHUS WX 0Jaromoiydus, TO BO YIUHCHUH C
CUMHU TPaBUTEIISIMUA JJOTOBOPA MEXKAY YCTYIUICHHBIX IMPAB HAPOJ HE MOT CBOIO
€CTECTBCHHYIO BOJIBHOCTh YCTYIIUTh, SIKO BEIlllb TaKylo, 0e3 KOTOpoW ero
OJiarormoslyuyue HHUKaK COJENAThCS HE MOXET; a ecliu Obl, mocienyer cei
nmucaTesib, M HaIlelCs TaKoH HEOCTOPOXKHOW HapoJ, KOTOpOH OBl CBOIO
€CTECTBEHHYIO BOJILHOCTh YCTYIHJI, TO JOJDKHO €ro MOYUTATh KO O€3yMHOTO,
OT KOTOPOIrO HHKAaKOH JOroBOp CHJbl HE uMeer». Ho [T0mKHO 31ech
pa3cMOTpPEeTh, COOTBETCTBYET JM  CaMOJCp)KaBHAs  BJIAcTh  TaKOMY
MIEPBEHCTBYIOIIEMY JIOTOBOPY. M cue MHE KaXeTCs CYMHEHHIO IMOABEPIHYTO,
100 MOXKHO JIM TYT HAJICAThCS HA COXPAaHCHUE €CTCCTBEHHOW BOJIBHOCTH, IJIC
BJIACTH 3aKOHOJATENbHAs W HCIOJHUTEIbLHAS B €IUHON 0cobe cooOIeHa,
KOTOpasi, He ObIB NOJBEPTHYTAa HUKAKMM 3aKOHAM, MO CBOUM H3BOJICHHSM,
4acTo OT CBOCHPABEH W CTpacTel MPOMCXOMASAIIMM, MPEMEHSIET HpaBbl U
3aKOHBI ¥ COJICPIKUT TMOJIaHHBIX B TAKOM COCTOSHHMH, YTO OHU HHM OJIMH 4ac
HE MorylEZ6I)ITL YBEPEHBI HE TOKMO B COXPaHCHHUHU CBOMX UMEHEH, HO U caMoi
JKM3HHU?

This quotation refers to the Social Contract,'*®

and Shcherbatov’s acceptance
of this idea implies that he regards sovereignty as an attribute of the people, not the
monarch. That is, although in a monarchy power is transferred to the ruler, she does
not become a sovereign, rather the people still preserve that right, together with their
“natural liberty.” Shcherbatov’s further comments demonstrate that he regards the
combination of executive and legislative power in the hands of the monarch in Russia
as a kind of usurpation which leads to despotism (samovlastie). Therefore, to prevent
this, the legislative power has to be preserved in the hands of the people through

legislative commissions, for example, projected by Shcherbatov in his treatise

“Razmyshleniia o zakonodatel’stve voobshche” (“Reflections on legislation in

12 1hid., 23.

3| used the Russian edition: J.-J. Russo, Traktaty (Moscow: Nauka, 1969). The English translation
was taken from: Jean Jacques Rousseau, The Social Contract or Principles of Political Right. trans.
G.D.H. Cole (London, 1782), accessed 26 Dec. 2011, http://www.constitution.org/jjr/socon.htm. The
reference is to the bk. 1, ch. 4. Traktaty, 156. See translation of this part of the Social Contract,
accessed 26 Dec. 2011, http://www.constitution.org/jjr/socon_01.htm#004.
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general”)."** Of course, this presupposes Shcherbatov’s acceptance of the idea of
separation of powers.

In this light Shcherbatov’s understanding of monarchy, as the political form
appropriate for Russia, can be treated not through Montesquieu’s understanding of this
term, but through Rousseau’s idea of a monarchy. For Rousseau, a monarchy is a form
in which power is concentrated in the hands of one, but the sovereignty is still
preserved by the people or the political community. This means that a monarch
becomes a kind of magistrate, a person in office whose attempt to use his power for
the sake of his own interests must be regarded as usurpation of the rights of the
sovereign, that is, the political community as a whole.

In this respect the difference between monarchy and republic, which is of such
importance in Montesquieu’s model, loses its importance for Shcherbatov. Monarchy
becomes only a form of government, together with aristocratic and democratic
republics, whereas the main difference is between a polity where the sovereign rights
and liberty of the political community are preserved, and a polity where, as in
autocratic Russia, the sovereign right is usurped by a despot or even by a collective
body of rulers, as in an oligarchy. It can be noted, however, that both a republic and a
monarchy are, for Montesquieu, “moderate” forms of government, whereas despotism
is an “extreme” one. In this respect Shcherbatov’s combination of monarchy and some
elements of republican rule is not entirely unthinkable within Montesquieu’s

theoretical framework.

144 Shcherbatov, Sochineniia, vol. 1, col. 355-426.
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In Rousseau’s Social Contract one can find the image, which can explain
Shcherbatov’s understanding of the historical evolution of the Russian state and his

hopes for the future. Rousseau writes:

As the particular will acts constantly in opposition to the general will, the
government continually exerts itself against the Sovereignty. The greater this
exertion becomes, the more the constitution changes ... sooner or later the
prince must inevitably suppress the Sovereign and break the social treaty...

Government undergoes contraction when it passes from the many to
the few, that is, from democracy to aristocracy, and from aristocracy to
royalty. To do so is its natural propensity...

Indeed, governments never change their form except when their
energy is exhausted and leaves them too weak to keep what they have ... Itis
therefore necessary to wind up the spring and tighten the hold as it gives way:
or else the State it sustains will come to grief ... when the prince ceases to
administer the State in accordance with the laws, and usurps the Sovereign
power. A remarkable change then occurs: not the government, but the State,
undergoes contraction; | mean that the great State is dissolved, and another is
formed within it, composed solely of the members of the government, which
becomes for the rest of the people merely master and tyrant. So that the
moment the government usurps the Sovereignty, the social compact is broken,
and all private citizens recover by right their natural liberty, and are forced,
but not bound, to obey.**®

Here the state is compared with a clock in which the “springs” that keep it
together and put in motion are steadily corroded, and this forces the sovereign to make
the government more and more concentrated, stronger, by periodical revision of the
existing form of government. The weakening of the springs is compensated by
compressing them even more. Finally, the usurpation takes place, which can be
compared with breaking the clock; the springs are split, and the polity is kept together
only by force. This gives the people the right to reshape the political mechanism and
to establish a new one, which will serve their interest instead of the interest of the few

members of government.

195 3.-J. Russo, Traktaty, 214-216. Rousseau, The Social Contract or Principles of Political Right, bk.
3, ch. 10, accessed 26 Dec. 2011, http://www.constitution.org/jjr/socon_03. htm#010.
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Shcherbatov regards this revolutionary scenario as neither desirable nor
inevitable. For him, the evolution of a government from a less to a more concentrated
condition can be reversed. In Rousseau’s model the force of the “springs” expresses
the ability of the government to rule in a given form of the political regime, whereas
for Shcherbatov, in accordance with Montesquieu’s ideas, there are more important
“springs.” These are motives of members of society, by which they are inspired to act
for the sake of the common good. Between the self-sacrificing severe virtue of the
classical republic and the unlimited egoistic hedonism of despotic rule lies an
intermediate zone, and for Shcherbatov it is possible to find a stable point in this zone,
where a further transformation of a political organism towards despotic rule can be
prevented. This is possible due to a social hierarchy, in which members of the
aristocratic estate, inspired by weak virtue or honesty (connected with aristocratic
honor), are able to resist the arbitrary decisions of the ruler, inspired by his or her
passions, and direct the ruler’s actions in accordance with his or her own long-term
interests, that is, the well-being of the ruler’s own state. This weak virtue or honesty
allows each member of society to pursue his or her own material interests as long as it
is necessary for the preservation of their social status, but, at the same time, excessive
luxury is excluded by obligatory moderation, based on the principle that richness must
be a result of one’s improvements in his landed household, not a result of the ruler’s
gifts based on his or her arbitrary decisions. Seeking for promotion without merits is
also excluded, and thus only the long and honest service allows a person to improve

his social standing.
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All this, of course, can be called utopian, as there is no proof in Shcherbatov’s
writings that the restoration of such virtuous nobility (even in this weak sense) is even
possible after decades of corruption, which he himself is eager to denounce. His hope
that a restoration of the true aristocracy is possible is more of an irrational belief than
a conviction based on rational arguments. Nevertheless, such is Shcherbatov’s belief,
and it is based on his own experience as a rational landowner, although unsuccessful
in accordance with his own evaluation in his career of the state service. As an owner
of the estate he could be, in a close temporal prospective, quite optimistic, and he
could hope that his descendants, provided that the condition of the state would be
“normalized,” could make a more successful career.

And this was in striking contrast with Rousseau’s catastrophic vision of the

near future for France.
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CHAPTER 2: THE POLITICAL IDEAS

OF NIKOLAI KARAMZIN

§2.1 The Peculiarities of Karamzin’s Political Outlook

and Its Connection with Sentimentalist Poetics

In contrast to Shcherbatov’s biography, Karamzin’s life and creative work are well
described in translation, thus | will turn directly to the analysis of Karamzin’s
political views.

For Shcherbatov’s political teaching his ethical views are pivotal, while for
Karamzin it is poetics that is in the foreground of his attitude towards politics. The
comparison of St. Petersburg with a stage and Moscow with an auditorium shows
already that public opinion only estimates the activity of state officials, but does not
act in the sphere of politics. Of course, this estimation is not yet aesthetical in the first
place, but presupposes certain aesthetics, as it is the poet, in particular Karamzin
himself, who performs a mediating role between society and state, as a kind of a
channel that brings the public opinion to the state. In one of his poems, Karamzin
compares himself with Proteus—he does not have his own views, which would
express a partial standpoint, the interests of a particular group. He is neither on the
side of the poor against the rich, nor on the side of the rich against the poor. He only,

as a lens, enlarges the views of both and makes them visible, while staying neutral

! See the section “Secondary Literature on Karamzin in English” in the bibliography.
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himself. In this sense he is identical to the sovereign. The latter, according to
Karamzin, does not have private interests; he accumulates the interests of the entire
society. Similarly, the poet expresses the interests of everyone, though by turn, taking
one mask after another, being inspired by one or another public sentiment. In this
respect, even Istoriia gosudarstva Rossiiskago (“History of the Russian State”) and
especially O drevnei i novoi Rossii v ee politicheskom i grazhdanskom otnosheniiakh
(Memoir on Ancient and Modern Russia) cannot be regarded as expressions of
Karamzin’s own views. In the Istoriia he is a patriot and a champion of a strong state.
In the Memoir he is a conservator. However, he wrote both of these works not on his
own behalf, but rather to express the views of a certain group, which at the moment
was perceived as an exponent of some particular position of “common opinion.”
Karamzin himself composed in the form of a dialogue (similar to the dialogue of
Melodor with Philalet, or, in a less explicit form, in “Mysli ob istinnoi svobode”—
“Thoughts on the true liberty”). Similar to Plato’s dialogues, the discussion remains
open, and does not lead to any definite decision or conclusion, which could be
identified as the author’s conclusion. He stays “behind the scenes,” allowing his
heroes to express one or another particular truth, while his own role is reduced to
being “honest.” It is an honesty of an artist, who wants to keep his clear conscience
and internal peace. However, he does not act himself, but only contemplates, giving a
free rein to act for others.

This position of Karamzin has something in common with Adam Smith’s
notion of an impartial observer, although it is hard to speak of any direct influence of

Smith on Karamzin. It is more likely that their ideas, stemming from close premises,
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developed in a similar direction. A more evident source of Karamzin’s approach was
Kant. The Russian thinker had a personal meeting with the latter at a young age, and
according to his own evidence, studied his writings. Kant’s antinomies of pure reason
do not presuppose the possibility of their consistent reconciliation. Karamzin
introduces such antinomies in the sphere of public thought—for example, the
irreconcilable contradiction between the position of “aristocrats” and “liberalists,”
both of which can only partially be justified. The way out, suggested in “Thoughts on
the true liberty”—a pure consciousness—is a kind of a refraining from judgments, a
pure contemplation on moral phenomena, uncomplicated with personal “interest,”
distorting the judgments of those who act in the sphere of politics, rather than just
observing the activity of others.

Therefore, to characterize the views of Karamzin it is less important to
highlight his “position” than to understand his frame of reference, with a priori set of
incompatible “positions.” Each of these contains a certain proportion of true and false
ideas, as it carries the “interest” of a certain group, and it is only together that they
constitute what could be called a “public opinion.” Thus, the latter, by definition,

appears to be internally inconsistent.

Republic vs. Autocracy

In characterizing Karamzin’s views, the dialogue of two ideologies as represented in

the novel Marfa-posadnitsa, ili pokoreniie Novgoroda (“Marfa the Posadnik’s
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Widow, or the Submission of Novgorod”) carries a great significance. This is how the
ideology of the advocates of autocracy (often ascribed to Karamzin himself) is

reproduced in the mouth of Kholmskii, an envoy of lvan 111 to Novgorod:

Haponbl nukue mo0sT HE3aBUCUMOCTD, HAPOABI MYApPbBIE JIOOST MOPSIOK, a
HET Topsjka 0e3 BIacTH caMoJiep)KaBHOW. Balu mpenkyd xXorenu NpaBUThH
caMH cO000I0 M OBLTM JKEPTBOIO JIIOTBIX COCEAOB WIIM €Ie JIFOTEHUIIX
BHYTPEHHHX MeXaoycoOuil... Bemmkuii HoBropon ObLT Bcerma JecHUISTO
KHsI3eH BeIMKHUX, KOT/Ia OHU CIaBWIM JIeJaMH UMs pycckoe... CBSITOCIaB ¢
JIPY’>KHHOIO0 HOBTOPOJICKOIO paccesis, KaK Mpax, BOMHCTBO L{umucxus, u BHyK
OnpruH BaliMu TpeAKamMu ObLT IPO3BaH Brademenem mupa. ..

Ecnu sxu3Hb 1 COOCTBEHHOCTH CBAICHHBI B HoBeropose, To ckaxure,
Ybsl pyKa orpaawia ux OezomacHocTHio? 3nech (yka3biBas Ha aoM SpociaBa)
— 3JIeCh XKWIJI MyAPBIA 3aKOHOAATENh, OJarOTBOPUTEH BAIIUX MPEIKOB, KHA3
BEJIMKOAYIIHBIN, APYT HX. ..

BonbHocTh!.. Ho BBl Tarkke pabctByete... bosipe udecTomoOuBHIE,
YHHUYTOXKUB BJIACTh TOCYyAapeil, caMy OBIaJeBalv €10. Bl moBHHYeTeCh — HOO
HapoJ BCerja MOBHHOBATHCS MOJDKEH, — HO TOJIKO HE CBSIIEHHOW KPOBU
Propuka, a kynam 6orateiM. .. [IpUBBIKIINE K BBITO/IaM TOPTOBIIH, TOPTYIOT U
OyraroM Hapoja; KTO UM oOeIlIaeT 3J1aTo, TOMy OHH M Bac obemraroT... Ckopo,
CKOpO BBI coOepeTech Ha 3BYK Beuego2o Ko010Kona, VU HAIMEHHBIA TOJSK
ckaxeT Bam Ha 100HOM Mecte: «Bbl — pabwvt mou!»...

HoaHH Bce mMpenBUANT, W, 3HAs, YTO pa3jieiieHue rocynapcTBa ObLIo
BUHOIO OEJICTBUII €ro, yKe COeIMHIII BCe KHSDKECTBA T10]] CBOCIO JIEPIKABOIO U
MIPU3HAH BIACTEITMHOM 3€MJIH PYCCKO. ..

Ho pamocts ero He Oynmer coBepuieHHa, nokoie Hosropon... He
BO3BPATHTCS IO/ CEHb OTEUECTBa... 3/IeCh M0aHH... BOCKPECHT CUYACTIIMBBIC
BpeMeHa, Korja He mrymHoe Bedwe, Ho Propuk m SlpocnmaB cymunmm Bac Kak
OTILBI IETEeH, XOAMIN IO CTOTHAM M BOMPOIIAIN O€THBIX, HE YTHETAIOT JI UX
oorateie? Torma OemHble W Ooratble paBHO OYJYT CUacCTJIMBBI, MO0 BCe
TO/IaHHBIC PABHBI TIPEJT JIUIIOM BIABIKH CAMOJIEP/KABHOTO.”

It is important to emphasize several points here. First, the Novgorod “liberty”
(volnost’), in accordance with this position, appears to be a vestige of “savage” times,
while civilized peoples prefer “order.” Second, the only alternative to autocracy is
considered to be an oligarchy, the power of the rich. The people, regarded by this

stance, would always be subjected either to an unrestricted ruler, equally concerned

2 Nikolai Karamzin, Sochineniia v 2-kh tomakh, vol. 1 (Leningrad: Khudozhestvennaia literatura,
1984), 545-548.
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with the interests of the poor and the rich, or to an oligarchy, which would oppress the
poor in favor of the rich. Third, an alternative to autocracy implies internal cleavages
of the parties and the corruptibility of authorities, which inevitably leads to weakness
against external foes and the subjection of the state to foreign rulers, while
unrestricted autocracy brings the might of the state on the international stage, and
provides the sense that the Russian power is one of those which define the fate of the
world.

Thus, “liberty” within the state, in accordance with this position, implies
dependence on exterior forces, while ‘“autocracy” or unrestricted authority,
presupposes the greatness of power and the ability to keep enemies in fear. At the
same time, it keeps the dominance of order and the safety of life and property.

All this, as Karamzin brilliantly understands, is only a partial truth, as a
monarch/father figure may easily turn into despot. Yet, as the excerpt above is an
imaginary dialogue of historic figures, rather than objections by Karamzin himself, let
us consider this position from another angle, which in the novel is expressed by

Marfa-posadnitsa herself.

...koHuMHa Propuka... Bockpecuna cBoOoxy HOBropojackywmo. Hapon,
W3yMJICHHBIN €r0 BEJMYUEeM, HEBOJIBHO U CMUPEHHO ITOBHHOBAJICS, HO CKOPO,
HE BUAS YyXe Teposi, mpoOyauicsi oT riiybokoro cHa, m Orer, HCIBITaB
MHOTOKPAaTHO €ro YHNOPHYIO HEIpeKJIOHHOCThb, ynamwicsa or Hosropoaa...
UCKaTh MOOEIbI, JAHHUKOB U PabOB MEXJTy... MEHEe OTBRXKHBIMU U TOPJBIMU
TUIEMEHAMHU. .. CBSIIEHHA M JIto0e3Ha maMATh SIpociaBa, uOO OH TMepBHIN U3
KHSI3€H PYCCKHX YTBEpAMJ 3aKOHBI M BOJBHOCTH BEJIMKOro rpaza... Jyx
SpocinaBoB OCKOpOMIICS Obl B HEOECHBIX CEJICHHUSX, €CJIU Obl MbI HE YMEIH
COXpPaHWTh [JPEBHHX TIPaB, OCBAMICHHbIX ero wuMeHeM. OH 1r0OHI
HOBrOpOALEB, MO0 OHU OBUIM CBOOOJHBI; X MPU3HATEIBHOCTH PafoBalla €ro
cepaue, 100 TOJMBKO AYIIM CBOOOJHBIE MOTYT OBITH NMPHU3HATEIBHBIMU: PaObl
HOBUHYIOTCS] U HEHaBUAAT! ..

WoanH >xemaer moBeneBaTb BEIMKUM TpagoM... Ho Bce Hapoabl
3eMHBIC M OyAyIIHME CTONETHs HE MepecTanu Obl TUBHUTHCS, €CIU OBl MBI
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3aX0TeNN eMy MOBHHOBAThCS... OTHM HECYACTHBIC JIETKOBEPHBI... HO MBI
OmarogeHcTByeM u cBOOOAHBI! 6JIarOAEHCTBYEM OTTOTO, YTO CBOOOMHEL! ..

'me crpana uBeTeT W HApOA JHKYEeT, TaM MpPaBUTEIH MYIPHl H
nooponetensHbl. Kak! Bel Topryere Omarom napoaueiM? Ho moryt nmu Bce
COKPOBHII[A MHpa 3aMEHHUTH BaM JIFO0OBB corpakiaH BobHBIX? KTO y3HaI ee
CIaZioCTh, TOMY Yero jkenaTh B Mupe? Pa3Be mocnenHero cyactusi yMepeTh 3a
OTEYECTBO!..

...€CIM  BCEBBIIIHMHI HAKaXeT HAC pa3/lopaMu, OEICTBUSIMH,
YHIDKEHHEM, TOTJa — KISHeMCS MMEHeM oTedecTBa W cBoOomsl! — Torma
IIPUUAEM HE B CTOJULY IIOJIBCKYIO, HO B LIAPCTBEHHBIN ropoxa MOCKBY... U
ckaxeM. .. «Bnanert Hamu! MbI yxxe HE yMeeM IIPaBUTh COOOK0!»

ThI cogporaenibes, 0 HapoA BeIUKOAYIIHbIN!.. [la uaer MUMO Hac ceit
nevanbHbId JkpeOuii! Byap Bcerma moctoumH cBoOOAbI, W OyJelib Bceria
cBoboaHbpM! Hebeca mpaBocyaHBI M BBEpraloT B paOCTBO OJHW TOPOYHBIC
Haponbl. He crpammce yrpo3 MoaHHOBBIX, KOTrJa CepAlle TBOE IbLIACT
T000BHUIO K OTEYECTBY U K CBSTBIM yCTaBaM €ro, KOrJa MOXKEIIb yMepeTh 3a
YeCTh MPEIKOB CBOMX M 3a 0J1aro MOTOMCTBA!..

Ho... eciim m B caMOoM Jene THYCHOE KOPBICTONIOOHME OBIIAJIENIO
JyllaMH HOBTOpPOJIIEB, €CIM MBI JIIOOMM COKpOBHIIA M Hery Ooiee
JOOpONIETENH U CIIaBbl, TO CKOPO yJApUT MOCIEeTHHUN Yac Hallel BOJIBHOCTH. ..

Ho 3mnaif, o HoBropos! 4to ¢ yrpaToro BOJIBHOCTHA UCCOXHET U CaMBIi
MCTOYHUK TBOETO OOTraTCTBAa: OHA OXKUBISIET TPYAOJIOOUE... OHA TPUBIEKACT
HMHOCTPAHIECB B HallKM CTCHBI C COKpOBHIIAMU TOPIOBJIM... BCILHOCTB,
OenHOCTh HaKaKeT HENOCTOMHBIX TpakJaH, HE YMEBIIUX COXPaHUTh
HACJIE/IUs OTIOB cBouX! ®

Here, in Marfa’s mouth, Karamzin compares the condition of people under the
autocratic rule with “sleep,” while “liberty” means awakening. It suggests a parallel to
the opposition of “sensitive” and “cold” in Karamzin’s respective text. The cold and
sensible hero “sleeps,” while the sensible is “inflamed,” and though he appears to be a
victim of his excessive rushes, he nonetheless lives a real life, while the cold, with all
his sensibility, is only resting from the troubles in his “former life.” So, considering
this parallel, the calmness of the people under the autocracy, their wish to exchange
the participation in state matters for well being in private life is only a “rest” after state
turmoil. Yet, the rest cannot last forever—for then it would be sleep, signifying the

death of the soul.

% Ibid., 550-553.
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The republican position in the words of Marfa presupposes the third option
between autocracy and oligarchy, that is, the possibility of a republic based on virtue
and allegiance to the common good, even at the expense of private interests. This is
exactly what Montesquieu describes in The Spirit of Laws when he speaks of
republican rule. The problem of republic is that “liberty” (volnost’) provides it with
wealth, yet the latter creates temptations for citizens, such as the propensity to “aspire
for treasures” and comfort. The spirit of patriotism, however, can restrain these
temptations—though this does not happen in Karamzin’s novel, and Novgorod
becomes subjected to loann.

Something similar is described in Karamzin’s other article with the title

“Padenie Shveitsarii” (“The Defeat of Switzerland”).

Cus HecyacTHas 3eMJIsl TIPEJACTaBISIET TEMEPh BCE YKAChl MEXI0yCOOHOM
BOIMHBI, KOTOpasi €CTh JIEHCTBHE JIMYHBIX CTPACTEH, 37I00HOrO0 U OE3yMHOTrO
sromsma. Tak wmcuesatoT HapomHbie moOpoxerenu! OHH, MOJOOHO JFOIAM,
OT)KMBAIOT CBOH BEK B TOCYJapCTBax; a 0€3 BRICOKOUW HApOIHOW T0OpoaeTenn
pecriyOnrKka CTOSTh HE MOXeT. BOT mouemMy MOHapXHUYECKOE IMpaBlieHHE
ropaslo cuacTiWBee U HaJEXKHEe: OHO He Tpedyer OT TpakaaH
YpEe3BBIYAHOCTEH W MOMKET BO3BBIIIATHCS HA TOW CTEIIEHW HPABCTBEHHOCTH,
Ha KOTOpOW pecryOJIMKW TalaroT... /[[yx mopeosviii, B TEUCHUE BPEMEHH
OBIIQJICB NIBEHIApaMH, HAMOTHWUJI CYHIYKH HMX 30J0TOM, HO HCTOIIAN B
cepAuax ropayro, MCKIIOUYUTEIbHYIO JII0OOBb K He3aBHCHMOCTH. borarcTBo
CeNao TpaxiaH srouctamu... Ho npeBHHE rpakIaHCKHE M MOJUTHYECKHE
cBs3u llBelniapun Mornu OBl elie J0Nro He pa3pymuThes (MO0 IpeBHOCTh
MMEEeT yIAUBUTEIBHYIO CHITY), €CITH OBl 37101 TyX (PpaHITy3CKOU PEBOIIOIIUN HE
CopBaJl celf HEeKOIJa CYaCTIIMBON PECIYOJIMKH C €€ OCHOBAHUSI.

Here, apart from the above-mentioned motif of the danger of wealth for
republics, especially the wealth which creates the temptation of egoism, it is also
possible to see that Karamzin’s conservatism may have republican contents as well.

Regarding Switzerland with its ancient republican institutions as well as regarding

* Karamzin, Sochineniia v 2-kh tomakh, vol. 2, 223.
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Novgorod, he speaks of “ancient rights,” which defend liberty (volnost’) and have “a
surprising might” just owing to its antiquity. Thus, internal downfall would not have
taken place for long, had it not been for the catastrophic influence from the outside.
However, even the latter would not appear to have been so decisive, if the internal
might of the republic, the virtue of its citizens, had not been undermined by the
corruptive effect of wealth.

Thus, from this analysis it is possible to infer that Karamzin’s defense of
autocracy, even the one rather limited in functions (defense of security), as it was
demonstrated in the previous abstract, is not in any case unconditional. He recognizes
the internal truth of republicanism based on patriotic inspiration as long as this mood
of the people remains dominant, although monarchy for Karamzin is “happier” and
more sensible, at least for the less than virtuous people.

However, a question emerges here—whether there may exist an intermediate
condition between the “calm slavery” of unrestricted autocracy and the “extreme”
spiritual tension required for the existence of republic. In other words, one should ask
whether Karamzin’s position admitted the possibility of a model of republican
monarchy, or autocratic monarchy with the admixture of republican elements. Or even
yet, is it the case that Karamzin resolves in his own way the same problem that was
raised by Shcherbatov?

Let us adopt this statement as a working hypothesis and attempt to consider the
arguments for and against it. Still, one additional comment must be made.

In the afterword “Dlia potomstva” (“For descendants™) to the Mnenie russkogo

grazhdanina (“Opinion of the Russian citizen”) Karamzin wrote: “/lyma mos
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octsiia...” Is it possible to interpret this as a transition from “sensitive” to “cold”
condition? Two of his close contemporaries—Pushkin and Novikov—could testify to
his ability to move from one condition to another. Novikov, however, is likely to
reproach Karamzin for his “coldness” and writes, that in his view, philosophy should
be “hot.” Pushkin’s abstract is more vivid, yet there is naturally a certain modification
of Karamzin’s image in accordance with Pushkin’s own republican views. But the

evidence, nonetheless, does not lose its power:

Kcrarty, 3ameuarensHas depra. OgHaxIbl HA4YaJl OH NPU MHE H3JaraTtb CBOU
nmobumble mapagokckl. OcmopuBast ero, s ckazanm: «Mrak, Bl pabCTBO
npeamnounTaeTe cBobone». Kapam3uH BCHBIXHYT W Ha3Bal MEHS CBOMM
KJIEBETHHKOM. Sl 3aMoityasn, yBaxkasi camblid THEB IIPEKpacHOU Aymu. Pazrosop
nepemenuncsa. Ckopo KapaM3uHy cTango COBECTHO M, IIPOLIASICh CO MHOIO, KaK
OOBIKHOBEHHO, yNpeKall MeHs, Kak Obl caM M3BHHSSACH B CBOEH TOPSIYHOCTH:
«BbI cerons cka3anu Ha MeHs, dyero Hu Llluxmaros, Hu KyTy30B Ha MeHs He
roBopuIm.’

Here, the “flushing” of Karamzin has to do not only with the rather usual
psychological reaction of indignation. It is important to discover what caused this
indignation, and to recognize that internal feeling of Karamzin, with all his
“paradoxes,” pushed him to consider himself an advocate of “liberty” rather than
“slavery.”

Another important observation (in the same abstract) also belongs to Pushkin:

Monozple SIKOOMHLBI HETOJOBAIM; HECKOJBKO OTAEIBbHBIX Pa3MBIIUICHUN B
MOJIB3Y CaMOJEPIKaBHUsl, KPACHOPEUMBO ONMPOBEPTHYTHIE BEPHBIM PACCKA30M
COOBITHH, Ka3aJHCh UM BEPXOM BapBapcTBa M yHIKEeHHUs. OHU 3a0bIBalM, YTO
Kapamsun newaran «croputo» cBoto B Poccun; uto rocynapb, ocBOOOAMB

® Nikolai Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii (Moscow: Zhizn’ i mysl’, 2002), 439.

® Alexandr Pushkin, “Karamzin,” in Sobranie sochinenii v 10-ti tomakh, vol. 7 (Moscow:
Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’stvo khudozhestvennoi literatury, 1962), accessed 26 Dec. 2011,
http://www.rvb.ru/pushkin/01text/08history/03memoires/1148.htm.
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€ro OT IIEH3YPHI, CHM 3HAKOM JIOBEPEHHOCTH HEKOTOPHIM 00pa30M Hayaraji Ha
Kapam3uHa 06s3aHHOCTb BCEBO3MOXKHON CKPOMHOCTH M YMEPEHHOCTH.

Pushkin considers that Karamzin’s arguments of the use of autocracy are
refuted by his own “true narration of events,” and that if this is not expressed
explicitly in the text, it is only because Karamzin, trying to justify the trust of the
monarch, was a censor to himself, exposing to “repression” his own republican face.

Of course, one should not rely naively on Pushkin, who followed his own
political aims in this abstract, trying to resort to Karamzin’s authority to substantiate
his own political position. Yet, we may assume, as a hypothesis, the view that
Karamzin’s texts, which at first glance seemed as an apology to autocracy, contained
latent “republican” meaning.

In this case, our research agenda will consist in disclosing this implied
meaning—or in demonstrating, that there was no “paradox” and Karamzin was trying
to find an “excluded middle” of a dilemma between ‘“slavery” and “liberty,” i.e. to
substantiate a reconcilable possibility of the existence of unrestricted autocratic

monarchy, where the subjects could still be citizens rather than slaves.

Humiliated and Defeated

As we have found out, if one were to look for an explicit or implicit statement of
republican views in Karamzin, it must be related to the role of the “sensitive,” while

the “cold,” with sensible reasoning, would rather appear to be an advocate of

" Ibid.
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autocracy and order. “Sensitivity” in Karamzin’s texts is naturally connected with
sentimentalist poetics and presupposes a certain kind of feeling, namely, compassion.
And this compassion is directed primarily to the one who suffers or to the one who
appears to be in a week position. This type of character, well known in the literature
on Sentimentalism (a classic example being Clarissa Harlowe in the novel by
Richardson), can be described as “Virtue in distress.”® In this pattern, a physically
weak but virtuous character is confronted with the ugliness and falsehood of the
surrounding world, appears to be a victim of a mighty villain, and the ensuing
narrative is constructed in a way that evokes the reader’s compassion for the suffering
hero. This feeling presupposes a look from the top-down and a principal distance of
observation. Sympathizing, the reader or viewer of the drama cannot interfere in the
action and has to limit herself only to compassion. But this puts him/her exactly into a
disinterested position, in the sense that he/she is not an acting person, and does not
appear to be one of the parties or sides of the conflict. This allows him to perceive
his/her feeling as a true (“objective”) moral evaluation of the happening. It is principal
that the suffering and the weak side should stay virtuous, otherwise it would have to
undergo a fair punishment for its sins. It is an innocent suffering, which actually
causes not just pity or indulgence—it is possible to feel pity for a sinner or the guilty
as well—but also indignation with the unfairness or condemnation of a villain who
tortures his victim, and, at the same time, admiration of the moral strength of the

victim.

8 R. F. Brissenden, Virtue in Distress: Studies in the Novel of Sentiment from Richardson to Sade
(London: Macmillan, 1974). See also on Richardson’s novels: Janet Todd, Sensibility: An Introduction
(London: Methuen, 1986), 65-87.
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A classic example of such a character of Karamzin’s is the main personage of
Bednaia Liza (“Poor Liza”). Of course, it is not about commonly accepted moral,
regarding which Liza is guilty. But she is not guilty in her feelings—she gave herself
away to Erast as an idyllic shepherdess to her shepherd. In accordance with the moral
of “sensitivity” she is not guilty. It is, on the contrary, Erast who is guilty. He
promised her eternal love but married someone else for convenience. While Liza
perishes in the struggle with irresistible fate and unfair social relations (attitudes)
whose prisoner the weak Erast appeared to be, she was justified in the end of the
novel. For this Karamzin was criticized by the advocates of common morality.

In the dispute between republican and autocratic principles in Marfa-
posadnitsa the autocracy inevitably wins, having crushed Novgorod’s “liberty.”
However, it is not a groundless assumption, that with all the reservations of Karamzin,
who had supplemented the “manuscript of a Novgorod citizen” with his ironic
introduction—a typical literary device for the creation of distance—the aim of the
entire literary piece was to present the republican principle as deserving compassion.
The idea of liberty appears to be connected with a character, personifying a “virtue in
trouble.”

This role in Karamzin’s novel could not be performed by Marfa—a character
who is much written about in the chronicles of Moscow’s origin, which expose her.
Therefore Karamzin introduces an imaginary character, Marfa’s daughter Ksenia, who

is characterized in the novel as follows:

...jonag Kcenuns, cuas 1O OKHOM CBOEro JEBHYECKOTO Tepema, C
JOOOIBITCTBOM CMOTpEJa Ha ABMKEHUS HAPOTHBIC: OHU Ka3aJIHUCh TYKIBIMU
€e CIOKOMHOMY, KpOoTKOMY cepaly!.. 3mononyuHnas!.. Tak 10HbII HEBUHHBIN
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MacTBIPh, €Ile 03apseMbIil JIydaMH COJIHIIA, C JIOOONBITCTBOM CMOTPUT Ha
CBEPKAIONIYIO BJAIM MOJHHIO, HE 3HAs, UTO TPO3HAS Ty4da Ha KPBUIbSIX OypH
MPSIMO K HEMY CTPEMHUTCS, TpSHET U nopasuT ero!.. Bocriutannas B mpocToTe
JIPEBHUX CJIaBSIHCKUX HpaBoB, KceHus ymena HaclaXJIaThCs TOJIBKO OAHOIO
CBOCIO aHTENbCKOIO0 HETIOPOYHOCTHIO. .. JIFOOUTHh MaTh W CBATO WUCIOIHSATH €€
BOJIIO, JTIOOUTH OpaTheB U MUIIBIMU JIACKAMH JTOKa3bIBaTh UM CBOIO HEXKHOCTh
OBLJIO ©IMHCTBEHHOK TOTPeOHOCTHIO ceil kporkod nymu. Ho cyabOa
HEUCTIOBEMasl, 3aX0Tela BBEPTHYTh €€ B MSATEX CTPACTeH YEIIOBEYECKHX;
MpeNecTHas KaK po3a, MOTHOHET B Oype, HO C TBEPAOCTHIO U BETUKOAYIINEM:
oHa Obuta cnaBsHKal.. Mckpa eaBa Ha 3emile CBETHTCS, CHJIBHBIA BeTep
pa3BUBACT U3 Hee IUIaMsL.’

There is also an idyllic mood of detachment from the external world,
connected with the purity of soul, and an indication of the possibility of the changing
of this mood—a “flash” into the flaming virtue of patriotism. A silent and suffering
character, in extraordinary circumstances, turns into a hero of political virtue.
Conversely, Ioann, personifying the “truth” of autocracy appears in the novel as the
murderer of his son—in the text there is a hint that Miroslav, Ksenia’s bridegroom, a
foundling killed on the battlefield for freedom, was loann’s son. There is a reversed
Oedipal collision, a theme of murder (though unintended) of a blood relative. Thus, a
theme of antique fate is introduced in the novel. Novgorod was doomed to be
defeated, Moscow to win, but at the core of this victory was the murder of a son—a
crime that broke the laws of nature.

This circumstance exposes the winning side to a certain curse. Its action is
postponed—owing to a kind of “social contract.” In the novel loann gives Novgorod a

promise:

Hapon, He BoibHOCTE 4acTo THOENbHAS, HO 011a20YCmMpolcmeo, npagocyoue u
be3onacnocms CyTh TPH CTOJIA TpaxkIaHcKoro cuactusi: MoanH obeman ux
BaM nepeJ aunoM bora Bcemoryimero. ..

% Karamzin, Sochineniia v 2-kh tomakh, vol. 1, 560-561.
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O6emaer Poccun cmaBy m OrmarofieHCTBHE, KIISTHETCSI CBOUM H BCEX
ero MpeeMHHKOB HMMEHEM, YTO II0Jb3a HApOJHAasi BO BEKH BEKOB Oyner
ar00e3Ha M CBSILICHHA CaMOJCPKI[AM POCCHUICKAM — HJIM Ja HaKaXkeT Oor
KJISATBONpeCcTynHKUKA! J[a McYe3HeT poj ero, u HOBoe, HeOOM 0JIaroCIOBEHHOE
MOKOJICHHE JIa BJIACTBYET Ha TPOHE KO cuacturo Jiroaeid [and in Karamzin’s
footnote to this place: «Pon MoannoB mpecekcs, u 6aarocioBeHHas hamMuius
PomanoBbix 1apctBye™™—V.R.] 10

Here, the interruption of the dynasty of loann’s descendants was directly
connected with their breaking of his promise to Novgorod (and the whole of Russia),
i.e., with the tyranny of loann the Terrible. Thus, autocracy appears to be restricted
with “social contract,” which implies “well-being, justice, and security.” The breaking
of this contract causes the prosecution by Providence, in the face of which this
contract has been set. Only the threat to the dynasty here comes not from the
revolution from below, which Karamzin identifies with atrocities of anarchy and
regards it as another form of despotism. The prosecution comes from the aggrieved
God, and the subjects, “good Russians,” need only patience to wait till that moment
comes.

Let it be mentioned that the name of the imagined Marfa’s daughter was not
accidental. The novel on Marfa was published in Karamzin’s magazine Vestnik
Evropy (“The Herald of Europe™) in 1803, whereas in 1802 he published in the same
journal “Istoricheskie vospominaniia i zamechaniia na puti k Troitse i v sem
monastyre” (“Historical memoirs and notes on the way to the Trinity and in this
monastery”), where, particularly, he writes on the fate of Boris Godunov and his

posterity.

19 1hid., 583.
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Hwuuro, mo kpaifHeli Mepe, HE MeMIaeT HaM KaJleTb O JOOPOICTEIIBHOMN
BopucoBoii cympyre... o 0HOM H npekpacHoM @Deopope... HaKOHEL, O
mobe3Hoit Kcenun, ctonbs Muol 1oOpoMy CepJily MO CaMbIM YXKAacHBIM €¢
OcnctBusM. EnBa omulakaB KOHYHMHY JIOCTOWHOTO JKEHHXa CBOETO... OHA
JTUIIAIAch POAWTENs, BUAeNna yOueHume MaTepu, Opata W ObUIa >KEPTBOIO
THYCHOTO CJacTONItoOus youiilibl ux. Ee u3Hb yracia B cie3ax moJl CBOJIOM
MOHACTBIpCKO#t Kemmn. !

Here is another characteristic example of “virtue in trouble,” namely, suffering
for others’ crimes. It might be possible that the name Ksenia was borrowed for
Marfa’s imaginary daughter from Godunov’s daughter.

In any case, the power of autocracy, so highly appreciated by Karamzin in his
direct expressions in the text, is rather regarded as inevitable evil, as something that
carries in its very foundation a crime against nature. This is a kind of mystery of
power, reason of state, an inoculation of poison in a moral world, which serves as a
guarantee against moral evil, being an evil itself, though an indispensable one. But this
evil nature of power may be restrained for a time—and its break up on the surface
would inevitably lead to interruption of a social contract by the monarch—and to a
similarly inevitable punishment of prosecutor in his descendants. The principle of
autocracy stays unchanged, despite the alteration of characters.

What is left for the people, the “audience” in the theatre hall, to denounce
prosecutors and to sympathize with innocent victims? But the people themselves do

not act: Providence acts for them.

11 Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 355.
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Citizenship vs. Subjecthood: Liberty and Patriotism against Despotism and

Slavery

If political participation in the usual sense, i.e., participation in representative
institutions governing the state together with the ruler, is rejected by Karamzin, how
then does he distinguish the condition of a citizen in a free state from the condition of
a slave under tyranny? Rather than institutionally, in Karamzin’s conceptual
framework this difference is defined through feeling—a feeling of belonging. The
affection to one’s “own” and suspicion towards the “other,” particularly to foreigners,
exactly constitutes patriotism with a strong touch of xenophobia. Yet, there is a
rational criterion as well, namely the devotion to the “common good.” A notion of
fatherland is introduced, its “interests,” actually, constitute that common good. A
monarch would be loved or hated by the “people,” depending on whether he acts for
the sake of the common good, i.e., whether he is a patriot. Aristotle’s formula of
distinguishing (the monarch acts for the polity, the despot acts for himself) is accepted
in its first part. The other part (the monarch acts in accordance with the law, the tyrant
on arbitrary will) is recognized only partially. According to Karamzin, the monarch
stands above the law and may break it, if it is required for the common good: in a way
he understands it. The problem appears only when the monarch’s understanding of the
good differs from that of the people, “good Russians.” In this case, a monarch may be
perceived as a tyrant, as the criterion remains subjective—and no one but Providence
may be the judge between the monarch and his people. Logically speaking, a monarch

who has lost the love of the people may be justified by the court of history—if the
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following events show that he was right, while the people were wrong (for example, in
their affection for old customs). Yet, Karamzin seems to regard such a situation as
exceptional, and even in this case, he urges the monarch to exercise caution—with
reference to Machiavelli he recommends deceiving the people, and, establishing new
institutions, making them look like the old ones from the outside. The people,
according to Karamzin, are mainly conservative and prefer to keep to old customs.
Conversely, a monarch sometimes has to introduce novelties, and because of the
conservatism of the people, he has to act disregarding the latter’s opinion. This is not a
tyranny in the Aristotelian sense (the monarch still acts for the sake of “common
good”), but people may perceive it as tyranny. In this case the monarch, for the sake
of preserving the love of his subjects, should try to deceive them.

The liberty of citizens, in this case, consists in that everything, happening in
the state, takes place with their consent and approval, presumably, because in reality
their esteems do not change the policy of the ruler. Here again the metaphor of theatre
is at work—the approval or disapproval of the audience does not change the behavior
of characters, as owing to theatrical conventions, the characters are not conscious of
being watched by the audience.

Such an attitude of the citizen (in Karamzin’s understanding) toward politics
recalls the historian’s attitude toward the past—he makes judgments and expresses his
own feelings, but he cannot change it. Similarly the protagonists are unaware of the
existence of the historian. At the same time the politician may take into account the
supposed attitudes of future historians towards him and attempt to make them

favorable. In the same way Karamzin could please himself with the thought that his
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interpretation of historic events would make a certain impact on the current and future
politics of the monarch, as well as on the shaping of common opinion, because, as

Karamzin writes in the preface to his Istoriia,

Uctopus... ecTb CBsLEHHas KHUTA HApOIOB... 3€pUal0 HMX ObITHA H
JeSITEIBHOCTH. .. IOTIOTHEHUE, N3BSICHEHUE HACTOSIILIETO U MMPUMEp OYAyIIEero.

IIpaBuTenu, 3akoHOIATENW JEHCTBYIOT IO yKa3aHUSM HUCTOPUU U
CMOTPSAT Ha €€ JIUCTBI, KaK MOpEMIaBaTeNy Ha 4epTeku Mopeil. MyapocTs
YeJIOBEUECKAsi UMEET HYKly B OIBITaX, a ’KU3Hb KPATKOBPEMEHHA. . .

Ho u nmpoctoif rpa’kaaHuH JODKEH 4uTaTh ucTopuio. OHA... MUTaeT
HPABCTBEHHOE YYyBCTBO W IMPAaBEAHBIM CYAOM CBOMM pacloiaraeT Aynry K
CHPaBEATIMBOCTH, KOTOPast yTBEPXkKAAET Halle O1aro 1 coryiacue obmecrtpa. ™

So, state rulers are similar to actors, yet not those who play learned roles, but
those who react to the voices of approval and disapproval in the hall. The historian (or
journalist—another profession of Karamzin) is a mediator between the people and the
government—the way he would “mirror” the people’s opinion may, in principle,
affect the politics of the rulers. In this sense, it is exactly this kind of spokesmen of
“common opinion” that appears to be a channel due to which a simple expression of
opinions and judgments would grow into a civic participation for his compatriots.

Actually, here there appears, in a rudimentary form, the idea of “fourth power”
(political journalism). A writer or a poet, being a spokesman of “common opinion,”
may have certain opportunities to influence the politics of officials. Similarly, a
journalist or historian may influence the society, promoting its unity and
understanding of common interests as opposed to private interests of individual

groups.

12 Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 370.
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Of course, a ruler may ignore this common opinion, and there is no law
compelling him to take it into account. But in this case, he risks losing “the people’s
love” and becoming a “tyrant” in the eyes of the people, that is, according to
Karamzin, deliberately weakening his power.

That means that a citizen appears to be as such (and not a slave) only so far as
he is able to express his opinion (through a writer) and this freedom of judgment
provides him a feeling of participation in the fate of the fatherland, in spite of the fact
that he does not take any political decisions. Literature (rather than parliament and
constitution) thus appears to be an informal restriction of autocratic power—with all

Karamzin’s declarations that this power should not be restricted by anything.

“Sensitive” Republicans and “Cold” Monarchists

It is possible to juxtapose the previously mentioned extract from the article on
Switzerland with the other abstract from the novel on “sensitive” and “cold” tempers.

The first quotation:

Bot nmouemy MoHapxuyeckoe MpaBIICHHE TOpa3i0 CUACTIUBEE U HaJC)KHEE:
OHO HE TPEOYET OT rpakJaH YPE3BBIUAHHOCTEH M MOXKET BO3BHIIIATHCS HA TOU
CTETNICHH HPABCTBEHHOCTH, HA KOTOPOU pecITyOIHKI nazator.

And here is the fragment from the comparison of the two characters:

Opact eme B JIETCTBE IUICHSJICS pOMaHaMH, MO33UeH, a B WcTopum Oojee
BCEro JIIOOWJI YPE3BBIYAWHOCTH, TMPUMEPHI TEePOWCTBA M BEITUKOMYIIHSL.

13 Karamzin, Sochineniia v 2-kh tomakh, vol. 2, 223.
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Jleonn He MOHMMAN, KaK MOXXHO 3aHUMAThCS HEOBUIMIIAMH, TO €CTh
poMaHaMu... JpacT MPEBO3HOCHI IO Hebec BEeTUKOMyIne M XpabpocTh
Anekcanzpa: JleoHH] Ha3pIBaJ €ro OTBAXKHBIM Oe3yMIeM... JpacT oOoxa
Karona, moOpoaerensHoro camoyOwuiiiy: JleoHu cuurtan ero moMeniaHHbIM
TOpJEIOM. DpacT BOCXHUINAICS OYpPHBIMUA BPEMEHAMH TPEUYCCKOW W PUMCKOH
cBoOoabl: JleoHua myman, 4To cBoOOa €CTh 3710, KOT/Ia OHA HE JaeT JHOISIM
JKUTh CIIOKOMHO. DpacT BepUJI B MCTOPUHU BCEMY 4pe3BblYaiiHOMY: JleoHwMI
COMHEBAJICS BO BCEM, YTO HE OBLIO COTJIACHO ¢ OOBIKHOBCHHBIM TOPSIKOM
Bemiet. OnWH cHpammWBaics C BOOOpaKEHHMEM MBUIKAM, a JIPyrod — ¢
(hIIerMaTHYECKHM CBOUM XapakTepom. ™

Here is an obvious opposition between the “extraordinary” and “ordinary state
of things.” Similarly to the fragment on Switzerland, republican freedom is referred to
as extraordinary. This can be understood so that the virtue of selflessness, essential for
sustaining this freedom, is given only to people, who, like Erast, were gifted with a
particular sensitivity and ability to become inflamed with ideas. Those who prefer
monarchy, at the same time prefer calmness and rational calculation of their own
profits. This argument is proved in the ending of the novel, where Leonid’s creed is

characterized as:

JIrobumotii ero Meicamio ObuTO, uTo 31ech [in this world—V.R.] Bce ms
1
YeJIOBEKa, a YeJOBEK TOJIBKO i camoro ceOs.’

Karamzin’s sympathy (or of an implied author of this novel) is, as it seems, on
the side of the sensitive hero, despite his tragic end and the fact that he commits

numerous mistakes and causes a lot of trouble to the surrounding people.

PaBrnomymaple mronu OBIBAIOT BO BCEeM OJjlaropasymHee, KUBYT CMHUpHEE B
CBETE, MEHee JIeNalT Oe]l U pexe PacCTPOUBAIOT TapPMOHUIO OOIIECTBA; HO
OJIHU YYBCTBUTEILHBIC MPUHOCST BEJIMKHE XKEPTBHI TOOPOJCTENH, YAUBIISIOT
CBET BEIMKHMHU JeJIlaMHU... OHHU-TO OJIMCTAIOT TaJAHTAMH BOOOPaKCHHS U
TBOPYECKOTO YMa: M033US U KPACHOPEUHE €CTh TAPOBAHUE ux. '

14 Karamzin, Sochineniia v 2-kh tomakh, vol. 1, 610.
3 Ibid., 620.
1% Ibid., 609.
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Accordingly, there are two major types of people, and their fate is different in
peaceful times and in the periods of extraordinary events. In peaceful times such
people like Leonid succeed—in the novel he makes a successful career and becomes a
famous state official owing to his special virtues, including the ability to attend upon

the authorities. This is why he tries to teach his friend:

Hukakue TamaHTBl HE BO3BBICAT YEJIOBEKa B TOCYAapCTBE 0€3 YrOXKICHHS
JIIOJSIM; €CJIM HE XO4Yelllb CIYXHTh MM, TO OHH HE naayT Tebe crocoda
CITYXHTb U CAMOMY OTEUECTBY.

Erast with all his talents wanted to serve the state, rather than the grandee, who
was his patron. No wonder that his career ended soon—moreover, he was not capable
of assiduous and patient work from day to day.

So, “sensible” people appear, according to Karamzin, incapable of satisfying
their ambitions and inevitably lose in peaceful times.

But in extraordinary circumstances, in times of “state troubles,” it is exactly
they that are needed, as they are capable of great sacrifice in cases when their “calm”
fellows would only try to preserve themselves and avoid suffering.

Their problem was that all their passion and ability for self-sacrifice in
peaceful, calm times are spent for love adventures or searches of literary fame—but
here they have to face with intrigues of envious untalented people. The latter are taken
too hard due to the sensitive nature of such literary men.*® So, Karamzin provides an
almost ready image of a “needless man,” so popular in the following Russian literature

of the nineteenth century.

7 1bid., 611.
'8 1bid., 616.



CEU eTD Collection

186

The difference of Karamzin from later romantic authors was not only that he
did not idealize his Erast and tried to keep a balance, arguing that these two characters
mutually complement and balance each other. Thus, the “monarchic” principle of
sensibility should counterbalance the “republican” ardor of imagination.

And to prevent the “sensitive” from “disturbing the harmony of society” in
peaceful times™ Karamzin finds an outlet for their emotions, trying to direct the
energy of their feelings to “patriotism™ or “people’s pride.” Here is the following
logic: the emotional disturbance about internal unsettlements of one’s state is
dangerous, since it may aggravate the already tense relations between different social
groups (the rich and the poor, for example). Conversely, strained feelings over
Russia’s place in the world, its weakness and greatness regarding other countries and
peoples, are much safe, since they unite the nation, and provide a common aim to all
its disconnected parts. Such a diversion of attention from internal problems to
competition with foreigners develops in Karamzin’s writings into an entire program of
patriotic education of the growing generation, based on the cultivation of a special
“sensitivity” through rendering of the heroic past. In the article “O sluchaiakh 1
kharakterakh v rossiiskoi istorii, kotorye mogut byt’ predmetom khudozhestv”’ (“On
cases and characters in Russian history, which may be a subject of arts”) suggesting

putting a monument to Minin in Nizhny Novgorod, Karamzin wrote:

Mpbiciib, UTO B PYCCKOM OTAQJIEHHOM OT CTOJIMIBI TOPOJI€ JETH TpakJaH
OyIyT coOMpaThCst BOKPYT MOHYMEHTA CJIaBbl, YUTATh HAIIUCH U TOBOPUTH O
JlejJax MOpPeIKoB, paayeT Moe cepaie. MHe Kakercs, 4YTO S BHXKY, Kak
HapoJHas TOPJOCTh W CJAaBOJIOOME Bo3pacTaroT B Poccum C¢ HOBBIMH
nmokoJieHUsiMu!.. A Te XOJIOAHBIE JIOAW, KOTOpPhIE HE BEPAT CHIBHOMY

19 1bid., 609.
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BIIMSIHUIO U35A14H020 Ha 00pa3oBaHUe AYII U CMEIOTCS (Kak OHW TOBOPST) HaJ
POMAHUYECKUM NAMPUOMU3MOM, TOCTOWHBI i oTBeTa? He OoT HUX OTeuecTBO
OXKHJACT BEJIMKOTO U CIABHOTO; HE OHM POXKICHBI CHICIAaTh HAM UMS PyCCKOE
eme Tr0be3Hee U opoxe.”

So, the “sensitive” should direct their feelings to the “love of fatherland,”
which, for Karamzin, actually makes them “citizens.” Political participation, inherent
to republicanism, is thus reduced to participation in common cultural work directed to
glorification of one’s own country, to win for it a place in the community of civilized

peoples—in peaceful competition in the sphere of fine arts.

[ToBTOpHM HMCTHHY HECOMHHUTENBHYIO: B JIEBSTOM-HAJECATH BEKE OJUH TOT
HAapoax MOXeT OBITh BEJUKHMM M IOYTEHHBIM, KOTOPBIA ONaropoaHbIMU
UCKyCCTBaMH, JIUTEPaTypol0 ¥  HAyKaMH CIIOCOOCTBYeT  ycrexam
YeJI0BEYECTBA B €r0 CIABHOM TEYCHHUH K LIEJIM HPABCTBEHHOTO M JYIIEBHOTO
coBepmencrpal®

As a tribute to Karamzin it must be pointed out that, unlike later nationalists,
he does not think that the aim of cultural efforts of Russia’s citizens should become
the creation of a special civilization, which by its values would be completely
different from the European one. Russia’s task, according to Karamzin, was to make
its contribution toward the common perfection of humanity. But even in this way of
posing an aim, the question of the best form of government, of perfection of the
political institutions inside the country, appears to be irrelevant. Any regime,
including monarchy, even despotism, where the citizens do not take any part in
governing, would be good, if only it facilitates the “greatness of Russia” as compared

to other cultural countries.

2 Karamzin, Sochineniia v 2-kh tomakh, vol. 2, 162.
2 |pid.
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The only question is, whether the autocratic rule in the form of a bureaucratic
empire, which it took in the reign of Alexander I, can really promote such cultural
greatness? Can the sciences and arts flourish in the country, in which “Be3szne rpa6sr,

1 KTO Hakazan?” >

A Ruler, a Poet, and “Common Opinion”: “Society” as a Rhetorical

Construction

The zealous patriotism of Karamzin’s published writings from the beginning of the
1800s is in a sharp contrast with his accusatory tone in O drevnei i novoi Rossii v ee
politicheskom i grazhdanskom otnosheniiakh (Memoir on Ancient and Modern
Russia) (1811), addressed personally to the tsar. Nevertheless, in this Memoir
Karamzin expresses certain optimism. In his opinion, the follies committed by state
officials cannot undermine the forces of Russia completely. In this respect Karamzin
differs from Shcherbatov, who thought that the corruption of morals might lead to a
complete “breakdown of the state.” Here is the conclusion of the denunciatory part of

Karamzin’s pamphlet:

MBI 03HaUMIIN IJ1aBHBIE AEWCTBUS HBIHELIHETO MIPABUTEIBCTBA U HEYAAUY HX.
Ecin mnpubaBuM cioja dYacTHbIE OIMIMOKM MHHHCTPOB B Mepax
roCyJapCTBEHHOrO Ojara... MMEBIIUE CTOJb MHOTO BPEOHBIX CIEACTBUH, —
BceoOmiee OeccTpamiie, OCHOBAHHOE Ha MHEHMHM O KPOTOCTH TOCyAaps,
PaBHOJIYIIUE MECTHBIX HAYILHUKOB KO BCSIKUM 3JI0YIOTPEOICHUSM, Tpabex

22 Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 429. English translation can be found in: Richard Pipes,
Karamzin’s Memoir on Ancient and Modern Russia: A Translation and Analysis (Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press, 2005), 196.
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B CyZax, Harioe B3STKOOPATeIbCTBO KAlMTaH-MCIPaBHUKOB, MpeacenaTeneit
MAJaTCKUX, BHIlE-TYOepHATOPOB, a Bcero OoJjiee caMuX TyOepHATOPOB;
HaKoHel, OeclOKOWHBIE BHIBI OyIylero, BHEIIHHE OMACHOCTH, — TO
YIUBUTEIBHO JIM, 4YTO OOIlee MHEHHE CTOJNb HeOJaronpuaTCTBYET
npasutenscTBy? He Oymem ckpeiBaTh 37a, He OyneM OOMaHBIBaTh ceOsI U
rocyjapsi... CHM aJoObl pasUTENbHBl MX COTJIaCHEM M JCHCTBHEM Ha
PACTIONIOXKEHHE YMOB B IIEIOM FOCYAapCTRe.”

Thus, in Russia there is a weak, corrupted state, unable to control its agents,
who make their profits without fear, hence the execution of state functions suffers.
Such a state is unable to provide the security of estates (possessions) and frequently
the honor and life of citizens. In many respects, diagnoses coincide with
Shcherbatov’s criticism, with the only difference that Shcherbatov did not refer to the
“common opinion,” but expressed his own.

But all this, according to Karamzin, though deplorable, will not lead to a final

catastrophe.

Sl coBceM He MENaHXOJNMK M HE JAyMal MOJOOHO TeM, KOTOpbBIE, BUAS
c1aboCTh MPaBUTENBCTBA, XAYT CKOPOI'O pa3pyLICHHs; HET, TocyAapcTBa
KUBYIIM, U B ocoOeHHOCTH Poccusi, nBMXKMMas caMOAEP)KaBHOIO BJIACTHIO.
Ecnu He npuayT k HaM Oellbl M3BHE, TO €Ille CMENI0 MOXKEM, U JIOJIroe BpeMs,
3a0JTy)KIaThCsl B Halllell BHYTPEHHEW rOCyJapCTBEHHOW CHCTEME; BHXKY €lIe
o0mMpHOE 1oJIe AJIS1 BCSIKMX HOBBIX TBOPEHHH CaMOJIIOOMBOIO, HEONBITHOTO
yMa, — HO HE TledaslbHa JIM CHsl BO3MOXHOCTh? Hano0HO M M3HYPSITH CHUIIBI
JUTSL TOTO, YTO UX €Ille JIOBOJBHO B 3amace? CaMbIM XyAbIM MEAMKaM HEJIETKO
YMOPHUTB YEJIOBEKA KPEIKOI0 CIOKEHHUs; TOJIBKO BCSKOE JIEKAPCTBO, JAHHOE
HEKCTATH, JIeNaeT BPEJl CYILECTBEHHbIH i COKPAlIaeT KH3Hb. >

Karamzin compares governmental reformers with unskillful doctors, who
bring harm to the patient instead of curing a disease. But this comparison implies that
the state, incompetent and weak, appears as something exterior to society, which is

healthy on its own. At this point there is an essential difference between Karamzin and

23 Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 426-427; see also: Pipes, Karamzin’s Memoir, 193-194.
# Ibid., 427.
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Shcherbatov. The latter considered state and society as identical, and therefore the
collapse of state, for him, signified the end of everything. For Karamzin, even after the
destruction of state, the society is able to survive on its own. This is exactly why the
question of the republican form of government appears in his political world vision to
be left aside: after all, republic is also one of the forms of state. Karamzin suggests a
parallel existence of state and society, each of which has its internal autonomous
logic, and the weakness of the former, though a deplorable one, does not necessarily
mean the destruction of the latter, yet it may be harmful to it.

What does Karamzin consider as a protection force for this social organism,
tightening its connections, if the question of state structure appears nonessential?

The easiest answer is that Karamzin believed in the existence of “honest
people” in Russia, who, if they only would be appointed to state positions, everything
would turn out well. So, it is not a problem of wrong institutions, but of wrong people.
How would one find these honest people?

The novel Rytsar’ nashego vremeni (““The knight of our time”), mainly based
on Karamzin’s childhood memories, portrays a society of provincial nobility. The
image of the latter is naturally idealized, which is quite understandable for such
remembrances. Below is the “contract of a society of brotherhood” introduced by

Karamzin:

MpI, HIKETOATUCABITHECS, KISTHEMCS YECTHIO OJIArOpOHBIX JIFOJAECH JKUTh H
yMepeTh OpaThsMH, CTOSITh NIPYT 3a JIpyra TOPOIO BO BCSIKOM CiIydae, HE
JKQJIETb HU TPYIAOB, HHU JEHEr A YCIYr B3aWMHBIX, IOCTYIIAaTh BCeraa
EMHOAYIIHO, HAONIONATh OOIIyI TOJB3y JIBOPSIHCTBA, BCTYIAThCS 3a
MPUTCCHCHHBIX... He OOSATHCS HU 3HATHBIX, HW CHJIBHBIX, a TOJBKO Oora u
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rocyjaapsi; CMeJO TOBOPUTH MpaBay T'yOepHaTopaM W BOEBOAAM; HUKOT/A HE
GBITh MX IIPUXICOATEISIME H HE TAKATH IPOTHB COBECTH.>

Here is what Shcherbatov called “firmness,” yet it is supported not just by the
internal stoic mood of the heroic individual, but by the mutual solidarity of the lesser
nobility. And rather than against the state ruler and his confidents, this firmness is
directed against the representatives of the authority in the province—the monarch is
far away, which allows sustaining the belief that he is generally on the side of the
offended against the strong offenders, although he cannot help immediately.

As refers to the internal motivation of such resistance to unfair actions of the

people invested with power, its source, according to Karamzin, is noble pride.

Ho6peie momu! Mup Bamemy mnpaxy! IlycTe npyrue Has3pIBaloT Bac

qukapsmu: JleoH B JeTCTBE CIylmial C YAOBOJILCTBUEM Baily Oeceny

CJIOBOOXOTJIUBYIO, OT BaC 3aMMCTBOBAJI PYCCKOE z[pyxcemo6ne, OT Bac

HaOpaJcs IyXy pyccKOro u 0JaropoIHON TBOPSTHCKON TOPIOCTH, KOTOPOW OH

IIOCJIE HE HAaXOOMJI AaXXE€ U B 3HATHBIX 605[an1 noo crech " BBICOKOMCPHUC HE

3aMCHSAIOT €€, noo TopaoCTb ABOPSAHCKAA €CTh YYBCTBO CBOCTO JOCTOMHCTBA,

KOTOPOC yAaJId€T YCJIOBCKA OT IMOAJIOCTH U ACIT Hpe3pHTeJ’IBHLIX.26

Here is the Russian version of representing the “noble savage”—these are
provincial nobles of old times. They are opposed to court grandees, these arrogant
men-servants. “UyBCTBO cBOero TOCTOMHCTBA™ appears to be closely connected with a
certain type of society, based on “brotherhood” and mutual solidarity, i.e., not just on
commonality of interests, but also on a certain type of affective ties, on friendship of
nationals of equal status, creating a kind of a family bond (the members of society

were invited on the christening of Leon, the hero of the novel, and established their

union there).

% Karamzin, Sochineniia v 2-kh tomakh, vol. 1, 597.
% |bid., 598.
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Of course, this is the next piece of idealization: the notion of what “must be”
referred to old times, the time of the author’s childhood. But instead of illusion, here
we rather deal with the author’s conscious strategy. In the guise of a story about the
past, he suggests a plan of action.

This plan may be perceived as a peculiar answer to Shcherbatov’s lamentations
on the disentanglement of social ties as a consequence of the “corruption of morals,”
which is the result of a sharpened sense of “self.”” A medicine for this disease,
suggested by Karamzin, lies outside the sphere of politics. It is a cultivation of
“sensitivity” by the patterns of behavior, suggested by belles-lettres, including
patriotic sensitivity, for which Karamzin’s Istoriia is the best. The suggested patterns
of behavior include ones such as the feat of the “common” defenders of Troitse-

Sergiev monastery during the Time of Troubles:

B o0mem mnageHnn ayxa yBHIUM J0OO0JIECTh HEKOTOPHIX, M B HEW MPUUUHY
roCyJapCTBEHHOIO craceHus: KaszHi Poccuro, BceBblllHUIT He XoTen ee
rubenu A TOro c€me oCTaBuiI el TaKux T'paxxaaH. He yCTpaHUM
HOHpO6HOCTeﬁ B OIIMCaHUU ACJ CJIaBHBIX, COBCPIICHHBIX XOTA U B MPEACIaX
CMHpeHHOﬁ OGI/ITGHI/I, JIOAbMU TPOCTBIMH, HHU3KUMH 3BAHHUEM, BBICOKHMHU
CIUHCTBECHHO I[yHIOIO.27
Thus, gentleness, for Karamzin, is defined not by noble origin, but by a state of
the soul. And the latter depends on “sensibility,” i.e., the ability of the soul to become
enflamed and to act not only for the sake of one’s own interests, but also for the
interests of one’s neighbor and other lofty ideas. To promote the cultivation of such

sensitivity only literature could be helpful—hence the elevated notion on the role of

the poet in the society. It is his activity that facilitates strengthening of social ties—the

%" Nikolai Karamzin, Istoriia gosudarstva Rossiiskago, vol. 12 (St. Petersburg, 1829), 99.
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readers become like-minded. Karamzin in the article “O knizhnoi torgovle i liubvi k
chteniiu v Rossii” (“On book trading and love for reading in Russia”) argues against

even those who consider the reading of novels to be a source of depravity.

Hanpacuo mymarot, 4To poMaHbl MOTYT OBITh BPEAHBI [UIS CEpAla: BCE OHU
NPEACTaBISIOT OOBIKHOBEHHO CJIaBy IOOPOAETENH WM HPAaBOYUYHTEIHEHOE
cinencreue... Kakme pomansl Oonee Bcex HpaBatcsa? OOBIKHOBEHHO
YYBCTBHUTEJBHBIE: CIIE3b], IPOIMBAEMbBIC UNTATENISAMH, TEKYT BCErIa OT JH00BU
K 7100py u mutator ee. Her, Het! JlypHble JIIOAM M POMAHOB HE YUTAIOT...
I'HycHBIli  KOpBICTONIOOEI, SrOMCT HaWgeT 1M ceds B MPEJIeCTHOM
pomaHuueckoM repoe? A 4to eMmy HyXIbl 10 Apyrux?.. be3 comHeHus, He
pOMaHMYECKHE cepAua MNPUYMHOI0 TOrO 371a B CBETE, HAa KOTOPOE Be3le
CIBIIIUM JKanoObl, HO TpyOble M XOJOAHBIE, TO €CThb COBCEM WM
npotuBonosiokHbele! Pomanndeckoe cepaume oropuaer ce0s Gosee, HExenn
JOpyrux; HO 3aTO OHO JIIOOMT CBOM OTOPYEHMS M HE OTHACT MX 3a CaMble
YI0BOJIBCTBUS 3TOUCTOB.
OaHUM CJI0BOM, XOPOIIIO, YTO HaIlla IMyOIrMKa U POMaHbI yuraer!®

Thus, Karamzin’s program on healing Russia’s internal troubles is the
reeducation of readers in a spirit of new morality through sentimental literature
(sentimental not only in a habitual sense of idyllic sympathy, but also through pathos
of patriotic feeling). The object of such literature is the heart, rather than reason. The
latter should only keep this feeling in certain limits, beyond which it becomes
destructive for society, but not more. Without feeling the reason is egoistic and
deprived of living energy.

From the viewpoint of politics, such a program is, in any case, safe for the
authorities. Defending the independence of a non-political public sphere, Karamzin, in
the case when authorities appear to be mute to his appeals as a “citizen” (though

Alexander listened to his advice, he usually did not follow it),? can only recede to the

2 Karamzin, Sochineniia v 2-kh tomakh, vol. 2, 119-120.

2 Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 440.
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sphere of private life, and the enjoyment of his “clear conscience” and poetry, which
is a “IBeTHMK YyBCTBHTEIBHBIX ceprei.”° The “contempt to present liberalists™
turns into weakness at the face of despotism and its actual justification, no matter how
Karamzin refuted the reproaches of Pushkin.

However, from a literary point of view, and particularly in the understanding
of the psychology of characters, Karamzin makes a considerable step forward
compared to Shcherbatov. He is looking for an internal connection of motives in a
place where Shcherbatov suggests only a contrasting and static enumeration of
positive and negative traits of a historic figure. 1 will expose more details in the
analysis and comparison of the two Istoriia presently, but for now I will briefly locate
the place of this literary phenomenon regarding the sentimentalist way of thinking.

In his apology of novels, and reading in general for the Russian public,

Karamzin brings to the fore the opinion of moralists (the adversaries of novels),

indicating their harmful influence and responds to this reproach in the following way:

INpaBna, yTo HEKOTOPHIC XapakTepsl B HUX [iN novels—V.R.] GriBaroT B7MecTe
Y TPUMaHYUBBI M TOPOYHBI, HO YeM K€ OHH MPHUMAHYUBBI? HEKOTOPBIMH
JTOOPBIMH CBOMCTBaMH, KOTOPBIMH aBTOP 3aKPACHII HX YEPHOTY: CIICICTBEHHO,
JI00po U B caMoM 31ie TopxecTByeT. HpaBcTBeHHast mpHpoja Halla TakoBa,
YTO HE YrOJWIIb CEPIIly H300paKeHHEM IYpPHBIX JIFOJeH M HE CIeNaeiib uX
HHUKOTIa €T0 JHO6I/IMuaMH.32

Justifying himself in such a way, Karamzin makes an experiment in portraying
the “negative hero” with his own subjective viewpoint. This makes his novel Moia

ispoved’ (“My confession”) innovative—its hero in many respects reminds us of later

b

%0 Nikolai Karamzin, “Protei ili nesoglasiia stikhotvortsa,” in Nikolai Karamzin and Ivan Dmitriev,
Izbrannye stikhotvoreniia (Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1953), 219.

31 Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 439.
32 Karamzin, Sochineniia v 2-kh tomakh, vol. 2, 119-120.
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heroes in Dostoevsky’s works, particularly the hero of Krotkaia (“The meek”),
Stavrogin from Besy (“Demons”), or Ivan Karamazov.*® Here is an effect of a
paradoxical device—accepted into a world of inner feelings of the hero, the reader,
acting in accordance with usual literary expectations of such a genre, unintentionally
filled with sympathy towards the character—and, at the same time, understands,
though not from the very beginning, that this person constantly commits immoral acts.
This creates a peculiar stereoscopy of vision, a reader has to refrain from plain
moralization as sentimentalist compassion, a principle of “sympathy,” presupposes, so
that he partially sees himself in the depicted hero.

But a similar principle may be applied to the portrayal of a tyrant, or, at least,
an ambivalent ruler such as Boris Godunov. Karamzin does not just praise him as a
ruler, nor reproach him as a tyrant and the murderer of a child—he makes the reader
come into the world of his inner motives, and though the verdict of the contemporaries
is not disputed, it is at least posed as a question. The pain of conscience and deathbed
remorse all makes Karamzin’s image of Boris into something more interesting than a
canonic depiction of a tyrant. Therefore the depiction of his death acquires
dramatization, recalling the best scenes of Shakespeare.

Thus, owing to the “subjectivism” of literary devices of sentimentalism
Karamzin manages to produce a deeper psychological analysis of tradition, having
shown his nature from inside, from the standpoint of the tyrant. And, at the same time,

the author keeps an intentional distance, his own estimation, allowing the reader to

% The complexity of “My confession” was emphasized in: Boris Eikhenbaum, “Karamzin,” in O proze.
O poezii (Leningrad: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1986), 24-25.
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understand, that the depicted person is a villain, a tyrant, rather than an ideal “good

monarch.”
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§2.2 Karamzin’s Interpretation of Tyranny and Good Rule:

The Reception of Machiavelli’s Ideas and Parallels with Bolingbroke

The depiction of the tyranny of Grozny (lvan the Terrible) posed a theoretical
challenge for Karamzin’s idea of the benefit of autocracy for Russia. If the autocracy
is understood as unrestricted by any laws and institutions, the only thing that can
prevent the ruler from becoming a tyrant is his own good intentions. In accordance
with Karamzin it is beneficial for the monarch to be virtuous. It is in his own interests,
because the virtue brings him the love of subjects and posthumous glory. However,
the deviation from this virtue is possible, in the case of a kind of “disturbance of
reason” of the ruler, who affected by passions, does not see his benefits. What, in
accordance with Karamzin, should be the reaction of society, if the legal resistance
appears to be impossible because of the very nature of autocracy?

Let us consider this problem in detail. This is how Karamzin substantiates the
theoretical proposition, that it is beneficial for the monarch to be benevolent for his

subjects.

B camom gene, MOTryT aM rocynapH XOTEThb HapoaHoro yrtecHeHus? Ilo
KpallHEl Mepe, CHU TNpUMEpPHl PEIKM B HCTOpUM. Bce CKIIOHseT ux K
[IPaBOCYIUI0 U MMJIOCTH: COOCTBEHHas I10JIb3a, CjlaBa U cyacrue. JluuHoe
Onmaro mopel, caMbIX 3HATHEHWIIMX B TOCYIApCTBE, MOXKET OBITH HMPOTHUBHO
o0mieMy, TOJNBKO OAWH YEJIIOBEK HUKOrAa He ObIBaeT B TAaKOM OMNACHOM
MCKYIIICHHH J10OPOIETENN — 1 Ceif YeIOBEK €CTh MOHAPX CAMOIepPIKaBHBIiL. >

Karamzin describes the monarch as a person, who is in the center of a kind of

force field of private interests, in the point of equilibrium. Anyone, who is not in the

3 Karamzin, “O moskovskom miatezhe v tsarstvovanie Alexeia Mikhailovicha,” in O drevnei i novoi
Rossii, 273.
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center, yet even being close to it, has private interests, opposite to the common good,
and it is only for the ruler that private interests coincide with the common interest, as
all his private interests, due to his special position, are balanced for him. Karamzin
refutes the opposite doctrine, according to which a monarch could have special private
interests that contradict the interests of the state, as if it contained a logical opposition.

But here is implied such an understanding of the “private good” (of any
person, including the monarch), which refers not to the satisfaction of any wishes, but
only those, which are rational and contribute to the well-being of a person in a sense
that they allow him to live a prosperous life. The well-being is understood here as an
inalienable result of virtue. The pleasures are admitted inasmuch as they do not extend
the measure of the useful. The major pleasure is to love and be loved. In other words,
he asserts that the rational interest of a monarch is to act virtuously and be loved and
respected by his subjects (even after his death—in this sense he speaks of glory, which
is significant for further generations as well).

In other words, inasmuch the ruler is acting rationally, as an antique wise man
(epicurean, rather than stoic, but the epicurean who prefers spiritual pleasures to
sensual, as more useful, as the latter may lead to satiation or suffering because of the
loss of health due to their excessiveness). This wise man tries to keep measure in
everything, he does not deny sensual pleasures, but to them he prefers his major
pleasure—to help those who are close and share their happiness and relief from
troubles and sufferings, to feel happiness from their gratitude. Therefore a virtuous

monarch would not only be fair, which is indispensable for the good of the state, but
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also merciful in those cases, when it is possible, because the mercy to the remorseful
bring moral pleasure to himself as well.

Thus, when Karamzin speaks of good and benefit for the ruler himself, he
means the rational and virtuous “good of wise men,” rather than irrational “utility”
and self-interest, which a passionate man considers in satisfying his unconstrained
passions.

But in this case, how does Karamzin substantiate his argument that good
monarchs are the regularity and vicious ones are the exclusion, a rare phenomenon,
similar to a “sore,” epidemic, which, was regarded by “Russians” in the time of

Grozny as God’s punishment for the sins of the people? Karamzin wrote:

Kro Bepur IlpoBupenuio, na Bumut B 310M Camozepkue OudY THeEBa
HeOecHoro! CHecem ero, kak Oypro, 3emieTpsceHue, s3By, (eHoMeHBI
CTpalIHble, HO peAKHe. H0O MBI B TEUEHHE JICBATH BEKOB UMEIHN TOJIBKO JIBYX
tupanos [in this fragment Karamzin writes about Paul I, comparing him to
loann the Terrible—V.R.]: u6o TupaHcTBO mpeimnoiaraeT HEOOBIKHOBEHHOE
OCJICTIJICHUE yMa B rocynape, Koero JeHCTBUTEILHOE CUYACTHE HEepa3iydyHO C
HAPOIHBIM, C PABOCY/IHEM U JTI0GOBbIO K 106py.*

Indeed, it is rather easy for Karamzin, to show that the tyrant is always

unhappy. Here is, for example, Paul I:

...MMesd, KaK YeJOBEK, NPUPOJHYIO CKJIOHHOCTh K OJaroTBOPEHMIO, MUTAJICS
JKEITYHIO 371a; €KeIHEBHO BBIMBILIISUT CIOCOOB! yCTpAIIaTh JIIOJEH U caM BCex
Ooinee crTpammics; IyMal COOPYyIUTb ceOe HENpUCTYIHBIA JBOpel H
coopyun rpobHmiy!?

A tyrant wanting to rule by the universal horror inevitably looses the love of

his subjects, who only wait for his death. Can he in such circumstances not be

% Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 397.
% |bid., 396.
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concerned for his life? Can he not be afraid of conspiracies? Thus, in the realm of
pervasive fear not only subjects are unhappy, but the tyrant is the most unhappy of all,
since he is constantly afraid of the revenge for his evil deeds, and at the same time he

has to commit new ones, because of the fear of his potential conspirators.

Poccusine cMotpenu Ha cero MOHapxa, Kak Ha TPO3HBIA METEOp, CUUTas
MUHYTBI U HEeHU30€XKHO oxujas mnocienHeii. OHa MpuIuia, ¥ BeCTh O TOM B
IIeJIOM TocyIapcTBe ObUla BECTHIO MCKYIUICHUS: B JOMax, Ha YJIHIAX JIIOIH
IUTaKamd OT pamocTH... Kto Obmm HecwactTnmeee llaBma? Cresst ropectu
JIMJIIACh TOJBKO B HEApax €ro aBryCTeI‘/'lmero CCMCfICTBa; TYXKWJINX CUIC
HEKOTOpBIE UM 00JIaroJeTesIbCTBOBaHHbIE, HO Kakue Joan? Mx coxanenue
HE MeHee BceoOlLlei pagocTH AOJDKEHCTBOBANO OCKOpOuTh Aymy [laBmomy,
€ClIi OHa, M0 Pa3IyuYeHHU C TEJIOM, 03apEHHAas, HAKOHEL, CBETOM HCTHHBI,
MOTJIa BO33PETh Ha 3eMJII0 U Ha Poccmo! >/

The tragedy of the tyrant was also that he had to surround himself by vicious
people, because virtuous people did not have enough strength to serve him, as they
cannot preserve their virtue being near him. Thus, there are left only those who serve
for the sake of their own interest, or who find a distorted pleasure in the suffering of
those who are close—the hireling, slaves—but not those, who sincerely love the
monarch for the sake of his glory. Thus, Karamzin wrote in the Mnenie russkogo

grazhdanina:

..MBIl OCTBIIA OBl JIYILIOﬁ K OTCYCCTBY, BUIOA OHOC UrpaJIMuieM
CaMOBJIACTHOTO TPOM3BOJIA; Ocjlabenn Obl... AYXOM; YHHU3WINCH OBl mepen
JIPYTUMHU | Tiepen co6oto... Bel u Torma mMenu ObI MUHHCTPOB, T€HEPAJIOB:
HO OHM CIIYXXHWJIU 651 HE OTCUYCCTBY, a CIMHCTBEHHO CBOMM JIMYHBIM BBIT'OJIaM,
KaK HAaCMHHKH, KaK HCTHHHBIC pa6H. . .38

7 1bid., 396.
* bid., 438.
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The ruler cannot be happy for the love of these servants, since not only they
deserve the condemnation of their moral qualities, they would betray him in any
proper case, if they consider it beneficial for them.

Thus, according to Karamzin, no monarch would deliberately want such a
destiny for himself, if only he is not blinded by his passions and cannot accept rational
arguments.

Such theory, however, implicitly suggests that the subjects initially love their
monarch and are unconditionally loyal to him, and it is only the insane tyrannical
behavior of the ruler that can change their attitude toward him. Why, however in the
case of Grozny, Karamzin excludes the possibility that, as the tsar assumed himself,
his throne was indeed surrounded if not by “traitors,” than at least the people who did
not put their personal commitment to the tsar above other interests? In this case the
“tyranny” of Grozny would acquire (as in the later interpretation by Sergei Platonov39)
if not justification, then an explanation of his desire to hold unconditional power.
Considering this possibility, one can assume, for example, that Grozny wanted to have
servants that would not deliberate whether his orders were reasonable and whether
they would be “beneficial for the state,” but would demonstrate unquestionable
obedience and would be personally devoted to him, disregarding their kinship ties.
Thus, the tsar executed boyars, who did not demonstrate such unconditional devotion.
Another explanation of Grozny’s terror was examined by Shcherbatov. He did not
believe that all the grandees surrounding the monarch considered him unconditionally

the legitimate heir. Kurbskii’s reasoning provided the ground for this. He criticized the

¥ Sergei Platonov, lvan Grozny (St. Petersburg: Brokgauz-Efron, 1923), 119-130.
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second marriage of Vasilii I11, and consequently, called into question the inheritance
rights of loann, who was an offspring of the second marriage. If Vasilii 11l had died
childless, the throne would have been inherited by his brothers and their descendants,
of whom only an appanage prince Staritskii Vladimir Andreevich was alive. Relying
on the materials of the Tsarstvennaia kniga (“The book of tsars”), which he
published,”® Shcherbatov described the “mutiny” of boyars at the deathbed of the tsar
and their refusal to swear an oath to the heir. Shcherbatov, who dealt with the
disordered manuscript, did not manage to comprehend the connection of these events
with the forthcoming behavior of Grozny (the dismissing of the members of the
“Chosen Council”), though Sergei Platonov did it later.** Nevertheless, he recognized
certain logic in the tsar’s actions and even justified some of his executions as state
necessity.

Why did Karamzin not follow the same sort of explanation? Why did he not
try, as Platonov did later on, to connect the tyrannical actions of the tsar with his
concerns for his own power, instead representing Grozny as an exclusive beast, insane
monster, and sadist? Why did he assume that “...Moann IV, 6biB 10 35-TH J5ET
rocynapeM A00pbIM, U MO KaKOMY-TO aJICKOMY BJIOXHOBEHHUIO BO3JIIOOMB KPOBb, JIHJI
OHYI0 0€3 BHHBI M CEK TOJIOBBI JIIOJICH, CIaBHEHIITHX )IO6p021€TGJ'I$IMI/I...”42 In these
lines it is certainly not a question that Ioann “spilt blood” (it is proved by all sources),

and that he liked evil for the sake of evil. He spilt the blood of the innocent for the

“ Tsarstvennaia kniga, to est’ letopisets tsarstvovaniia tsaria loanna Vasilievicha ot 7042 godu do

7061 (St. Petersburg: Imperatorskaia Akademiia Nauk, 1769).
“ platonov, lvan Grozny, 94-97.

%2 Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 383.
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sake of his own satisfaction (“Bo3im00uB KpoBb”), becoming a weapon of hell (“mo
KaKOMY-TO a/ICKOMY BJOXHOBEHHIO ).

Instead of taking this description of the “insane” tsar separately from its
context, we should consider it in light of the logic of conclusions, which Karamzin
demonstrated in his Memoir on Ancient and Modern Russia, where this expression is
taken from.

In the historical part of the Memoir the rise of Rus’ after the liberation from the
yoke of Mongols is described, and Karamzin begins to depict a kind of apotheosis of a

new statehood, which would rest on unconditional subjection to a single ruler:

BuyTtpu camopepkaBue YKOpPEHHJIOCH... Hapos, W30aBICHHBIN KHS3bSIMH
MOCKOBCKHUMH, OT O€/ICTBHI BHYTPEHHETO MEXI0yCcOOUsI M BHEITHETO HUra, HE
JKaJleJl 0 CBOMX IPEBHUX BEYaX M CAHOBHHUKAaX, KOTOPHIE YMEpSUIM BIacTh
rocyaapeBy; INOBOJIbHBIN neiicTBueM, He crnopui o npaBax. OmHu OGospe,
CTOJIb HECKOI'Zla BEIIMYABBIC B YJICJIbHBIX I'OCIOJACTBAX, POITAJIN HAa CTPOTOCTh
CaMO)lig))KaBI/IH; HO OercTBo WM Ka3Hb HX CBUACTECILCTBOBAJIM TBEPAOCTH
OHOTO.

The opposition of two social groups is important here, their sentiment,
according to Karamzin, is different. The “people,” who praise mostly internal peace
(“n30aBieHHBIA... OT OeNCTBMH BHYTpeHHero mexaoycobus”) and safety from
external enemies, are content with the autocracy as it allows them to be engage with
their own matters. The people are politically passive (“ae copui o npaBax’), while
the benevolent, although despotic power provides each with well-being (“noBonbHbBII
neiicteuem”). The “boyars” demonstrate quite a different sentiment. They complain,
but they have to obey, as an alternative is execution or escape abroad (to Lithuania).

The expression “napp caenancs... 3eMHbIM Oorom” certainly refers to the people,

* 1bid., 383.
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rather than boyars, who could still perceive him as “Muscovite prince” (as Kurbskii
refers to him in his novel). For the people, who saw the tsar seldom, such “deification”
would certainly be natural, although Karamzin obviously dramatizes the situation,
identifying the attitude of orthodox subjects to the Russian tsar with the attitude of
faithful Muslims to their theocratic ruler, caliph. This expression could be considered

as hyperbola, if it was not integrated into the logic of his following reasoning.

Tmerno WMoanH... BO3MI0OMB KpOBB, JHJI OHYIO 0€3 BHHBI M CEK TOJOBHI

JIOJCH, claBHEHIIMX aoOponmeTensMu; Oosipe W HApoJ, B TIYOMHE IyIId

cBOEH He Acp3asa YTO-JIH00 3aMBICIUTH IIPOTHUB BCHIICHOCIA, TOJIBKO

CMUPEHHO MOJWIM ['ocnofa: na CMSr4UT SpOCTh LAPEBY, CUIO Ka3Hb 3a IPEXU

I/IX' BCC JIIOAU, 3BHAMCHUTHBIC 6OFaTCTBOM HJIM CaAaHOM, €KCITHCBHO I'OTOBHUJIUCH

K CMEPTH U HE MPEINPUHUMAIIN HUYETO ISl CIIaCEHUS AKU3HU cBoel. Bpems u

pacmoyiokeHrue ymMoB gocronmamsatHoe! Hurme W HuKorga TIpo3HOE

CaMOBJIACTHUE HE Mpeajiarajio CTOJIb XECTOKHUX I/ICKyIJ_IeHI/Iﬁ I Hap0ILH0171

z[06poaeTeJm, IJid BEPHOCTU WJIM NNOBUHOBCHUA, HO CUA )106p0;[eTenb Jaxe

HC YCYMHHMJIACh B BLI60pe MCKOY TUOEIBI0 U COl'[pOTI/IB.]'IeHI/IeM.44

Here Karamzin dramatizes the situation, intentionally strengthens and
hyperbolizes his main thesis, although some details, if not known to the reader, then
certainly to Karamzin himself, are driven into the background. How can one write that
the boyars “ne mpennpuHUMaNU HAYErO JUTS CIIACCHUS KU3HH cBoeit”? As we know,
Kurbskii did escape. Moreover, he exposed loann, reminding us of his not quite
legitimate origin from his father’s second marriage, while the previous wife was alive.
There were other attempts to escape, which Karamzin describes in his Istoriia. Did not
Karamzin himself mention the discontent among the boyars, stifled by fear? It could

not disappear through one or two generations, especially under a tyrannical rule. It

seems that for Karamzin it was important to emphasize the unconditional obedience of

“ 1bid.
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the people and even grandees to their ruler, loyalty even in the circumstances when
death seems unavoidable, when common sense seemingly pushes the search for
salvation, if not in resistance, then at least in escape. In this case, the depiction of
Grozny as “devil incarnate” appears more comprehensive. This is just a backside of
the same dramatization of absolute righteousness. Martyrdom for the sake of loyalty
to a monarch is opposed to absolute infernal malice, its senselessness is precisely that
it attacks those who not only refuse to resist, but even voluntary undergo suffering.
The religious parallel here becomes more obvious: the Russians, the people, and
grandees are likened to Christian martyrs, whereas Grozny is equated with pagan
emperors, who tormented them urging to repudiate Christ. In this case, the actions of
“selfish rule” (samovlastie) are represented as “temptation,” which consists of
renouncing the principle of autocratic power. The feat of those Russians was that they
did not renounce this principle despite all excesses of the “insane tyrant.” Thus, it was
important to represent Grozny as a madman in order to emphasize the greatness of this
feat, its similarity to a voluntary martyrdom of ancient Christians.

The paradox here is that by taking this viewpoint, Karamzin accepts the
argumentation of Grozny himself, whom he declares insane. In the first response letter
to Kurbskii (the first letter of Kurbskii is quoted by Karamzin in the Istoriia, as well
as Grozny’s first reply®, hence Karamzin was familiar with the following text),

Grozny wrote:

Ecom xe Thl, IO TBOMM CJIOBaM, IIpaB€ACH U 6J'[aI‘O‘-IeCTI/IB, TO IOYEMY
uchyraics 6e3BUHHO MOTHOHYTH, MO0 ITO HE CMepTh, a map Omaroit?.. Ecim

** Nikolai Karamzin, Istoriia gosudarstva Rossiiskago, vol. 9 (St. Petersburg, 1821), 62—67.
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e ThbI yOOSUICSI CMEPTHOT'O IIPUTOBOPA MO HABETY... TO 3TO U €CTh SABHBIN Balll
M3MEHHUYECKUI yMbIcen... [louemy ke Thl npe3pen cinosa anoctoisa [lasina,
KOTOPBIA CKa3all: «...HET BJIAaCTH KpOMe Kak OT Oora: TOT, KTO MPOTUBHUTCS
BJIACTH — NMPOTHBHUTCS O0KbeMy MoBeJieHnIo». [locMoTpu Ha 3TO U BAyMaiics:
KTO NMPOTHUBUTCS BIACTH — MPOTHBUTCS OOTY; a KTO MPOTHBUTCS OOry — TOT
UMEHYEeTCsl OTCTYNHHKOM, a 3TO Hauxyjuiee u3 corpemeHuil... Tor ke
anoctoun [laBen cka3zan... «Pa0bl, ciaymaiTech CBOUX TOCHOA, padoTas Ha HUX
HE TOJBKO Ha TIJa3aX, KaK 4YeJOBEKOYIOAHHWKH, HO Kak CIyru oOora,
NOBUHYHTECh HE TOJBKO AOOPBIM, HO M 3/IbIM, HE TOJIBKO 3a CTpax, HO U 3a
coBecTb». Ha 3TO yX BOJSI NOCHOJHS, €CIIM NMPHUAETCA IOCTpajgaTh, TBOPS
no0po. Ecnu sxe Thl mpaBeieH u 0J1Iaro4eCcTUB, MOYEeMy HE MOKeIal OT MEHH,
CTPOINTHBOTO BIAIBIKH, IOCTPAAATH U 3aCITy’KHTh BEHEIl BEUHOM xku3HH? *°

Here Grozny accuses Kurbskii precisely for his refusal to suffer innocently
(“ot Mmens, ctponTuBoro Biaasiku’ as Grozny wrote with an evil irony). Kurbskii’s
behavior is opposed to the behavior of loyal slaves, mentioned by the Apostle Paul.
The latter had to obey with total dedication even evil rulers, because they should be
perceived as instruments of God’s will.

This is reminiscent of Karamzin’s image of the “Russians” of the time of Ivan
the Terrible. They allegedly perceived the tsar precisely in this way, as an instrument
in the hands of God, and did not dare to resist him but chose martyrdom, exactly as
Grozny recommended, ironically, to his polemical opponent. But this was the
viewpoint of Grozny—while Karamzin ascribes such attitude to the “people,” and
moreover he does not substantiates this attitude by religious ideas, but rather claims
that the “Russians” were loyal to “autocracy” as a principle.

One of the possible explanations seemingly consists in that in this particular
place Karamzin wanted to give a historical lesson to his contemporaries, to present
their ancestors of the time of lvan the Terrible as a positive example. The latter had to

be portrayed as heroes of virtue: loyalty to autocracy, despite all the temptations,

*® Perepiska Ivana Groznogo s Andreem Kurbskim (Moscow: Nauka, 1993), 124.
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created by “insanity” of the ruler. Such a historical substantiation of the political
principle found its supplement in the Karamzin’s maxim regarding the conspiracy,

which resulted in the death of Paul I.

K gectn GmaropazyMHEHIIINX pOCCHSIH, He YMOTIUM 00 ux cyxxaeHnn. CBenan

ACJI0, OHHU KaJICJIM, YTO 3JI0 BPEAHOI'0 HApCTBOBAHHUA IMPECCUCHO CII0co0ooM

BPEIHBIM. 3aroBOPBI CYTh OCJICTBUS, KOJICOIIOT OCHOBY FOCYIapPCTB M CIIY)KAaT

OTACHBIM TPUMEpPOM Ui OyAymHOCTH. Ecnmm HEKOoTOphle BEIbMOXH,

TeHepaJIbl, TEJIOXPAHUTEIM MPHUCBOAT ceOe BIACTh TaHO T'yOUTh MOHApPXOB

WIN CMEHSATh MX, TO 4TO OyJeT camojepxkapue? Wrpamuiiem omurapxuu, u

JIOIDKHO CKOpO 00paTWUThCS B Oe3Hadanme, KOTOpPOE VYiKacHee CaMmoro

3JIEHIIErO BJIACTUTEIIA, IOABEPTasA OMACHOCTU BCEX IrpakaaH, a TUpaH Ka3HUT

TOJBKO HEKOTOPBIX. MyApOCTh BEKOB M IMPaBO HAPOJHOE YTBEPIAUIU CHE

MPaBWJIO JJIs1 MOHAPXHI, YTO 3aKOH JOJDKEH pacnojiararb TpOHOM, a bor oaun

u3Hbto mapeit! Kto Beput llpoBuaeHunto, 1a BUANT B 3710M caMoOJIepiKIle Omd

raeBa HebGecnoro! CHeceM ero kak Oypro, 3emIieTpsiceHUe, s3BY; ()CHOMEHBI

CTpalHBIE, HO PEAKUE. . A

Thus, Karamzin’s argumentation is confined to the idea that autocracy as a
form of government requires the support of the people, a conscious loyalty, which is
exactly what he calls upon in his contemporaries. By analogy with their ancestors they
have to prefer this loyalty even at the expense of their own well-being and life, in the
case of an evil monarch. Otherwise, in the case of an absence of such loyalty and the
acceptance of such conspiracies as a way to get rid of tyrants, the throne would
inevitably become a toy of oligarchs, who would overthrow and appoint monarchs by
their arbitrary will. As a consequence there would emerge cleavages between
oligarchs, struggle for power, and all this would lead to total anarchy and war of all
against all. Thus a conditional loyalty, presupposing subjection only in the case that a

monarch is not a tyrant, should give way to a unconditional loyalty; that is, such a

monopoly of the ruler’s power, in which any resistance to him, even for the sake of

" Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 396.
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one’s own life, should be condemned as hostile to the benefit of state, requiring an
unrestricted rule.

A theoretical problem which Karamzin comes across here is that such a
demand of loyalty, even under the threat of death, contradicts the doctrine of natural
law, which Karamzin refers to in a preceding abstract. He says that Russians, owing to

the reign of Catherine

...3HaJIM, YTO ToCydapb HE€ MECHCC IOAAAaHHBIX MOOJDKEH HWCIIOJHATH CBOU
CBATBIC O6$I3aHHOCTI/I, KOMX HApYIICHUC YHHUYTOXACT I[pCBHI/Iﬁ 3aBCT BJIACTH C
IIOBMHOBCHUCM M HU3BCPrac€T HApod C CTCIICHU TI'PaXJTAHCTBCHHOCTHU B XaoC
YaCTHOI'0 €CTECTBEHHOI'O IIpaBa.

In other words, if the government threatens the safety of subjects, a social
contract would not stand and each person has the right to protect himself in
accordance with “gyacTHoe ecTecTBeHHOe mpaBo,” as in the case of war, where all are
against all.

One may deny such a doctrine only on the condition that one would assume
(that it is possible to attribute to the Russians of the period of Ivan the Terrible) that
the benefits of this life are nothing compared to the blessing of eternal life, and
therefore, for the sake of loyalty to God it would be possible to sacrifice oneself even
to a tyrant, remaining faithful until death. However, Karamzin reflects upon another
issue, namely a theoretical principle of the benevolence of autocracy. Is it possible to
call upon someone to sacrifice one’s life for the sake of this principle, and why would
such an appeal be convincing for those who are aware of the principle of natural law,

which allows everyone to protect themselves, if they are not protected by the law?

8 1bid., 395.
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It is possible to answer this question only if we would take into consideration
polyphony in Karamzin’s text. The opinion of “reasonable citizens” is present, but
only as one of many possible voices alongside the voices of the advocates of natural
law, ancient Russians, and religious martyrs of obedience. There is, however, another
voice which is important. We do not see it openly in the text, as one may assume, but
it is present in the hidden references, and Karamzin enters into a latent controversy
with this point of view.

Let me now turn to theoretical sources of Karamzin’s ideas. And let me
demonstrate that the hidden voice, to which | refer above, is the voice of Machiavelli.

Karamzin repeatedly proclaims that a monarch’s good, rightly understood,
coincides with the good of society, as opposed to the benefit of any other person for
whom it is allowed to distinguish private interests and the “common good” of
everybody. The persistence in proclaiming this assertion brings us to the idea that
Karamzin carries on implicit polemics with an “invisible” opponent, whose views he
refuses to formulate by his own considerations. Moreover, the opponent seems to deny
the validity of Karamzin’s key assertion. That is why the latter has to formulate again
and again his major postulate, changing its rhetorical form in order to convince the
readers of the righteousness of his case and prove that his opponent is wrong.

From this perspective it is not hard to understand, which theory Karamzin
wanted to refute. It is the notion, according to which, the interests of a political
community and the ruler (this may be a hereditary monarch, but not necessarily) may
be opposite and a constant struggle takes place between them. The essence of this

struggle is that the ruler, being initially a magistrate, that is a person elected to hold a
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certain social position, tries to usurp inalienable rights, belonging only to a political
community as a whole (the totality of these rights is denoted by an abstract concept of
sovereignty). A political community, in its turn, tries to defend its sovereignty,
reminding the ruler by all possible means—from public critique to direct revolution—
that he is only a person authorized for carrying out certain functions, and therefore he
is responsible for those who had elected him and may be displaced in the case that the
political community is not satisfied with his way of fulfilling these functions. From
this rendering, it is not difficult to recognize the conception of the Social Contract by
Rousseau, of which Karamzin—a reader and admirer of Rousseau—could not be
unaware.

The polemics with this theory would not be a problem for Karamzin, if he,
similarly to his contemporaries Joseph de Maistre and Louis-Gabriel-Ambroise de
Bonald and their Russian adherents (for example, Mikhail Magnitskii), supported the
conception of the divine right of monarchy. In this case the monarch is understood as
responsible for his actions to God and no one else. He does not have any responsibility
to society and, in general, speaking with Grozny’s words, “A >xamoBaTh CBOHX
XOJIOIIOB MBI BCEraa ObLIH BOJIbHBI, BOJIBHBI ObLIN U KaSHI/ITI).”49

But the difficulty for Karamzin was that his own political doctrine to a large
degree resembled the model of Rousseau, at least in some respects. In any case,
Karamzin, speaking of “holy duties of a monarch” did not mean an abstract
responsibility of a monarch to God, but rather a need for a ruler to listen to the voice

of public opinion (this is what he insists on in the Mnenie russkogo grazhdanina). His

*° Perepiska Ivana Groznogo s Andreem Kurbskim, 136.
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assertion that “violating these holy duties” may break the “ancient covenant of power
with obedience” (reminding us of the statement of that ruler’s violation of his
obligations imposed on him by the political community) gives the latter the right to
get rid of an improper monarch, who tries to usurp power and to regain the sovereign
right of self-government.

At the same time it is possible to say that contrary to Rousseau, Karamzin,
familiar with the events of the French revolution, was afraid of revolutionary “chaos”
and terror and tried by all means to avoid such a development, appealing to the rulers
for prudence. The latter, relying on the opinion of the “reasonable” part of society and
rejecting tyranny, would have to behave as benevolent “fathers” of their peoples, that
is, to perceive the good of the people as their own good. But in this case, the postulate
that the “true good” of a monarch and the “common good” of his subjects are
identical, is nothing more than a desire, presented in the form of a statement,
ascertaining a possible (but not quite obligatory, and, in accordance with Rousseau,
even unlikely) state of affairs.

One of impediments to accomplishing the “social consent” which Karamzin
was longing for turned out to be the distrust of monarchs to “public opinion.” The
representatives of European dynasties could be quite right, supposing that any
expression of public opinion, even innocent on the surface, could lead in the long run
to revolution. Therefore a ruler should do everything possible to ensure that subjects
would say publicly only what is prescribed from above, or would be silent. In other
words, any expression of “public opinion” should be allowed only to spokesmen

authorized by the government.
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In the Zapiska o moskovskikh dostopamiatnostiakh (“Note on Moscow points
of memorability”) written for the empress Mariia Fedorovna, Karamzin explicitly tries
to dispel such misgivings, representing the opinions, expressed in the Moscow English
Club as “Bce B ONB3y caMoepKaBus.” >

Describing the period of Ivan the Terrible in his Istoriia, Karamzin uses his
image of “Russians” (rossiian) as martyrs of the idea of unconditional obedience to a
monarch exactly for the same rhetorical purpose.

At the same time, although the disagreements of “public opinion” with the
convictions of a monarch were possible, as the Mnenie russkogo grazhdanina
demonstrates, the greatest sanction that threatened a monarch in the case of his
violating the will of the “Russians,” was that he could be loved less. This threat is not
very serious, at first glance, especially since Karamzin calmed down immediately
after his first outburst and spoke very little, suggesting that internal freedom was more
precious to him than the mercy of the monarch. Such a divergence of opinion between
the monarch and his subject (although claiming to be a spokesman of the opinion of
the many himself) regarding this particular question is certainly far from being a
revolution.

However, there is a circumstance that changes the entire issue. As it was
mentioned above, the idea that the good of a monarch and the common good may not
coincide, or may even contradict each other, has been persistently rejected in the text
of the Istoriia. There is, however, an evident objection to Karamzin’s view, namely,

that one can suppose that a monarch is a usurper or, initially being a legitimate ruler,

% Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 369.
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becomes a tyrant. In this case one can assume that to stay in power is good for such a
monarch, but this is evidently not good for the political community. Karamzin
suggests that this assumption is not obviously true. Even such a tyrant, for him, is
better than absence of any ruler, as this absence inevitably leads to public disorder.

Therefore, Karamzin’s view of tyranny is at variance with that of Rousseau.
The latter regards tyranny as a usurpation of power of the “sovereign,” i.e., the
political community. For Rousseau, therefore, the good for a tyrant contradicts the
common good.

The issue is not as simple, however, as it seems to be. It is possible to assume
that the monarch does not understand what is actually good for him. Thus, his
tyrannical behavior is a result of such a misunderstanding. Despite this, his powerful
position is still beneficial for the political community, as he keeps it together and
prevents chaos. His former crimes as a usurper and repressions against particular
individuals do not abolish this simple fact. At the same time, the political community
also can be misled, for example, by factions. Thus, the will of the people, its wish to
get rid of such a tyrant, can be a result of delusion. For example, it can be a result of
agitation of a faction, which intends to put its own leader on the throne instead of a
current tyrant. If one assumes that a political community is corrupted, its members are
not virtuous and, therefore, republican rule is impossible, then tyranny is inevitable.
Therefore, to get rid of one tyrant means only to put the political community in the
condition of a civic war, which could end only when another tyrant would acquire the
throne. The history of Ancient Rome after the death of Caesar gives a classic example

of such a development.
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Therefore, the relationship between Karamzin’s and Rousseau’s views is not a
simple opposition. It is even possible to say, that within the general framework of
Rousseau’s Social Contract Karamzin examines tyranny as the special case wherein
the monarch cannot realize his true interest. In this case the political community has a
choice—to obey or to resist. The “virtuous” (not in a republican sense) Russians in the
time of Grozny, for Karamzin, had enough prudence to keep obedience. The
usurpation of the throne by Boris Godunov created another situation.

Let me, however, postpone this issue until we come to the chapters devoted to
the analysis of the Istoriia, and to focus now on the theoretical sources of Karamzin’s
position. Rousseau and Karamzin have an interesting common reference in the works
of Machiavelli.

Rousseau refers to the Italian thinker in one excerpt which asserts that the will

of the people may not coincide with the common will.>*

The precise meaning of
Rousseau’s statement concerns the division of the people into factions and sects that
may be an impediment for the common will to be revealed during voting, contrary to
the system, where each citizen expresses his individual opinion. The quotation from
the History of Florence by Machiavelli is used to prove the idea of the harmful nature
of “sects.” It is important here, however, to outline the connection between the ideas
of Rousseau and Machiavelli, particularly in regard to republican rule. It is also

important to note one essential fact that in the text of the most significant of

Karamzin’s political works, the Memoir on Ancient and Modern Russia, there is only

*13.-J. Russo (Rousseau), Traktaty, bk. 2, ch. 3 (Moscow: Nauka, 1969), 171. English trans.: Jean
Jacques Rousseau, The Social Contract or Principles of Political Right, trans. G. D. H. Cole (London,
1782), accessed 26 Dec. 2011, http://www.constitution.org/jjr/socon_02.htm#003. Rousseau refers in
the note to: Machiavelli, History of Florence, bk. 7.
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one direct mention of Machiavelli which is not essential, though there are several
hidden quotations in the main portion of the Memoir, where Karamzin wrote to
Alexander I about the reasons of the fall of the “tyrant,” his father, Paul L.

Here is the direct reference to Machiavelli’s The Prince in the text of the
Memoir. It is quoted to demonstrate the conservative outlook of Karamzin, who
prefers old institutions to new ones, and where if new institutions are needed, it is

better to establish them in a way that the people would not notice the difference.

Bce  Myzapele  3akoHOZATenW, INPUHYXKAAeMble  HM3MEHATH  YCTaBBbI
MOJIUTHYECKHE, CTApaINCh KaK MOXHO MEHEee OTXOAWUTh OT cTapbiX. «Eciu
YHUCIO W BJIACTh CAHOBHHKOB HEOOXOMUMO JOJDKHBI OBITh IIepeMEHEHEI,
TOBOPUT YMHBI MakuaBenib, — TO YACPKUTE XOTs UMS UX U1 HapoJa». Msl
MOCTYIIaeM COBCEM MHaue: OCTaBJIAs Belllb, TOHUM HMEHa, JJIs IPOU3BEIeHUS
TOTO € JEHCTBUS BBIMBIILISIEM ApPYyrHe crnocoObl! 3510, K KOTOPOMY MBI
NPUBBIKIIY, JUIsI HAC YyBCTBUTEIBLHO MEHEE HOBOTO, a HOBOMY A00pY Kak-TO
HE BepHTCs. ..

Karamzin’s advice, in reference to the Italian thinker, is confined to a rather
innocent deception of the people, who are conservative and do not like novelties. Let
me note, that the Memoir is addressed to the tsar, rather than to the public. In the
publication, which would be available to a wider audience, Karamzin would hardly
recommend a deception.

Here we can look as well at the hidden quotations from Machiavelli. For
convenience, the texts (Karamzin’s Russian text with its English translation) are put

together in the following table:

%2 Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 406.
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The text of Machiavelli

The text of Karamzin, with translation

the prince must consider ... how to avoid
those things which will make him hated or
contemptible®®

JlBe TpUYHMHBI CIIOCOOCTBYIOT 3arOoBOPaM:
06n1a;1 HeHaesucmbv NN OGH.[CC HeyesasceHue K
practuremo.  (Two  reasons lead to
conspiracy: common hatred and common
disrespect to a monarch.)>

on the side of the conspirator, there is nothing
but fear, jealousy, prospect of punishment to
terrify him; but on the side of the prince there
is the majesty of the principality, the laws, the
protection of friends and the state to defend
him ... For this reason I consider that a prince
ought to reckon conspiracies of little account
when his people hold him in esteem; but when
it is hostile to him, and bears hatred towards
him, he ought to fear everything and
everybody.”

Munux, JlecTok u npyrue He puckHyau 6vi Ha
ACJI0, IMPOTUBHOC COBECTU, YCCTH MU BCEM
ycmaeam  20CyO0apCmeeHHbiM,  €Cii OBl
CBECPIKCHHBIE MU BJIACTUTEIIN ITOJIB30BAJINCH
yeaxcenuem u nobosuio poccusn. (Minikh,
Lestok and others would not have risked for a
cause, which would contradict their
conscience, honor and all state regulations, if
the displaced rulers had been respected and
loved by Russians.)

a prince, so long as he keeps his subjects
united and loyal, ought not to mind the
reproach of cruelty; because with a few
examples he will be more merciful than those
who, through too much mercy, allow
disorders to arise, from which follow murders
or robberies; for these are wont to injure the
whole people, whilst those executions which
originate with a prince offend the individual
only.”’

...0e3Hauanue... y’KacHee CaMoro 3JICUIIero
IMpaBUTECIIA, nod@epza}z onacHocmu  ecex
2pa3fc<)aH, a THUPaH Ka3HUT mMoJlbKO
nexomopuwix. (anarchy ... is more terrible
than a most evil monarch, exposing to danger
all the citizens, while a tyrant executes only
some of them.)*®

There is another direct reference to Machiavelli:

* Mak’iavelli, “Gosudar’,” in Mak’iavelli, Sochineniia istoricheskie i politicheskie. Sochineniia
khudozhestvennye. Pis’ma (Moscow: Pushkinskaia biblioteka, 2004), 109. English translation is taken
from: Niccold Machiavelli, The Prince, ch. 19, translated by W. K. Marriott (London, 1908), accessed
26 Dec. 2011, http://www.constitution.org/mac/prince19.htm.

% Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 397.

% Mak’iavelli, Sochineniia istoricheskie i politicheskie, 110-111; Machiavelli, The Prince, ch. 19,
accessed 26 Dec. 2011, http://www.constitution.org/mac/princel9.htm.

% Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 397.

% Mak’iavelli, Sochineniia istoricheskie i politicheskie, 105; Machiavelli, The Prince, ch. 17, accessed
26 Dec. 2011, http://www.constitution.org/mac/princel7.htm.

%8 Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 396.
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Kro 3HaeT yenoBeveckoe cepaie, COCTaB U JBMKEHHE TPAKIAHCKUX OOIIECTB,
TOT HE YCYMHHUTCSI B HCTHHE CKa3aHHOTO MakuaBellIeM, YTO CTpax ropasio
JICHCTBUTEIbHEE, TOPa3l0 OOBIKHOBEHHEE BCEX HWHBIX MOOYXKACHUW IS
CMEPTHBIX. .. JIFDOUTH JOOPO s €r0 COOCTBEHHBIX MPEIECTEH eCTh ACHCTBUE
BBICIIIEHi HpPAaBCTBEHHOCTH, SBIEHHUS peAxoro B mupe... OOBIKHOBEHHO Xe
JIIOJM COOJTIONIAIOT TMpaBHiia YECTHOCTH, HE CTOJBKO B HAAEKAC MpuoldpecTu
TEM OCOOCHHBIC HEKOTOPbIE BBIBOJIBI, CKOJBKO oOmacasch Bpela,

COIIPSXKEHHOI'O C ABHBIM HApyHICHHUEM l'IpaBI/IJ'I.59

To compare, here is one of the excerpts from The Prince:

whether it be better to be loved than feared or feared than loved? It may be
answered that one should wish to be both, but, because it is difficult to unite
them in one person, is much safer to be feared than loved, when, of the two,
either must be dispensed with. Because this is to be asserted in general of
men, that they are ungrateful, fickle, false, cowardly, covetous ... men have
less scruple in offending one who is beloved than one who is feared, for love
is preserved by the link of obligation which, owing to the baseness of men, is
broken at every opportunity for their advantage; but fear preserves you by a
dread of punishment which never fails.”

Such explicit and subtle references to Machiavelli demonstrate that Karamzin,
similarly to the Italian thinker, proceeds from peculiar political realism. Contrary to
Shcherbatov, who admitted the possibility of the true aristocracy existing (that is, if
not the entire society, the majority, then at least the elite could be virtuous), Karamzin
does not suppose anything of the kind. In Shcherbatov’s terms, the situation, described
by Karamzin, could be characterized as follows. The society is irreversibly
“corrupted,” virtue can be found, but seldom, and a realistic politician cannot rely on
virtuous people, organized in any aristocratic corporation. A benevolent ruler can rely
only on individual subjects. Therefore, there is nothing left but to set hopes on the
coercive force of the state, and this allows controlling those, who put their private

benefits over the common good. Only the ruler who uses tyrannical methods, when it

% 1bid., 429.

% Mak’iavelli, Sochineniia istoricheskie i politicheskie, 104-105; Machiavelli, The Prince, ch. 17,
accessed 26 Dec. 2011, http://www.constitution.org/mac/princel?.htm.
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IS necessary, is capable of making the egoistic individuals act in the interest of the
political community as a whole. At the same time, following Machiavelli, a monarch
should mask his actions in such a way that it would seem as if he is kind and merciful
and executes only offenders. In reality he may deal shortly with everyone, even
innocent people, who may present any danger to his power. But on the surface, a ruler
should as appear to be a model of virtue. Only such behavior, as opposed to an open
tyranny, would allow him to win people’s favor.

In such a case, one may suppose that the thesis of Karamzin is that the good of
a monarch and common good are identical. This thesis, which was proclaimed in the
pages of the Istoriia, is an expression of the hidden polemics that include the
viewpoint of Machiavelli (and Rousseau, who, sharing the idea on tyrannical
tendencies of any monarchical power, also proceeded from the idea of a possible
opposition between the interests of a ruler and the people).

The polemics here appear to be paradoxical, because Karamzin agrees with
Machiavelli in many respects. In particular, he shares the view of the Italian thinker
regarding society in general as corrupted and where, consequently, only a strong ruler,
who is above particular individuals, “sects,” and estate corporations, is capable of
reconciling the opposing interests of particular members of society. On these grounds,
Karamzin proclaims the thesis that the good of the people and the good of a monarch
are identical and, consequently, only a ruler with “an unusual blindness of reason” can
oppose his own interests with the common good. In other words, the interest of his
position (as a carrier of the specific political function) coincides with the interest of

the political community to preserve itself from disintegration. At the same time, a
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particular person, who occupies this position, can be in a state of “blindness,” with the
idea in mind that his personal interests are not the same as the common good. This
resembles Rousseau’s idea, that the general will of the sovereign (the people) is
always right and expresses its true interest, although empirically in a particular
moment the will of the people can be deluded.

By contrast, for Machiavelli, a ruler’s actual interest consists of the
preservation of his power by all means. This is not his “blindness,” as it is for
Karamzin, but a real problem he has to deal with. Therefore, a ruler himself appears to
be not above the “sects,” he himself is one of the parties fighting for power. He is as
corrupted as his subjects, and, therefore, there is nothing, but the concern of his
reputation in the eyes of the people, that inspires him to take care of the “common
good,” contrary to his own intention to usurp entirely (in Rousseau’s terms) the
sovereign power of the people.

The key to Machiavelli’s expression in The Prince, supporting such notions of
a ruler, concerns the justification of a monarch, who has to commit crimes for the sake

of preserving his power.

For this reason a prince ought to take care ... that he may appear to him who
sees and hears him altogether merciful, faithful, humane, upright, and
religious. There is nothing more necessary to appear to have than this last
quality, inasmuch as men judge generally more by the eye than by the hand,
because it belongs to everybody to see you, too few to come in touch with
you. Everyone sees what you appear to be, few really know what you are, and
those few dare not oppose themselves to the opinion of the many, who have
the majesty of the state to defend them; and in the actions of all men, and
especially of princes, which it is not prudent to challenge, one judges by the
result.

For that reason, let a prince have the credit of conquering and holding
his state, the means will always be considered honest, and he will be praised
by everybody because the vulgar are always taken by what a thing seems to
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be and by what comes of it; and in the world there are only the vulgar, for the
few find a place there only when the many have no ground to rest on.*

Thus, Machiavelli, judging from this quote, treats the people skeptically, even
contemptuously. The latter tends to become attracted by apparent success, without
asking, by what price it has been accomplished. Certainly, there is a minority, yet no
one would listen to it, while the “vulgar” would keep their loyalty to the prince.

On the other hand, such an expression (“in the world there are only the
vulgar”) looks more like an emotional exaggeration, rather than a rationally weighted
judgment. Moreover, Machiavelli further speaks of “minority” as more perspicacious,
than “the vulgar.” There is “no place” for it, but this is not the same as asserting the
absence of this minority; it is more likely, that Machiavelli expresses sadness because
of the lack of influence of this reasonable part of society in the course of events. But
does it always happen exactly in this way?

An excerpt from another of Machiavelli’s treatises, the Discourses Upon the
First Ten Books of Titus Livy, demonstrates that the Italian thinker does not always
have such a misanthropic mood. The choice between the “required tyranny,”
described in The Prince, and the more free structure of society depends on (quite
predictably) a moral condition of this society. If the morals are corrupted, tyranny is
inevitable; however, if several preserve virtue, a free republic or at least a kind of a
mixed government is possible. However, in order to introduce such a rule after a
tyranny, a support of these virtuous few from above is necessary. Is it possible to

obtain such a virtuous ruler and to restore a free form of government after the period

81 Mak’iavelli, Sochineniia istoricheskie i politicheskie, 108; Machiavelli, The Prince, ch. 18, accessed
26 Dec. 2011, http://www.constitution.org/mac/princel8.htm.
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of tyranny? Machiavelli asks a question and gives quite an uncertain answer. The

question is formulated as follows:

whether a free State can be maintained in a City that is corrupted, or, if there
had not been one, to be able to establish one. On this matter | say that it is
very difficult to do either one or the other: and although it is almost
impossible to give rules (because it will be necessary to proceed according to
the degrees of corruption), none the less, as it is well to discuss everything, |
do not want to omit this.*

After a chain of arguments, illustrated by the examples from Roman history,
which | omit here, Machiavelli comes to the following conclusion:

From all the things written above, arises the difficulty or impossibility of

maintaining a Republic in a City that has become corrupted, or to establish it

there anew. And even if it should have to be created or maintained, it would

be necessary to reduce it more to a Royal State (Monarchy) than to a Popular

State (Republic), so that those men who because of their insolence cannot be

controlled by laws, should be restrained by a Power almost Regal. And to

want to make them become good by other means would be either a most cruel

enterprise or entirely impossible...*

As it is possible to assume, Karamzin, who was very familiar with
Machiavelli’s texts and quoted them in his Memoir was reasoning in the same way.
This can be proved by a number of Karamzin’s articles, written in the period from
1802 to 1803 and devoted to the events in France. According to the analysis of Yurii
Lotman, the admiration for the “first consul” Bonaparte, which later on gave way to a

certain disappointment (he did not prove himself Timoleon, who had restored the

order and refused from the power immediately) may clarify Karamzin’s understanding

62 Mak’iavelli, “Rassuzhdeniia o pervoi decade Tita Livia,” in Sochineniia istoricheskie i politicheskie,
185; Machiavelli, Discourses upon the First Ten Books of Titus Livy, bk. 1, ch. 18, accessed 26 Dec.
2011, http://www.constitution.org/mac/disclivyl.htm#1:18.

% bid., 188.



http://www.constitution.org/mac/disclivy1.htm#1:18

CEU eTD Collection

222

of autocracy as strong, unrestricted power, yet relying on popular support.** If one
would suppose that Karamzin comprehended autocracy by analogy with such a
national dictatorship, then “autocracy” for Karamzin would not mean the usurpation
of power, but rather an extreme case of governing, based on a “social contract” in
Rousseau’s sense, when all might and “terror” of power is concentrated in one man,
personifying the “general will” in his actions. Conversely, the distribution of power
among a multitude of institutions, in accordance with Montesquieu’s
recommendations, would lead to the struggle of these institutions with each other; and
in a corrupted state it would become a prologue of revolution and the forthcoming
anarchy. Such a benevolent dictatorship is required because the society is in the
condition of moral corruption; therefore it is necessary to compensate this corruption
somehow. Moreover, it is supposed that the degradation of the society has been not
yet developed to such an extent that it would be impossible to restore it. An
“autocratic” monarch, in this case, is a savior of the society from its own corruption,
relying on a virtuous and reasonable minority. In a corrupted society, where the
“vulgar” prevail, there is “no place” for such a virtuous minority, but in the case of
“dictatorship” such a “place for virtue” can appear, due to the efforts of a virtuous
monarch.

However, one should take into account, that, according to Machiavelli, it is
very unlikely for such a “virtuous monarch” to appear. The Italian thinker describes

the following dilemma:

® Yurii Lotman, Sotvorenie Karamzina (Moscow: Kniga, 1987), 282—287.
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because these institutions when they are suddenly discovered no longer to be
good have to be changed either completely, or little by little as each (defect) is
known, I say that both of these two courses are almost impossible. For in the
case of wanting to change little by little a prudent man is required who sees
this evil from a distance and at its beginning. It is easily probable that no one
such as these springs up in a City: and even if one should spring up he is
never able to persuade others of that which he intends; for men living in one
manner, do not want to change, and the more so as they do not see the evil
face to face, but being shown to them as (mere) conjecture.

As to changing these institutions all at once when everyone
recognizes they are not good, | say that the defect which is easily recognized
is difficult to correct, for to do this it is not enough to use ordinary means, as
ordinary means are bad, but it is necessary to come to the extraordinary, such
as violence and arms, and before anything else to become Prince of that City,
and to be able to dispose of it as he pleases. And as the re-organization of the
political life of a City presupposes a good man, and the becoming of a Prince
of a Republic by violence presupposes a bad man; for because of this it will
be found that it rarely happens that a (good) men wants to become Prince
through bad means, even though his objectives be good; or that a bad one,
having become Prince, wants to work for good [italics mine—V. R.] and that
it should enter his mind to use for good that authority which he had acquired
by evil means.®

We will see later that here one can find exactly the problem which Karamzin
deals with writing on Boris Godunov, who acquired power “though bad means” and in
accordance with Karamzin’s view wanted “to work for good.” For Machiavelli it
happens “rarely,” but it is nevertheless possible. Once again one can see that
Karamzin takes this extreme (for Machiavelli, as earlier for Rousseau) case and tries
to explore it more attentively.

It is notable, that the idea of the Discourses quoted above provoked comments
of a British thinker, Bolingbroke, who had partially followed the same path of
reasoning as Karamzin. | do not have direct evidence that Karamzin was familiar with

the works of the British thinker (although one cannot exclude such possibility),

% Mak’iavelli, Sochineniia istoricheskie i politicheskie, 187—188; Machiavelli, Discourses, bk. 1, ch.
18.
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therefore rather than a direct reception, one can surely speak only of a resemblance of
the logic, caused by some similarity of the problems that both thinkers tried to resolve.
In his The Idea of a Patriot King Bolingbroke renders the essence of

Machiavelli’s reasoning in the following way:

Machiavelli has treated, in the discourses before cited, this question,
“whether, when the people are grown corrupt, a free government can be
maintained if they enjoy it; or established, if they enjoy it not?” And for the
whole matter he concludes for the difficulty, or rather the impossibility, of
succeeding in either case ... from thence he concludes, that a free
commonwealth can neither be maintained by a corrupt people, nor be
established among them. But he adds, that, “if this can possibly be done, it
must be done by drawing the constitution to the monarchical form of
government” ... “That a corrupt people, whom law cannot correct, may be
restrained and corrected by a kingly power.” ... aristocratical and
democratical powers ... are made up of different parts, and are apt to be
disjointed by the shocks to which they are exposed: but a free monarchical
government is more compact, because there is a part the more that keeps, like
the key-stone of a vault, the whole building together ... A corrupt
commonwealth remains without remedy, though all the orders and forms of it
subsist: a free monarchical government cannot remain absolutely so, as long
as the orders and forms of the constitution subsist. These, alone, are indeed
nothing more that the dead letter of freedom, or masks of liberty ... But a king
can, easily to himself and without violence to his people, renew the spirit of
liberty in their minds, quicken this dead letter, and pull off this mask.®

From the skeptical and quite pessimistic reasoning of Machiavelli, the British
thinker draws rather optimistic conclusions. At the same time he relies on the notion
of the “ancient constitution” of England, which the King-Patriot can revive, having
brought into its dead forms the spirit of actual freedom.

It is doubtful, of course, that one can think about any ancient constitution in

the case of Russia. Nevertheless, in Karamzin’s reasoning there are also present

% Bolingbrok, “Ideia o korole-patriote,” in Pis ‘ma ob izuchenii i pol ze istorii (Moscow: Nauka, 1978),
220-221. The original English text is taken from: The Works of the Late Right Honourable Henry St.
John, Lord Viscount Bolingbroke, vol. 4 (London, 1809), 269-271, accessed on 26 Dec. 2011,
http://books.google.ru/books?id=M3QNAAAAIAAJ&printsec=frontcover&dg=editions:06t ySBgx8V
63M&Ir=&redir_esc=y#v=onepage&g&f=false.
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motives, which are close to those of Bolingbroke. The difference is, however, that
while Bolingbroke writes on “free monarchical rule,” opposing it to corrupted
aristocracy, on the one hand, and tyranny, on the other hand, Karamzin writes only on
“virtuous monarchy.” Thus, the tyranny of Paul I is opposed to the reign of Catherine
I1, and Karamzin argues that a certain spirit of indignation against abuses of despotism

prevailed in society in both of the capitals:

Kakoii-To nyx HCKpeHHero OpaTcTBa TOCIHOACTBOBAT B CTOJMIAX; oOIice
OencTBue COMMKANO cepilla, W BEIMKOAYIIHOE OCTEPBEHEHHE NpPOTUB
37I0yNOTpeOIeHUI BIIACTH 3arilylaio TOJOC JHYHOH OCTOPOXKHOCTH. Bor
neiictBue ExareprHUHA YEOBEKOIIOOWBOIO IAPCTBOBAHUS: OHO HE MOTIIO
ObITh HMCTpeOeHO B 4eThipe roja [laBmoBa M J0Ka3bIBajO, YTO MBI OBLIH

HOCTOﬁHbI HUMETL IPABUTCIBCTBO MYAPOEC, 3aKOHHOC, OCHOBAHHOC Ha

Cl'IpaBe,I[J'II/IBOCTI/I.67

In other words, instead of Bolingbroke’s idea of a possible restoration of the
“free monarchy,” based on the notion of “ancient constitution,” Karamzin writes about
the revival of a “philanthropic reign”—an idealized image of Catherine’s rule. Thus,
he replaces Machiavelli’s “free rule,” which is difficult to restore, with a new notion
of “benevolent autocracy,” which has to pursue the interests of the people and to listen
to the “common opinion.” Considering such a replacement, the tyrannical rule is
incompatible with the spirit of the “free,” in Karamzin’s sense, society, which is
accustomed to the practice, in accordance with which its opinion has to be taken into
consideration by the autocrat. Therefore a new ruler, using dictatorial methods against
the corrupted surrounding of the previous monarch, may, nevertheless become a
restorer of a relative “freedom” for a healthy part of society. On such a freedom (that

is the right of society to express its opinion to a monarch, who should take this

87 Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 396.
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opinion into account, if he does not want to lose the love of his subjects) Karamzin
speaks in his Mnenie russkogo grazhdanina, describing the indignation of the
“Russians” by the plans to assign some “West Russian” provinces to the Kingdom of

Poland.

...51 caplmry pyccKHMX M 3HAIO MX: MBI JIMIIMINCH OBl HE TOJIBKO MPEKPACHBIX
obmacteil, HO M JIOOBM K 1apio... Bel u Torga mmenu Obl MHHHCTPOB,
TCHEPaJIOB: HO OHHM CIYXWIH Obl HE OTEYECTBY, a CAMHCTBEHHO CBOHMM
JUYHBIM BBITOJIaM, KaK HAEMHUKH, KaK UCTUHHBIE paOsl... A Bpl, rocynmaps,
THyIIAeTeCh PAbCTBOM U XOTHTE JaTh HaM cBoGoIy! *

b

Thus, Karamzin also has a notion of “free monarchy,” suggesting that a
monarch governs relying on the public opinion of “Russians,” taking into account the
wishes of his subjects. Owing this, the latter, do not perceive themselves as slaves, but
rather as free, who serve not to a monarch, but rather a Fatherland. Tyranny destroys
this feeling of freedom; a true monarchy restores it. In this sense it is possible to speak
of a similarity in the logic of Karamzin and Bolingbroke. The latter begins with
Machiavelli’s idea and suggests the notion of a Patriot King who is able to overcome
corruption which is threatening to destroy the British monarchy.

It is obvious, that the British understanding of corruption (as first of all,
bribing of the members of parliament by the Royal administration) is different from

the one Karamzin writes about. But here too, one can find a certain analogy. This is

how Bolingbroke describes the consequences of the reign of a “bad” king:

if the precedent reign was has been bad, we know how he will find the court
composed. The men in power will be some of those adventurers, busy and
bold, who thrust and crowd themselves early into the intrigue of party and the
management of affairs of state, often without true ability, always without true
ambition, or even the appearances of virtue: who mean nothing more than

% 1hid., 438.
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what is called making a fortune, the acquisition of wealth to satisfy vanity.
Such as these are sure to be employed by a weak, or a wicked king: they
impose on the first, and are chosen by the last. Nor is it marvelous that they
are so, since every other want is supplied in them by the want of good
principles and a good conscience; and since these defects become ministerial
perfections, in a reign when measures are pursued and designs carried on that
every honest man will disapprove.*®

Here Bolingbroke writes about those grandees who serve for the sake of their
own benefits, as “hirelings, as true slaves”—these are those, who Karamzin describes
in the Mnenie russkogo grazhdanina. But even Peter, who in accordance with
Karamzin was a great ruler, although he had committed important mistakes, has also

left after his death a rather poor composition of grandees:

HecmoTpst Ha ero dynecHyro OeSTeNbHOCTb, OH MHOI'O OCTAaBUJI HCIIOJHUTH
CBOMM INpPEeEeMHHUKAM, HO MEHBIIMKOB AyMajl €IUHCTBEHHO O IMOJb3€ CBOErO
Bractomobust; takke u Jonropykue... Jonropykne n ['oMUIBIHEL XOTEenn
BUJIETh Ha TmpecTosie cnabyl TeHb MOHapxa... 3aMbICbl JEp3Kue U
Manoxymraeie! [lurmen ciopuiiv 0 HacIeaH BETUKaHa.

ApucTtokparus, onurapxus ryoumnu otedectBo... CamopepikaBue
C/IETTATIOCh HEOOXOAMMEe MPEKHEro TS OXPAHEHHS MOPS/IKA. ..

Thus, with all the difference in the meaning of the word “corruption” regarding
Britain and Russia, both authors speak of one and the same phenomenon—of the
attempts of the representatives of the elite to pursue their private interests at the
expense of the common good. Hence we can understand the desire to see on the throne
a virtuous, and more importantly, strong ruler, who, relying on the support of the
people, would banish evil grandees and bring virtuous advisers closer to himself.

Considering such parallelism in the course of reasoning of Bolingbroke and

Karamzin, we may better understand the description of the first years of the reign of

% Bolingbrok, Pis’ma ob izuchenii i pol’ze istorii, 223; and The Works of the Late Right Honourable
Henry St. John, Lord Viscount Bolingbroke, vol. 4, 274-275.

" Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 391.
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Grozny as they are represented in the eighth volume of Karamzin’s Istoriia. This will
be the main topic of the next chapter, but at the moment, as a conclusion, | would like
to underline, that the content of this volume of the Istoriia can be regarded as
Karamzin’s attempt to answer Machiavelli’s doubts about the possibility of the

restoration of a certain “freedom” within a corrupted society.
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CHAPTER 3: THE ACCESSION TO POWER
OF IVAN THE TERRIBLE
IN SHCHERBATOV’S ISTORIIA ROSSIISKAIA AND

KARAMZIN’S ISTORIIA GOSUDARSTVA ROSSIISKAGO

§3.1 Shcherbatov: The Reasons for the Choice of Tyranny

by Ivan the Terrible

The reign of lvan the Terrible was divided by Shcherbatov into two volumes. The
landmark between the two is the annexation of Astrakhan. The idea of such a
separation was caused by the necessity of dividing the narrative into approximately
equal parts in accordance with the chronological principle, but, besides all that the
highest point of the entire narration should be somewhere on the border between the
two volumes. The existence of this highest point is connected with the idea that the
history of Ivan the Terrible appears as the interaction of two opposite processes, each
of which may be described by the opposition of two characteristics. The first process
represents an evolution from weak to strong reign, where the weakness signifies the
inability of the central power to hold the grandees’ lust for power, whereas the strong
reign subjects them and makes them loyal. The second process is a gradual corruption
of the character of the tsar, under the influence of autocracy, from mercy to cruelty, to

loss of virtue. Both extremes, the weak though merciful reign in the beginning of the
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narrative and the strong yet cruel reign approaching terror in the end, are highly
disadvantageous for the subjects. And on the contrary, the equilibrium of these
processes, accomplished in the middle of the narrative, when the sufficiently strict and
strong, but at the same time still merciful and fair reign provides the subjects
favorable conditions for their existence. Thus, the entire narrative is organized as an
oscillation of the pendulum from one extreme point to the other, so that the
culmination is achieved in the middle at a point of equilibrium.

On the level of the interaction between the actors it is possible to single out the
following major forces: Firstly, the tsar himself, whose character is changing in the
course of the narrative as his major vice, cruelty, develops. Secondly, boyars and
princes in the environment of the tsar, who fight for power. The boyars are power-
seeking, but at the same time, they represent a foothold for the state, and in favorable
conditions they display civic courage, repelling the enemy. Their loyalty depends on
the strength of administration, under the weak governance they are apt to mutiny and
the abuse of their position of authority at the expense of the nobility and the people.
Thirdly, the actors are the nobility and the people, who play, to a large extent, a
passive role. They do not as much act as independent actors, as react to the actions of
the previous two. For example, they show their happiness at the occasion of military
victories, or their suffering at the activity of the grandees.

The sequence of events in the first part may be divided into several stages:

1) The infancy of the monarch. The Elena Glinskaia’s reign. The question

of the legitimacy of Ivan the Terrible as an heir.

2) The reign of boyars. Discords.
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3) The capture of power. First executions.

4) The marriage. Fire. The murder of Glinskii. The suppression of the

unrest.

5) The beginning of war against Kazan. The annexation of Kazan. The

triumph.

6) The disease. The revolt of boyars occasioned by the succession issue.

7) The pilgrimage. Maxim Grek and Toporkov.

8) The best period of the reign. The Code of Law. Apotheosis. The

annexation of Astrakhan.

The major problem in the first volume is the establishment of a proper
relationship between the tsar and the subjects. Consequently, Maxim Grek and
Toporkov personify the ideas of right and wrong governance, the advice of Toporkov
and lvan’s taking of this advice foreshadows future troubles. At the same time,
merciful governance without strength is regarded as disadvantageous for subjects as
well leading to boyar discords. Finding a point of equilibrium between mercy and
fear, which would allow providing for the loyalty of subjects and directing their
efforts toward the common wealth, is the main problem of the first part of the work.
Ivan the Terrible manages to solve the latter, but unintentionally, due to a favorable
concurrence of circumstances. On the one hand, he simply grows up, which, along
with his talents for governing, enables the growth of the power of governance. On the
other hand, the destructive sides of his character have not yet developed, and he has
not sufficiently strengthened his authority to use executions without the concern of

provoking open resistance in return. Thus, he has to restrain himself, though the
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tension grows gradually, breaking through at times in reckless and poorly motivated
executions. He is restrained, however, by the strength and consolidation of the
grandees and the church, and has to grant mercy, though he bears anger. Thus, the
point of equilibrium is reached not due to the fairness of the character of the ruler, but
rather because of the structure of the political system, with an internal tension of
opposing forces. But this situation is similar to a stretched spring, which would
inevitably begin to shorten under favorable conditions.

Let us consider each of the stages of the narrative in a consecutive order:

The significance of Elena Glinskaia (a female reign, which makes an analogy
with the reign of Catherine II) is resumed in characteristics of her “custom” in the end

of the respective section (of the chapter).

...oHa ObUla J>KEHa TOJIb OONIMPHOTO pa3yMa, CKOJIb HEYMEPEHHOIO
yecTono0us. .. VickycHa Obliia 00y3/bIBaTh TOPIOCTh U YECTOJIO0HE 0osp. ..
XOTs HE BHIHO B HEW JyXy MYYHUTEIHLCKOIO M KaJHAro K KPOBH... OJHAKO
BUJIHO, YTO HE CTPANIMIACh OHA MPECTYIUICHHWH, €CIH OHH MOIJH €€ [0
JKeJlaeMaro ek KOHIIA JOBECTH... Bo BHYTpEHHHUE Jiefia TOCYAapCKUe BXOIUTh
HEMPUCTOMHO MCTOPHHM THCATENIO, HO €CITH TO MPaB/a, Kak MHOTHE MTHCATENN
ee OOBHMHSIOT B JIFOOOCTPACTHH, TO BHIHO, YTO OHAa B CEM Cilydae, yCTyIas
CBOECH CKJIOHHOCTH, JaBaJia TOJIb 3JIHUIIHIOK BJIACTh JIOOMMILY CBOEMY... YTO
HOCTYIIOK €ro pa3IpaXkusl BceX 00sip Ha HEro, M YTO HaKOHEI[ OT camaro Cero
MpeTepriesl HECUaCTHE; a MOCTYIMOK €ro, OropYarNuil Ipyrux 00sp, KOHEUHO
HE MOT HETATOCTEH M HAPO/Ty ObITh.

It is worth comparing this characterization with the way in which Catherine 11

was portrayed in the treatise On the Corruption of Morals in Russia.

He moxno CKa3aThb, 4TOOBI OHA HE ObLIA KaueCTBaMU ,I[OCTOfIHa OpaBUTH TOJIb
BEJIUKOM HMHepHefI, €CJIM KCHIIMHA BO3MOXKCET IIOAHATH CHC HUT0, U CCTIIN

! Mikhail Shcherbatov, Istoriia rossiiskaia ot drevneishikh vremen, vol. 5, pt. 1 (St. Petersburg, 1903),
col. 139-140.
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OJTHMX KAa4eCTB JIOBOJBHO JUJISI CEro BBINIHETO CaHy... €€ IMOPOKH CYTh:
000CTPaCcTHA U COBCEM BBEPSIOMIASICS CBOMM JIFOOMMITAM. ..

A general feature here is an excessive trust in favorites, which Shcherbatov is
inclined to attribute as a feature of female nature.

Generally, the rulers’ defiance of the norms of Christian moral in the sphere of
relationships between sexes creates, in Shcherbatov’s opinion, the problem of
legitimacy in the beginning of many reigns, which becomes ever worse under
autocratic rule because the lack of a strict law of succession to the throne. In this case,
during the infancy of a ruler there inevitably emerges a situation of struggle for power,
involving the grandees, who take part in it instead of being concerned with the
common good. In the case of Ivan the Terrible, a negative effect was exerted by the
divorce of Vasilii Il from his first wife and his new marriage with Elena Glinskaia,
which was illegitimate according to Christian norms. Here Shcherbatov relies on the
narrative by Kurbskii, whose father suffered for his opposition against this marriage.
Kurbskii himself considers this to have been one of the reasons of lvan the Terrible’s
moral lapse. Without accepting this version entirely, Shcherbatov assumes that it
reflects the mood of boyars, who did not recognize the absolute legitimacy of Ivan IV.
According to this interpretation of the events, Ivan’s right of succession to the throne
itself does not ensure the strength of his power. He finds himself in the position of
Machiavelli’s ruler, struggling for maintaining his power, and having to resort to strict

measures against those who may threaten it.

2 O povrezdenii nravov v Rossii kniazia M. Shcherbatova i puteshestvie A. Radishcheva (Moscow:
Nauka, 1985), 119; Antony Lentin, ed., Prince M.M. Shcherbatov: On the Corruption of Morals in
Russia (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1969), 235.
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It is such a development of the events, rather than Ivan’s natural cruelty, that
conditions his first executions — particularly, the reprisal against Andrei Mikhailovich
Shuiskii. In this case, Shcherbatov depicts the action of the tsar as forced by necessity,
and the demonstrative terror, in his interpretation, appears to be inevitable. But at the
same time, the way of bringing about the execution evokes the moral condemnation of

the historian.

...He Mory s 6e3 y)xaca BO33PUTh Ha CHE NEPBOEC OKa3aHHE CaMOJCpP)KaBUs
Benukoro kHs3s Moanna BacunbeBnya, B KOTOpOM OOSpHH UMEHUTHIN 0e3
cyna, 0e3 TOJHKHATO UCCIICOBAHMUS. .. IKO Pa300HHIMUECKUM HamaeHueM ObLI
yOueHn. OCTaToK >KH3HH CEro rocynaps JOKaXeT HaM MPEKJIOHHOCTh €ro K
JKECTOKOCTH, a Cel MOCTYHNOK HaM JI0Ka3yeT, 4Tro Oosipe, mpeObiBas BO
BCETJAITHUX BpaXXKJaX MEXKAy cOO0I0 M B IPOMCKAX YMHOXKUTH CBOIO BIIACTh U
CHIIy, HE PaJlyId O €ro BOCIMTAaHWM M HE BHYIIAIM €My, 4To Med oT bora
BpY4EH caMmojepKLaM He AJisi 6e3pa3CyAHaro ynorpeOyeHHUs,, HO TOKMO Uist
HaKa3aHWA... ¥ 9YTO rOCyJaph JOJDKEH OBITh CKOP JKaloBaTh, HO METUTEIICH
Kapars.’

Here the autocratic cruelty of lvan the Terrible is explained by his bad
upbringing, which he acquired from incautious boyars.

Besides, cruelty appears to be essential as a kind of compensatory mechanism
for a weak reign. Thus, ascribing the execution of Aphanasii Buturlin to his impudent

words, Shcherbatov notes:

OnacHO TOAJAHHOMY M B CaMOH CHPaBEVIMBOCTH JEP3KO TPOTHUBY
caMoJIepKaBHaro rocyAapsi TOBOPUTh; HO CHsI ONACHOCTh €CTh €IIe BALIIIAs,
€CJIM TaKus AEp3KUE CJIOBA BO BpeMs CJ1abaro MpaBieHUsl NIPOUCXOIAT, U0
TOrla TOCyAapb CIpPaBEAJIMBO MOXET OIAcaThCsi, YTOObl CHUHM CJIOBA CaMbIM
JeicTBUEM HE YYMHHMIHMCH. Tem Oonee OTMIIAsi CBOIO c€lIa0OCTh, HEXKEIH
HAKa3ys Jep30CTh ByTypinHa, MOBeNeN BeMKMil KHA3b ype3aTh eMy A3bIK. ..

® Shcherbatov, Istoriia rossiiskaia, vol. 5, pt. 1, col. 204.
*bid., col. 215.



CEU eTD Collection

235

At this stage of the development of his character Ivan still holds his anger and
sometimes grants forgiveness to those guilty.” Yet, it is possible to see that there
already emerged a theme of “favorites,” who, following their egoistic motives, push

him to greater cruelty.

VikacHbIN MPUMEP CaMOBIACTHS TIOKa3ysl, MYXeH 3aCITy)KCHHbBIX, TOYTCHHBIX
y)K€ TEpPBBIMH CaHaMH TOCYJIapCTBa... MO CAUMHOMY OOBSBICHHIO JIbsKA,
CBOCT0 JIIOOMMIIA, MOXKET CTaThCs, UMEIOIIET0 HEKOTOPYIO BpaXKdy, HIIH
COOCTBEHHO Il CBOMX MPHOBITKOB KEJIAOIIAr0 HECUYACTUS MX, rOCyaaph —
rocyJiapb XpHCTHAHCKHUH... 0e3 cyma, 0e3 oOnuyeHHs, U Oojiee IMOYTH 3a
IMMPEIKHUEC MPOIICHHBIA, HECKEJIN 3a HACTOANIN A, BUHBI ) KU3HU J'II/IHII/IJ'I.6

The most impressive expression of Ivan the Terrible’s weakness in the first
period of his reign was the Moscow unrest of 1548, which broke out due to a
devastating fire. The people blamed the tsar’s relatives along his mother’s line for this
fire, and as a result Yuri Glinskii was killed by a mob. Shcherbatov assumes that the
people are incapable of taking the initiative, and if unrest has taken place, it was
because of the intrigues of the grandees, who spread the gossip of witchcraft. Anyway,
the unrest and the murder took place, but they were not punished immediately, due to

the weakness of government.

...O0CTaBaJlach TOJNHKas clabocTh B TPABICHUM TIOCIIE MAJIOJIETCTBA Iapsi
WNoanna BacuibeBnya i, Jiydiie cKaszaTh, Jep30CTb B HAPOJIE, YTO B TPETHH
JeHb TIIocie cero yOHMBCTBAa... HAapoJ Hayal coOHMparbcsi TOJNMaMU |
BO3MYTHUTEJIFHBIM 00pa3oM morren B ceiao BopoObeBo, e Toraa rocynaphb
npeOsIBatl, TpeOys BBIAYN UM Cei KHATHHH | THHCKOM. . .

Becbma Ob1 Onaropa3symHee OBUIO CHIE€IaHO, €CIHM OBI... JMEP30CTh U
npecTyIuieHre yOuBIeB ObIJI0 HAaKa3aHo; HO, KaK CHE HE YYWHEHO, TO HE MOT'Y
A npunucaTb CHEC K HHOMY, KaK K HEKOTOPBIM HTOJIMTUYCCKUM
00CTOsITENBCTBAM. .. SIBIIS€TCS MO BBHILIENMCAHHOMY, 4TO, KAaK MHOTHE 0osipe
ObUIM YYacTHHKM CEro IpecTYIUIeHUs, MOXeT cTaTtbes, uapb HMoann
BacuiabpeBnu ormacajics Kakoro BAIOIOIAro CMYHICHUSA WA BayKHEHIaro

% Ibid., col. 217.
® Ibid., col. 228.
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3aroBopa; W TaKo, OCTaBJsisi ceMy OYHCTBY HapOJHOMY cCamoMy COOOI0
YKPOTHTBCSI, JOBOJNLCTBOBAJICS B3ATh TOKMO HYXHBISI OCTOPOKHOCTH, TaObI
ocoby cBoro Oe3omacHy yuyuHHTh. Ho, Kora yke HapoJ... BOSMYTHTEIbHBIM
o0pa3oM Jiep3HyJl NPUTTH B MECTO TNpeOBIBAaHUS IApCKaro, Torjaa cei
rocyJaph, ¢ MPUPOBI HpaBa ropsyaro, He MOT yXKe YIAepKaThCsl, 4TOOBI BCETo
031100JIEHUSI  CBOETO HE IOKa3aTh... DBOWHBI... BOOpYXEHHbIE Ha
HEBOOPYKCHHBIX OPOCWINCH; TPAXKIaHCKask KPOBb HE TI0 MEPE MPECTYILICHUS,
HO 10 POKY, KTO UMEIl HEIIACTHE O] OPY>KUE TIOMACTLCS, TIOTEKIIA PYYbIMU;
JIep30CTh HapogHas oOpaTtuiach B poOOCTh... CuM 00pa3oM yCIIOKOEH OBLI
Hapoj, He 0e3 JOBOJBHArO MPOJIMTHS KPOBU, HO O€3 CHICKAaHHUSA, KTO OBbLI
HAYIIATENb U HAYAJI0 TAKOBOMY JEpP3KOMY IIOCTYIIKY.

Thus, a weak reign, according to Shcherbatov, appears to be exposed not only
to conspiracies, but also the possibility of popular unrests, which appear to be
dangerous not only for the ruler, but to subjects as well as they lead to numerous
casualties. The reason for such unrest appears to be intrigues of grandees, who fight
for power, involving the people in this struggle as well. Shcherbatov blames the
attempts of the ruler’s “favorites” to gain popularity among the people. Concerning

Glinskis he writes the following:

...CaMbIil YepHBIA HApOJ MX HEHaBHUJEN 3a TO, YTO [ JIMHCKUE, AyMasi, MOXKET
CTaThCs, MPUOOpecTH cede MOO00Bh OT YEPHAro Hapojaa, HEKOMM OKa3bIBAIIU
BEJIMKUS MHJIOCTH, U KakK Te, OOHaJesACs Ha MX 3allUTy, TpaOuiu Ipyrux u
JieJlajii HarjJoCTH, TO HE YNHWIM UM HaKa3aHUs; HE MPOHUKAJIO JIA JI0 HUX BCE
BEJIMYECTBO TAKUX HATJIOCTEH, WM CUM MOCTYNKOM MHWJIM HEKOTOPYIO YacTh
W3 4YepHaro Hapoja cebe MoOpoXKeNaTeNbHBIM CJeNlaTh, He pa3CyXKias, 4To
HEMpPABOCYJIHOE 3allUIIeHUE, YYMHEHHOE OJHOMY, MHOTHUX, HE€ TOJbKO
TEPISIIUX OT TOr'0, OTOPYAao, HO M JPYTHX, OXKHUAAIOIUX ce0e TaKOBBIS XKe
CYIILOMHBI, TaK, U IPHU CEM HY)KHOM CITydae He HaIlelICsl HU eIUHBIN, KTO OBl B
3aMIUIIEHUE UX BOCCTA. ..

Thus, the actions of boyars, attempting to achieve popularity by providing

privileges to their adherents, led only to the emerging of “parties.” Moreover, their

" 1bid., col. 250-251.
8 1bid., col. 248.
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adversaries and competitors were also capable of creating such parties and the

presence of such adversaries along with the presence of “favorites” was inevitable.

JIroOmMIIBI TOCyapeBsl BCeTa UMEIOT y ce0sl JOBOJIBHO BParoB, KOTOPBIE HE
VIIYCKAIOT XBaTaTh BCAKHUE CIIy4au, 1a0bl UX Hory61/m>.9

Thus, weak rule leads to internal discord and violent action involving the
people. At the same time, cruelty, being itself an expression of weakness in governing,
cannot be a medicine against this disease: it may suppress unrest only temporally, but
not eliminate its causes. In order to restrain grandees, a wise ruler, according to
Shcherbatov, must use another practice, combining strictness with mercy. While

young lvan the Terrible was capable of such behavior:

Laps Moann BacunbeBud, X0TsI OT MIPUPOIBI JOBOJIBHO KECTOK OBLI, OJTHAKO
B TIEPBBIC TOJABI CBOErO I[APCTBOBAHMS JIIOOWJ WMHOIZA CHHCXOJIUTh Ha
MpOCKOBl ONMKHUX €My CaHOBHUKOB, pa3OWparb BHHBI, II0 KaKUM
moOy>KJIEHUSIM OHW YYUHEHBI, 1 MHUJIOCTA K BUHOBHBIM SIBJIATH — TIOJUTHKA JIN
TO ObLJIa, WJIH €I BBIIIHUN CaH HE TIOBPEIMII €T0 cep,uua.10

Such proper behavior toward his close associates assures, according to
Shcherbatov, solidity of power and allows the strengthening of the position of the state
regarding its neighbors. In particular, the attack on Kazan was possible, according to

Shcherbatov:

Bpewms1, kak rocynapro, Tak M COBETY €ro Ka3ajloch K ceMy yaoOHO: nbo...
caMBbIid Hapoa paBHO CTPOroCTAMU U MHUJIOCTAMH, OKa3aHHBIMHU TOCydapeMm, C
TIOKOEM M B COBEPIICHHOM ITOBUHOBEHHH HPABUTEILCTBY Obin. '

Here the idea of equilibrium of strictness and mercy is emphasized.

® Ibid., col. 247.
19 1hid., col. 254-255.
1 1bid., col. 255.
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But, along with this, Ivan, according to Shcherbatov, used other devices to
enforce the legitimacy of his power as well. In particular, he made an effort to look

virtuous in the eyes of the people.

[IpaBs ¢ HEYCBHITHBIM MOIIEYEHHEM CaM COOOI0 TOCYAAapCTBOM, IPEKJIOHUB K
I00py TOpAOCTh OOSPCKYl0, HO HE YHU3S HX HH CaHOB, HH pOJIOB;
pacrpocTupas CBO€ OpYXXKHE B OKPYXKHBIE CTpPaHbl, M TPENOXPaHss CBOU
TpaHULbl OT BCAKAaro BPa)KECKaro HALIECTBHUS, - BCEM CHM CTapaycsi Lapb
Noann BacunbeBud Ha cepuax HapOJHBIX BJIACTh CBOK yTBepAUTh. Ho eme
MOKa3aHUEM CBOEro HaboXus M padeHusi o Onarojenuu boxuux nepksei
XOTeNl TOKa3aTh NPUBSI3aHHOMY TOTAA IOXBaJIbHBIM 0O0pa3oM K 3akoHy
HapoAy, 4TO OH He MeHee OOro0OsS3HEH, KOJNb TPYIOTIOOMB M TIIATENIeH O
TOJIb3€ CBOErO TOCyaapcTBa.

Advice toward looking virtuous may be found in The Prince by Machiavelli.
There are no direct references to the treatise of the Italian thinker in Shcherbatov’s
text, yet we might assume that he had knowledge of the text.

It is also important to note the combination of the boyars’ obedience,
accomplished by equilibrium of strict punishments and mercies, with the lack of
“humiliation of their clans.” Shcherbatov pays special attention to this combination,
when he speaks of the Code of Law and the accompanying governmental measures,

connected with the restriction of the order of precedence.

YrpaxHsscs TOra B pa3HBIX TOABUTAX, KAaCaIOUIMXCSA J0 OOIIei IMONb3bI
rocy/AapcTBa. .. MpuMeTwi naps MoanH BacuiseBnd, 4T0 HETOCTATOK 3aKOHOB
nojag MHOTHE CIydad KO MHOTHM 3j0ynorpebneHusiM... Ceil rocynapsb,
MPEBBIIIasi MYAPOCTHIO JIETHI CBOETr0 BO3pacTa, TOTJa, Kak Bce Oosape
YCMHpPEHBI U BIACTh €T0 YTBEP)KACHHAA... 3aKOHHO BOIIEAIINI Ha TPECTON U
M0 KpOBHU 0O0JIaJarONINi, HE XOTENI OJHAKO CAMOBJIACTHEM CBOMM W €JHUHBIMU
CBOMMHM MBICIISIMU YUPEIUTH 3aKOHBI M 1aTh HOBBIHM BUJI IPABICHUIO. .. UMES B
BUIy OoJiee 1MoJib3y HapOHYIO, HEXENn cOOCTBEHHYIO CBOIO CIaBy... coOpaB
POICTBEHHHKOB CBOMX KHs3el Poccuiickux u Bcex 00sp... ydacTBYs TOJBKO
CBOMM TIpEACEJaHMEM, OTIHAHMEM NIPHUCTPACTUH M HAIPAaBICHUEM TeEX
MBICTIEH, TTOBEJIE COUNHUTH 3aKOH, KOTOPHII HANMEHOBAJ CYACOHUK. . .

12 1bid., col. 278-279.
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...XOTsI HE OH CaM COYHHSUI Cel 3aKOH... CJIaBa Ha HETo BCS yMaJjaeT,
SKO Ha JAYIIy, JBHXKYIIYIO BCEM CHM BEIUKHUM TEIIOM, H HE CaMOBJIACTHEM
CBOMM TPUBOMSIIEMY COBETHUKOB HECOBETYIOIIMX MPHHATH M IOXBAJIUTh
3aKOH, HO TOKMO BJIAQCTHIO CBOCHO HAIIPABJIAIOYM HX OJarue COBETHI,
nmoOy>kaas K Oe3MPUCTPACTHIO U K crpaBeuBOCTH. ™

It is impossible to leave unnoticed a veiled criticism of Catherine 11, who
composed the laws herself without consulting legislative institutions, which was
mentioned in detail above (see the chapter on the political views of Shcherbatov).

There is also a remarkable comparison of the legislative council with the body
and the ruler to the soul, which (according to Aristotle) brings this body into motion.

In the process of the creation of the code of law, Ivan the Terrible, for
Shcherbatov, was concerned with the restriction of the order of precedence, which was
rather detrimental for the state as it urged, in accordance with the seniority of clans, to
appoint the younger and untalented to command over those older and talented.'*
However, such measures were good only to some extent, and Ivan, according to
Shcherbatov, did not rush to the opposite extreme, abolishing the seniority of clans as

such:

Ho 310 cue [stemming from the custom of the order of precedence—V.R.] ue
OCJICNIMJIO €r0 TJIa3a U He MOJBUIJIO TOJMKO €r0 CTPACTH, YTOObI U B CAMOM
ceM He BHUIEN OH Jio0pa, MPOUCXOSIIAT0 OT MPUINYHONW TOPIOCTH
OnaropomHoMy pokaeHuro. OH cTapajics CHe TI0JIe3HOE yMOHAauyepTaHUe B
JydIIeii YacTh CBOMX ITOJIaHHBIX COXPaHMTh. .. cero mpasa [to be counted by
seniority of clans—V.R.] coBepiiieHHO JTHUIIMTH TOJIB OJATOPOIHBIX JTIOICH HE
XOTeJ, HO TOKMO B TaKusl TPAHMI(Bl XOTEJ OHOE TPHUBECTH, YTOOBI OHO HE
OBUIO TPENOCYIUTENIBHO TOCYIapcTBY... M Tako cuM 00pa3oMm ydpemaui
JOOpBIil MOPSIIOK, MOYTEHHEe K YMHAM W HY)XHOEC MMOBUHOBCHHE K BOCHHOMN
ciyx0e, He paspyIas HH [PaB, HA TPEKHETO MOPSIKA TOCy1apcTBa. ™

3 1bid., col. 278-279.
¥ 1bid., col. 282.
1% 1bid., col. 282-283.
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Regarding this place in his Istoriia Shcherbatov argues with Tatishchev, who
considered that the use of the term “kniazhata” (diminutive of “prince”) in the code of
law was the result of lvan’s intention to humiliate the princes’ clans. This detailed
comment is interesting because it uncovers the views of Shcherbatov on the role of the

aristocracy in the state.

To mommuHHO, uTO eciu ObI cre TojikoBanue [Of the diminutive meaning of
the term “kniazhata”—V.R.] Obuto cmpaBemMBO, MOXHO ObUIO OBbI ceit
eIMHbId  mocTynok uapsa Hoanna  BacuibeBM4a  NOYTUTH  SIKO
HaUMYYHUTEIbCKHM. .. KOO MOKHO JIM YTO CypOBee ObITh, KaK JUIIUTh UMEHH U
MPEUMYIIECTBA 3BaHUS, POKIECHHEM CaMbIM MPEI0KEHHAr0, IIeJ0e 00IIeCTBO,
TBEpACHIINM MOANOp rocyfapcrsa. I MHOIMMM IpUMEpPaMH, B3STBIMU U3
JKU3HU CET0 rocyaapsi, MOTy 0Ka3aTk, YTO XOTA OH HEKOTOPYIO CTPOTOCTh H €
POXIEHHS CBOErO MMEJ, HO B CHE BpeMs BeCbMa OTAAJECH ObUI OT BCSKUX
0e33aKOHHBIX CYpPOBOCTEH. A cell IOCTYIOK, CKaxy s, HE TOJIBKO MEpP30CTHEe
ObUI, HEeXENM camasi MbICIb Kanmurynel, jenaromaro eJuHbIM yJapoM BCEM
PUMJISIHAM TOJIOBBI OTPYOMTb, HO M O3HAdano Obl PaBHO W HENOMEPHOE
O0esymue: ubo kak Mmor nape MoaHH BacmibeBud, oropya JIydnryro 4acTb
CBOEr0 rocyAapcTBa, Ha TEX K€ CaMbIX, KOIO OrOPYMJI, BO3JIOXKUTH BCKOpE
COXpaHEHHE CBOET0 roCyJapcTBa U CBOEH 0COObI, U HE 3HAI JIM OH, YTO JIFO/H,
a rave ynuTaHHbIE B TOPJOCTH, KAKOBBI OBLTH TOT/Ia KHS3bsI, MCTAT OoJiee 3a
npe3peHue cedsi, HeXKeNu 3a caMoe HaMepeHHe JIMIINTh MX Ku3Hu. U Tako,
MIOKa3aB HECOBMECTHOCTh TAKOBOT'O MOCTYIKAa HM C TOTJAIIHUM OOBIYaeM
rocyfapsi, HA C 3ApaBbIM pPa3CyJKOM, OCTA€TCS MHE W3BACHUTb, 4YTO
HaNMEHOBAaHUE KHAMXCAMA HUYETO IMPE3pUTEIBHOr0 B cebe He MMEET, H UTO
pOCCHiicKre KHS3bsI, IO OOJNBINEH 4YacTW yCTyIsl Ui OOIIel IMOJb3bl CBOH
BIaJ€HUsl ToCyJapsM MOCKOBCKUM, JMIIEHUS THTIA KHSDKECKOTO He
3aCIIy>KMBAIOT.

Here alongside with the attitude to the privileges of aristocracy, as an
indispensable “buttress” of the state, it is important to pay attention to Shcherbatov’s
way of reasoning appealing to “common sense.” Such an approach, in our
contemporary view, is ahistorical, as the way of reasoning in the eighteenth century

could differ from what was sensible in the sixteenth century. However, at another

18 1bid., col. 283-284, fn.



CEU eTD Collection

241

place Shcherbatov retains for himself the right to make such “guesses” on the

following ground:

IIucarenu HaAIIMX JIETOIMCLOB, OBIB IO OOJBIIEHM YacTH MOHAXH, Mallo
BHUKAJM BO BHYTPEHHOCTH OOCTOSTEIBCTB JIET BOCHHBIX M IOJUTUYCCKUX:
JIOBOJIBCTBYSICH TOKMO JIESHUE WU3BECTUTh, O MPUYMHAX YMOIYAIH, TaK YTO
JHECh OCTaeTCsl HaM JOTaJKaMH O OHBIX IPOHWUKATh W HAIOJHATH Cei
negocrarok.t’

Shcherbatov’s guesses are made on the ground of his general political
teaching. Thus, he, presumably, projects his ideal representations on Russia of the
period of lvan the Terrible, ascribing to him virtue, the lack of which he criticized in
contemporary rulers, in respect to senior clans and involving the aristocracy in
legislation.

A substantial section of the first part of the fifth volume is devoted to the
history of the annexation of Kazan. And here again, following his manner of ascribing
to ancient Russia his own ideal notions of how the state should be arranged,
Shcherbatov depicts how the council of grandees convened before the march on

Kazan.

OO0bruaii ObUT BechbMa MOXBAIBHBIN TOrAa B Poccum, 4TO TOCyAapy HUKaKOTO
3HATHAro Jiejia He IpeANpUHUMaII 0€3 COBETa CBOUX POJICTBEHHUKOB U 00sIp:
TYT 4aCTO BEPHOCTh K OTEUECTBY M roCyIapio MpeBo3Moraia noxodocrpacTue
K CaMOJEPKaBHOMY MOHApXy, M CHHM IIOYTEHHBIE COBETHHKHU Jep3aiu
IIPOTUBY HaMepeHuM rocyaaps cBoero cnoputb. IIpaBna, HakoHel, He
COINPOTHBILUIACE TIOCJIEIHEMY HM3BOJICHHIO CBOETO rOCynaps, HO OHOE TOrza
y>K€ IPOUCXOAMIIO, KOTJa BCSI MCTMHHA MBICIEH KakIaro BO BCEHl SICHOCTH
Tepe/T 04K MOHAPIIIHS SBJICHA ObTa. ™

One can see here, that Shcherbatov does not insist on the legal limitations of

the autocrat’s power. All he wants is to suspend, by the means of preliminary

7 1bid., col. 259-260.
8 1bid., col. 358.
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consultations, possible arbitrary decisions of the monarch, based on caprice,
temporary affect, or, for example, the insufficient understanding of the consequences
of certain orders. This allows the monarch to correct his command, if it contradicts his
own reasonable interest, but if the ruler comes to a constant and firm decision, no one
would be able to resist his clearly stated will.

Further on Shcherbatov describes the imagined dialogue, where the advisors
“with decent respect, yet with proper strictness” were convincing Ivan not to take the
field himself, and the latter, wishing not to use the autocratic power, but wanting to
convince them by reasonable arguments, brought various reasons, including that
“kacaTelIbHO JI0 CBOCH OCOOBI, YTBEp)KIasCh Ha Bepe, KO YHHSAIIUN OOTOyTOJIHBIN
noABuT, Ha bora u Hazex My CBOIO BO3TOKIIL >

Omitting the details of the siege, let us move to Shcherbatov’s description of

the meeting of the victorious ruler with the people.

He wmory s ymepxatbcs, 4TOOBI HE MPUMETHTh, KOJb JOJDKEHCTBOBAJIO
BO3paI0BaThCsl CEp/Ilie TOCYAapeBO, BHU/SI TOJIMKOE TMPHU3HAHKUE €r0 B HAapOJe.
Ho mactime TOT rocyaapb, KOMy OHH, SIKO B CEM Cilydae SIBISICTCS, HE OT
JIECTH W TOUIaro pabCcTBa MPUHOCHMBI OBIBAIOT; BEJHMK € TOT, KTO, BHIS
TOJIMKYIO ceOe 0J1aroapHOCTh U MOXBAJLy €ro JIej, He BO3TOPJAUTCS, HO JIMIIh
OyzeT noOyKIaThCsl CHM T1a4e H [aye 3aciIy)KHBaTh JI000Bb U OJaroaapHOCTh
OT CBOMIX MOUTAHHBIX.”

It is also important to mention not only that the arrows of Shcherbatov’s
exposure are directed against flatterers, but also that one can see here an indirect
reference to the reasons for lvan’s later moral downfall. Indeed, as the result of the

victory over Kazan, where he took a personal part in the command of the troops, his

19 1bid., col. 359-360.
2 1hid., col. 495.
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authority and legitimacy significantly increased in the eyes of the people. However, it
gained him a ground for pride, having ascribed all the merits to himself, which in the
future could lead to hasty decisions based on the use of autocratic power without
taking into consideration the opinions of sensible advisers. Eventually, it occurred
exactly in this way, though we do not find in Shcherbatov’s works a similar
explanation of the following transformation of the politics of Ivan the Terrible.

Let us also note a certain similarity to such a conception with the antique
cyclic representations of history. As, for example, the story of the Lydian king
Croesus by Herodotus which shows the ruler blinded by his previous success who was
apt to make mistakes, which lead to his eventual downfall. Here it is not only an
inevitable influence of a predetermined fate, but also the limitations of the possibilities
of a human being in the face of a course of events independent from him. In this
situation, the correct behavior would be to realize one’s own limitations, in the refusal
to ascribe one’s accomplished happiness to his outstanding abilities, and to be ready to
take “strokes of the fate” in the future, without being flattered by one’s success in the
present. One can see in the following volumes of the Istoriia that Shcherbatov, in
Shuiskii’s figure, idealizes exactly this kind of rulers-stoics.

Now, we are moving to the description of the decisive moment in the historical
narration of Shcherbatov. This moment consists of a wrong choice committed by the
tsar, which leads to further catastrophic consequences. The choice is between two

alternatives, each of which is connected to the advice of wise men, yet only one of

2! Herodotus, Istoriia, bk. 1, Clio, sect. 29-85 in Istoriki Gretsii (Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia
literatura, 1976), 37-58. Eng. trans.: The History of Herodotus, vol. 1, translated by G. C. Macaulay,
accessed 28 Dec. 2011, http://www.gutenberg.org/catalog/world/readfile?fk_files=1449880&pageno
=11.
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them is actually wise, while the wisdom of the other appears to be deceiving and leads
to evil. In this treatment of the events, Shcherbatov follows the Istoriia o velikom
kniaze Moskovskom (“History on the grand prince of Moscow”) by Kurbskii, yet
interprets it in the spirit of his political doctrine.

The choice by lvan, in Shcherbatov’s text, has its prelude which partially
explains further events. From his childhood Ivan the Terrible had a “hot temper,”
intensified by quarrels of grandees and their disregard towards the young tsar. This
caused the tsar’s “animosity” against boyars.

This is how, for example, Ivan, for Shcherbatov, reacts to the boyars’

disinterest in the strengthening of Russian power in Kazan.

Laps Moanun BacuibeBud ObUT ¢ IPUPOBI CTPOT; CMYILIEHHUS, OBIBILINE MEXTY
00sp B MIIQBIX €r0 JIeTax, K MPOJIUTHIO KPOBH €ro MPUYYWIIH, U BHYTPEHHO
OH 00JIBILIYI0 YacTh OOSP HEHaBHJIEN. HO, KaK 3aBOEBAHUS €ro elle HY>KHOU
TBEPJAOCTH HE MOJIyYHIIH, UMEJl OH OpaTa W POJCTBEHHHKOB, KOTOPBIE MOTJIH
HEJIOBOJIBHBIX 00Sp TMONINEpeTh, TO, BEIHKOIYIINEM IMPHKPBIBAs MOCTYIOK
OosipcKMi WM, ITydllle CKa3aTh, KEPTBYS OObUAil CBOW IMOJMTHYECKHM
06CTOSTENECTBAM, HUKAKOTO HAKA3AHHS 33 CHE HEPAuEeHHE HE YUHHIIL

Thus, Ivan the Terrible keeps from executing the guilty not because he is
merciful, but only because he needs their service and is afraid of conspiracy among
his relatives. But it is already clear that someday the tension between the inner hatred
and gracious behavior in outward appearance must be relieved through decisive
actions.

The aggravation of this tension occurs, when the tsar, having become seriously
ill, tries to make the boyars swear on his newborn heir, but they, either out of selfish

ends, or being afraid of new unrests characteristic to the reign of the juvenile tsar,

22 Shcherbatov, Istoriia rossiiskaia, vol. 5, pt. 1, col. 499.
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refused. It is noteworthy that Shcherbatov attributes the resistance of the boyars not so

much to their craftiness, as to the unsettled question of succession.

TakoBoe mpemnoxkenne [0f composing the will—V.R.] u ckopoe cormacue
rOCy/IapeBO JIOBOJBLHO HaM JIOKa3yeT, 4YTO TOTJa HHYEro TOYHAro o
HACJICJICTBE MPECTOJIa YYPESKIECHO HE OBbLIO: MO0 MMEs XOTS MAaJIOJICTHEro
CBIHA, HE Ka3aJI0Ch, 9TOOBI Hy’X/1a ObLIA TaKOe 3aBEIIaHUE M YIHHATH, €CITUOBI
YTBEPXICHO OBLIO NMPABO HACJICACTBEHHOCTH npecmna.23

But in this case, having recovered after the disease, Ivan the Terrible had to
take into consideration that resistance to his will could also be honest, stemming from
the unwillingness of the boyars to go through an unstable reign and to obey the
favorites from the clan of Zakhar’iny, the tsarina’s relatives. But at the same time, he
was personally angry with them. Besides, there would have been a death threat on his
infant son, in the case that another pretender came to power. Although Ivan did not
take any decisive measures, his attitude toward the boyars resistant to his will was one
of aggravation, growing into hatred. Yet, hatred, as with any other passion, makes a
person blind and leads to insensible decisions.

It is characteristic that here Shcherbatov diverts from Kurbskii’s interpretation,
who thought that Ivan the Terrible did not execute the disobedient, because he
“Ollymian HyKIy B CTaplIMX BOGBOZAX W CcOBeTHHKax.”>! Shcherbatov tries to
“pa3nu4aTh UCTUHHY OT TOTO, YTO O3J00JEHHBIA KHI3b KypOCKuii MOT TIPOTHBY CETo

925

rocyaapsi IHcarhb. Therefore the historian suggests a more complicated

interpretation.

2 bid., col. 512.
2 1bid., col. 526.
% |bid.
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...B3sB Ka3zaHb, NOKOpHB MHOTHE TPEXIE IOABIACTHBIC CEMYy LAPCTBY
HapoJIbl, CHAOAsI MUJIOCTSMH CBOMMH BCEX BEIBMOX, CO CIIPABEUIUBOCTHIO
HAJICSUICSI, YTO JIFOOOBh M MOYTEHHE K cebe M POLy CBOEMY MPHOOpETET U
UCTPEOUT MBICIH O €r0  POXKACHHH, SKO OT OJKHBOH  CYyNpyrd
OpakocoueTaBIINiiCA BEIMKME KHsI3b Bacwmuit Moannoswu [he was in the
second marriage with Elena Glinskaia, being married already with Solomonia
Saburova, who was still alive at the time—V. R.] ero u 6para ero npoussei.
Ho... mpenybexneHue O ero pOXICHHM W Majas MPEJaHHOCTh K HEMY
00IaroTBOPEHHBIX UM OOSIp SIBHO OKAa3alHCh... Tako, ¢ €IUHBISI CTOPOHBI
OTOpYEH BCEMHU TAKOBBIMH TOCTYIKAMH, a C JAPYTOd OT KECTOKOCTH OOJIe3HH
MMesl HpaB CBOI MEPEMEHEH, K JKECTOKOCTH, K HemacTuio Poccuu u ko Bpeay
MIMEHH CBOETO, HAUYa/l IPEKIOHATHCH.

Nevertheless, Shcherbatov notes that despite the boyars’ doubts about the birth of the

tsar and his right to the throne, they continued to be loyal to him and the fatherland.

[logpareie WMU Tpynbl, pPaHbl M TOABUTM BO BCEX BOWHAaX... CYyTh
HEempeoOOpHUMBIE CBHUACTENM JIOOBM HMX K OTEYECTBY U BEPHOCTH K
LAPCTBYIOIIEMY TOCYAaplo; HO, SIKO pOXKJIECHHbIE COBETHHKH LIApCKUE U
OmocTuTeNn 0€30MaCHOCTH MPECTOoNIA, XOTENIN WM OT ¢i1abaro mpaBiIeHHUs BO
BpeMsl MaJIOJIETCTBA M30€XaTu, WM BO3BPATUTh IPECTOJI B TAKOE KOJIECHO, B

KoeM Obl HUKaKOr'0 CYMHEHHsSI O POXJIEHHH He ObLIO, M TO TOJILKO B Cliydae
27
KOHYMHBI IAPCTBYIOIIETO roCynapsi.

It is possible to note here that Shcherbatov clearly puts the well-being of the
state over dynastic interests of a particular branch of the tsar’s clan. In this sense, he
rather shares the standpoint of Kurbskii, who insisted on the innocence of boyars
whom lvan executed for attempts of treachery against the tsar or the fatherland. On
the other hand, the position of Ivan the Terrible, urging for perfect personal loyalty to
him and to his infant heir, is understandable for Shcherbatov from the perspective of
common human feelings, though not entirely shared by him. For Shcherbatov it was
the interests of the state that were important, rather than the personal feelings of the

ruler, though psychologically these were quite understandable too. And repressions,

% 1bid., col. 527-528.
2" 1bid., col. 528.
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caused by the preference for these personal feelings, evoke Shcherbatov’s
condemnation. Yet, in this case, due to the importance of the crime, which
Shcherbatov thinks was the “humiliation of his majesty,” some of the punishments, in
his view, could be justified. However, they had to be executed under the law—and
here we see everything had been done by passion, rather than on the ground of rational

considerations.

Yro e BbILE SI M3BSCHWICS, YTO B CEM ciydae ObLIa BEJMKash CTPOrOCTb
rocylapeBa, TO s HE C TEM CHE CKasal, 4YTOObl OXYJIHTH IPAaBOCYAHE
HaKa3aHWi, HO C TEM, YTO, SIBJISIETCS, OHbIA ObUIH 0€3 MajbHEUIINX CIIEACTBUAN
npousBeAeHbl, U Hapb Moann BacunbeBud, HE SIKO MPABOCYIHBIA CyIbs, HO
SKO pa3pakeHHbBII CaMOBIACTUTENb, OHBIS 0€3 KaJOCTH HaJlara.

Such disturbing conditions exactly predetermined, according to Shcherbatov,
Ivan’s choice of state policy. Following Kurbskii, Shcherbatov describes the
consequent meetings of lvan the Terrible with Maxim Grek and Vassian (he does not

know his name) Toporkov. Shcherbatov writes about Maxim Grek:

JlyxoM KpOTOCTM M MYApPOCTH pacTBOPEHHAas ero Oecela NPEKIOHsIa K
MHJIOCEP/IMIO CEepAlle IIapeBO M MOOYyKAajda ero He BIAJBIKOI, HO OTIEM
HAPOJIA CBOETO OBITH.”

Maxim Grek recommended that Ivan did not make a pilgrimage to a distant monastery
with his infant son, but Ivan did not follow his advice. Here in Scherbatov’s text there
emerges a characteristic for Peter’s attitude toward the clergy—the theme of

mercenary monks.

. JApYru€  MoOHaxv, HCE CTOJIb HWCTHUHHBIM 3aKOHOM, KOJIb HCKOUMU
Hpe,I[Y6e)K}_'[eHI/I$IMI/I MOPAXKCHHBIC, TMPCACTABIAIN TOCyAapr0 CBATOCTH obeTa

2 bid., col. 533-534.
2 1bid., col. 535.
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€ro, a TOrJa e, HaJesaCs U HarpakJICHUs, COBETOBAJIM IIEPKBU U MOHACTBIPU
IIArOIaPHOCTHIO CBOCIO CHAOIHTB. >

And so, on the way to Kirillov monastery, the tsar met with Toporkov, and the
latter gave him advice, which Shcherbatov cites from Kurbskii: “ame xomermm
caMoJIep>KaBHBIM OBITH, HE JIepKH ce0e HU eIuHaro Myapeumaro cede, MmoHexe cam

€CH BCECX Jy4llle, Tako 6yz[em1/1 TBEpA Ha HapCTBC, U BCEX 6y,HeH_II/I HMCETb B pYyKax

31
cBOUX.”

And further Shcherbatov writes:

Tome BpemHBIA COBET, OTTOHSIONIUI OT TOCyJaps BCeX TeX, KTO OBl MOr
HYXIbI HAPOAHBIA €MY NMPEACTAaBUTL; BCEX TCX, KOTOPLIC 6I>I, pasymMmoM CBOUM
IIPOHMKHOBCHUA pasymMa €ro MnOoAKpCIUIAsA, MOITIM YCTPOUTH IACTUC
rocyaapcTBa; BCEX TE€X, KOTOPbIC JOBOJBHO MMENH YECTONIOOMS, YTOOBI U3
€IMHOTO CEro CIY)KUTH, Aa0bl COBETAMU M IPOCBELICHHEM CBOMM MOIJIH
MOJIe3HbI OBITh OTEYECTBY M JaBaTh COBETHl CBOEMY TOCYyJapro; a
OCTaBJIIIOLINHA TOKMO T€X, KOTOpbIE, SIKO OE€3CIIOBECHBIE CKOTBHI, HUYEro HE
3HaiM OoJiee, Kak MOBHHOBAThCS 0e3 pa30opy Bojie TOCydapeBOH, WM TEX,
KOTOpBIE MPUOBITKH CBOM M MUJIOCTh IIAPCKYIO CAaMOM YECTH U CIIaBE CIYXKHUTh
CBOMM pPa3syMOM OTCUCCTBY MPCAINIOYUTAIN,; WJIM HAKOHEI TEX, KOTOPLIC CIIC
KOBapHee, 10 BUAOM IIPOCTOTHI OTPUHYB HEJJOBEPEHHOCTh LIAPCKYIO0, BO BCEM
BBICOKOCTh €r0 pa3yMma MOXBAJISAJIHM, B CAMOM JK€ JieJle TUIMIINCH JJIS MOJIB3bI
cBoel pazymoM MoHapxa oBianath. Ceil COBET, SIKO JBCTSIIUNA €ro BIACTh U
ABJISIFOILMI OTBEpPraTh €ro camojepKaBHe, C BEJIHKOI OJaroJapHOCTHIO OT
naps GbLI IPUHST. ..

Here Shcherbatov writes not about particular acts of cruelty, committed under
the influence of painful irritation, but of a choice between two models of
government—monarchy, relying on aristocracy, and autocracy, based on single-
handed decisions, with unconditionally loyal or mercenary people in attendance. It is
important, that the distinction is driven not only between different types of rulers, but

also between different conditions of society, surrounding them. In the one case the

% 1bid., col. 536.
% 1bid., col. 537.
%2 1bid., col. 537-538.
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grandees are firm and ambitious, they may resist the tsar, yet they can be relied upon,
and their major motive is ambition and aspiration to serve the fatherland and the ruler
in so far as he is driven by reason, rather than his disorderly wishes.

In the other case, the ruler may rely only on his own talents, which no matter
how gifted he is, are limited, as in the case of any other man. He is surrounded by
sycophants and flatterers who have no concern for the fatherland, but only their own
well-being, wishing honors for themselves rather than the common good. They are, of
course, ready to betray their monarch; and they are able only to express ostentatious
loyalty. In reality, they facilitate such hasty decisions, which are made under the
influence of the monarch’s unrestricted passions, and which he further on would
regret.

Thus, tyranny and true monarchy differ not only in the cruelty of the tyrant,
but also in the arrangement of government. In the one case it is autocratic and tolerant
of no objections, in the other it is strong, in the sense that the ruler is capable of
withstanding the objections of his subjects, grounded by the considerations of the
utility of the state. As a result, under tyranny the political decisions are taken rapidly,
on the basis of the passions and desires of one man, while a true monarchy allows
taking weighted and comprehensively considerate decisions.

Such revisiting of the narration of Kurbskii, who only spoke of reasonable
advisers and evil sycophants, is conditioned, of course, by Shcherbatov’s own ideas of
lawful monarchy as an ideal form of government for Russia. Ivan’s aberration from
this model of government, conditioned by his personal indignation against the boyars,

seems to Shcherbatov to be the major reason for the following catastrophic
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development of the events in Russia. Such an erroneous choice, made by Ivan the
Terrible, happens to be the outset for a further story, which, according to Shcherbatov,
demonstrates the sad consequences of the tsar’s wrong choice about the form of
government.

Now, it is possible to draw some preliminary conclusions. Despite a certain
schematization, and an evident projection of Shcherbatov’s ideal representations of
state organization into the past, one cannot deny his ability to explain logically the
course of events, connecting them into a regular sequence. History in Shcherbatov’s
representation appears to be a kind of applied political science, a science of how a
monarch should or should not govern, of how he should combine rigor and mercy, of
what might happen in a case when this balance is broken. lvan the Terrible, according
to Shcherbatov, was capable of maintaining this balance in the first period of his reign,
but further on, under the influence of the events, unfavorable for the tsar, and because
of his irritation in respect to the boyars’ behavior during his childhood, he submits to
anger and chooses a tyrannical way of government instead of ruling by reliance on
sensible and virtuous advisers. As a result, he appears to be surrounded by worthless
or mercenary people, indulging all his low passions for the sake of their own interests.

All this leads to catastrophic consequences for the state.
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§3.2 Karamzin: The Way of Ivan the Terrible from an Ideal Ruler

to a Mad Tyrant

Similarly to Shcherbatov, the part of Karamzin’s Istoriia Elena devoted to the reign of
Ivan the Terrible is separated into two volumes. However, in Karamzin’s text the
divide between the volumes is not the annexation of Astrakhan, but the death of the
Tsarina Anastasia. Thus, the border is chronologically moved forward by several
years, presumably because of Karamzin’s view that with the death of Anastasia a
significantly new period of history began. Generally, in Karamzin’s text there are two
rapid turns in the course of the narration, marked first by the Moscow fire of 1548
(which occurred soon after the tsar’s marriage with Anastasia) and then her death.
These turns represent rapid changes in the character of Ivan the Terrible, his
acquisition and loss of “virtue.” Between these two turns—the period, which
Karamzin considers as “true autocracy,” sharply distinguishing it from “selfish rule”
(samovlastie). It is important that the difference between autocracy and self-rule is not
institutional (say, the presence or absence of the boyar council), but, primarily,
moral—the presence or absence of virtue of the ruler. The character of advisers
depends on this circumstance—they would be virtuous with a virtuous ruler, and
vicious with the vile one. However, contrary to Shcherbatov’s scheme, Karamzin does
not write about the “firmness” of advisers and their ability to oppose the ruler. The
major criterion of the virtue of associates is their concern for the “common good,”

they persuade the tsar to be merciful and to be the father of his subjects. Vicious
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advisors are sycophants. They indulge the vices of the ruler, but at the same time,
under the cover of their personal loyalty, they pursue their mercenary interests.

Similarly to Shcherbatov, the display of the first period of Ivan the Terrible’s
reign (from the moment of his independent rule) suggests the projection of his
representations of the ideal state into the past. Yet, because, for Karamzin, such an
ideal state is autocracy, the accents in his narration are placed in a different manner.
Unlike Shcherbatov, who traces a gradual accumulation of “indignation” on the part
of the tsar against his associates, preparing to turn to tyranny, Karamzin constantly
underlines his virtue. But such an emphasis on the tsar’s positive character traits
complicates the explanation of the eventual turn towards a vicious tyrannical rule.
Karamzin himself, characterizing Ivan the Terrible in the end of the following volume,
recognizes that the character of the tsar is a “mystery for the mind.” As a result,
according to Karamzin, lvan undergoes an ultimately inexplicable moral turn, caused
by a kind of “madness,” because of the loss of a close person, which was aggravated
by the presence of vicious associates, who were using the weak side of the tsar’s
character for their mercenary interests. Contrary to Shcherbatov, who assumes that in
the long run it was exactly the “selfish rule” that appeared to be the reason for Ivan’s
moral downfall, gradually corrupting him, Karamzin defends the principle of
autocracy, assuming that even the unrestricted autocrat can preserve his virtue.
However, for him, a way to prevent the moral downfall of the tsar was the moral
influence of a virtuous surrounding. But this was particularly the problem, which
emerged after the death of Anastasia.

Let us consider this concept in detail.
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The period “before acquiring virtue” may be divided into two parts: the reign
of Elena Glinskaia and the boyars’ rule. Karamzin emphasizes the negative features of
this period, seemingly to underline the contrast with the forthcoming “true autocracy.”
Accordingly, the reign of Glinskaia, which Shcherbatov characterized as a
combination of certain firmness with the drawbacks, peculiar, as he thinks, to a female

reign (the passion of favorites), acquires a negative characteristic for Karamzin:

XKanenu o Hecuactaom FOpuwu [the uncle of the tsar, the brother of Vasily IlI,
who fell victim to the struggle for power—V.R.]; Gosutuchk TupaHcTBa: Kak
Hoann 6I>IJ'I CANMHCTBCHHO HMMCEHEM TOCyJdapb MW cCaMasd IpaBUTCIIbHHUIA
JieficTBOBajla BHYIIEHHEM coBeTa, TO Poccust Bumema ce0s Tox >Ke3IoM
B03HI/IKa}OH16171 OJIMTrapXuu, KOTOpOfI MYYHUTCIIBLCTBO €CTh CaMO€ OIIaCHOC U
camoe HecHocHoe. Jlerue YKPBITBCA OT OJHOIO, HEXKEIMW OT ABaAlaTH
ronutenerd. CamMonepkel] THEBHBIM  ymoJoOisiercs  pa3fpakKeHHOMY
60J'II>H_II/IHCTBy, nepen KOTOPBIM Ha,Z[O6H0 TOJIBKO CMUPATHCA; HO
MHOT'OYMUCJICHHBIC TUPAHbI HE UMCIOT ceit BBITOALI B I'J1a3aX HapoAa: OH BUAUT
B HHUX JIIO,Z[GI;'I eMy HO,Z[OGHLIX u TeM OoJee HCHAaBUIUT 3H0y1'[0Tpe6J'IeHI/I6
Biaactd. ['oBopunm, d4ro Oosape xorenu mnoryours HOpus, B Hagexzae

CBOCBOJILCTBOBATH, KO BPEAy OTCYECCTBA.. .33

The reign of Elena appears to be nothing but the masked governing of an
oligarchy. Here the comparison with God is characteristic, according to Karamzin, the
people praise the tsar as God, and therefore he suffers abuses from his side, but hates
his associates when they act in the same manner. The use of verbs without an acting
subject is peculiar: “>xamenu” or “rosopunu.” It is evident he spoke about the opinion
of contemporaries. Karamzin, certainly, could not know their actual opinion, but he
uses the chronicler’s judgment as his criterion. Yet the limits of interpretation are
rather wide and it is easy to observe that the “public opinion” which Karamzin refers
to is the projection of his own estimation. But at the same time, the historian seems to

be hiding behind a mask, which allows him to speak of the Providence of God’s

¥ Nikolai Karamzin, Istoriia gosudarstva Rossiiskago, vol. 8 (St. Petersbhurg, 1819), 10.
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punishment, as if he supposes its direct interference with the events. But because it is
strange for a rationalistic mind, the author may always hide behind this mask and
assert that it is not his opinion, but the view of the contemporaries of the events. Thus,
the historian allows the reader to look at the events with the eyes of the
contemporaries, yet this device opens the way for deliberate ideological
manipulations. In particular, the person of the ruler is as if rising above ordinary
people: as in the face of God, it is only possible to resign, even when the abuses are
evident. Such an attitude is ascribed to the contemporaries of Ivan the Terrible, but
this certainly contradicts the attitude to Ivan expressed by Shcherbatov. Moreover, the
divine halo which Karamzin attributes to this person prevents such an attitude to the
tsar.

Notably, it refers exclusively to the tsar, whereas the surrounding people, even

the mother of the tsar, are subjected to severe moral criticism.

C mnpuckopOueM BuAS HECKpPOMHYIO ciabocth Enenel x kHs3io VBany
TenenneBy-O00JIEHCKOMY, KOTOPBIA, BIaJiesl CEpALIEM €€, XOTell YIPaBIsITh U
Hymoro u rocymapcteom, Muxaun [Glinskii, the uncle of the tsarina—V.R.],
KaK MHIIYT, CMEJIO ¥ TBEPAO TOBOPHWII IUIEMSHHHIIE O CTHIJE pa3BpaTa, Bcermua
THYCHOTO, elle THyCHEHIero Ha TpOHE, TAe€ Hapoj HINeT A00poaeTeu,
OIIpaB/BIBAIOIIEH BIIACTh caMoJieprkaBHy0. Ero He cirymranu, BO3HEHaBUIEIN
u nory6um. >

Let us note the difference of Shcherbatov’s position, refraining from
interfering with the “domestic affairs” of rulers. Actually, during Catherine’s reign
such a phrase in a published text might cause unpleasant consequences.

Let us also note that according to Karamzin, autocratic power requires

justification and virtue may serve as such justification. This means that Karamzin is

¥ 1bid., 11-12.
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aware of the vulnerability of his position as an advocate of autocracy, and tries to
oppose his possible critics, yet for this he needs to find historical examples of

“virtuous autocracy.” Otherwise the latter appears indistinguishable from “selfish

2

rule.

Karamzin, finally, passes a verdict on Elena’s reign:

Omnacasich THOENBHBIX NEHCTBHI CIIa0OCTH B MAIIOJIETCTBO TOCyAaps
camozepkaBHoro, EneHa cuuTama XKECTOKOCTb TBEPAOCTUIO; HO CKOJIb
MOCJIeHSIs, OCHOBaHHAS HA YMCTOM YyCepauH K A00py, HeoOxoawma JJist
rocyJapcTBeHHoro Oxara, CTONb IepBas BpelHAa OHOMY, BO30yxHas
HEHABUCTbh; a HET TPABUTENBCTBA, KOTOPOE JJIsl CBOMX YCIIEXOB HE MMENO Obl
HYXIbl B J00BM HapomHoil. — EneHa mnpeaaBamack B OOHO BpeMs H
HEKHOCTSIM 6e33aKOHHOM JIFOGBH M CBHPETICTBY KPOBOKAHOM 37T00BL>

Thus, Karamzin portrays Elena Glinskaia as an object of the people’s hatred
(certainly, it is absent in the sources, but this is Karamzin’s standard depiction of
tyranny). The end of such reign is regular although Karamzin, as usual, condemns the
assassination of the ruler as an illegitimate act. Here are multiple parallels with what

he says about Paul and his murder in the Memoir on Ancient and Modern Russia.

Ho Enena Hu OnaropasymuieM CBOEil BHEIIHEW NOJUTHKH, HA MHOTHMH
JIOCTOXBaJIbHBIMHU JIeJIaMH BHYTPH TOCYAapCTBa HE MOTJa YTOAWTH HApOAy:
THPAHCTBO H 0O€33aKOHHAs, YK€ BCEM sIBHAs JIOOOBh €€ K KHS3M0...
BO30Y)KIIalTl K HEW HEHABUCTh M JaXKe MPE3pEHUE, OT KOETr0 HU BIACTh, HU
CTPOTOCTh HE CIACal0T BEHIIEHOCIIA, €CITH CBATas JOOPOJIETENb OTBPAIAET OT
Hero JuIo ceoe. Hapoa 6e3MOIBCTBOBAN HAa CTOTHAX: TeM 0oJiee TOBOPUIIH B
TECHOM, IJIi THPAHOB HEMPOHUIIAEMOM KPYTy CEMEWUCTB U APYKECTBa O
HECYaCTUU BUJIETh COOJIa3H Ha TPOHE.

* 1bid., 16.

% Nikolai Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii (Moscow: Zhizn’ i mysl’, 2002), 395-397; Richard
Pipes, Karamzin’s Memoir on Ancient and Modern Russia: A Translation and Analysis (Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press, 2005), 135-137.

3" Karamzin, Istoriia, vol. 8, 45.
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Let us compare here the display of “public opinion” with that in the excerpt

from the Memoir, which refers to the reign of Paul.

...TOBOPHJIH, ¥ CMEJIO... BEPHIIN APYT IPYTy ¥ HEe oOMaHbIBalHCh. Kakoii-To

IyX WCKpEHHero OpaTcTBa TOCIOJCTBOBAJ B CTONHUIAX; oOmiee OencrtBue

cOmmKano cepaua, U BEJIMKOIYIIIHOE OCTEpBEHEHUE NIPOTHB

3II0YMOTPEOICHII BIACTH 3arIyIIaio TOJI0C JTNIHON OCT0p0>i<HOCTI/I.38

Thus, the lack of ways for the open expression of public opinion (“on
squares”) does not imply its absence. It is just located in the private sphere, in narrow
friendly and family circles, which under the circumstances of pervasive discontent are
quite sufficient for creating for the tyrant an unfavorable atmosphere in which he is

exposed to conspiracies. Referring to Herberstein, Karamzin writes about Elena being

poisoned.

Own [Herberstein—V.R.] BuauT B cem ciydae OJHY CHpagediugyo Mecms; HO
€€ HEeT HU JUIA ChbIHA NPOTUB OTLA, HU JUI MOJJAaHHOTO MPOTHUB rocyaaps: a
Enena, no manonercrsy MoaHHa, 3akOHHO BiacTBoBajia B Poccuu. Xyzbix
napeil Haka3bIBaeT TOJBKO OOT, COBECTb, UCTOPHS: MX HEHABHUIAT B KHU3HH,
KISIHYT ¥ 110 cMepTH. Cero A0BOJBHO [UIsl Ojara rpaXJaHCKUX OOIIecTB, 0e3
sa ¥ JKeJe3a; WM Mbl JOJDKHBI OTBEPTHYTh HEOOXOJMMBIN YCTaB MOHAPXHUH,
4TOo 3(;0063 BEHIICHOCLIEB HEIIPUKOCHOBEHHA. TallHa 3JI0/1€sIHYSI HE YMEHBIIAET
ero.

At the same time Karamzin adds: “He cka3zano nmaxe, 4TOObBI MUTPOIIOJIUT
oTIIeBan ee Teno. bosipe M HapoJ HE HM3BSIBWIM, KaXETCs, HU CaMOW MPUTBOPHOMN
ropecm.”40 This is of course not derived from the sources; here is a typical word
“kaxetcs.” There, certainly, is a projection of the present into the past. The “people’s”

reaction to the death of the emperor Paul is described similarly. And exactly in this

% Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 396; Pipes, Karamzin’s Memoir, 136.
%9 Karamzin, Istoriia, vol. 8, 44.
0 Ibid.
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way, along with the statement of the people’s hatred, Karamzin condemns the murder

of the monarch, because in this case autocracy turns into “umrpammie omurapxmm.’™*

Thus, “bad tsars” have to be tolerated; they will be punished by “history.” And it is
regular, according to Karamzin, that Elena’s death was not a relief for the people. An
open oligarchy prevailed.

This is Karamzin’s depiction of it:

Cpenu Takux BOJNHEHWA © OECIOKONCTB, TPOU3BOJUMBIX IJIHIHBIM
BlacTooOueM 0osip, MPaBUTEIBCTBO MOIJIO JIK HMMETh HAJUICKAIILYHO
TBEPJOCTh, CIUHCTBO, HEYCHIMTHOCTH JIsi BHYTPEHHEro OJaroycTpoicTBa u
BHeIHeW Oe3omacHoctu? ['maBHEIN BembMoka, kHs3b MBan Lllyiickuii, He
OKa3pIBaJI B JIeJIaX HM yMa TOCYAAapCTBCHHOIO, HH JIOOBU K J00py, OBLI
€JMHCTBEHHO TPYOBIM CaMOJIIOOIIEM... HUKOTJa HE CTOSJI MEepell HOHBIM
HNoanHoM, caamicsi y HEro B CIHalbHE, OMUPAJICS JIOKTEM O TOCTEI0, Kiaj
HOTM Ha Kpeclia TOCYAapeBbl; OIHUM CJIOBOM, H3BSBISUI BCIO HH3KYIO,
MaJIOAYIIHYIO CIIECh paGa-rocnomma.42

Karamzin took the latter detail from the “Pervoe poslanie Ivana Groznogo
Kurbskomu” (“The first letter of Ivan the Terrible to Kurbskii”), yet there it is written
in a slightly different way:

[IpunomHio ofHO: OBIBaJIO MBI WUTpaeM B JAETCKHE WIpHl, a KHA3b lBaH

BacuiabeBrnu ]_HyﬁCKI/Iﬁ CUUT Ha JIAaBKC, ONCPHIUCH JIOKTEM O IIOCTECJIb HAIICTO

OTLa U IOJIOKUB HOTY Ha CTYJI, @ HAa HAC U HC B3IJIAHCT — HU KaK pOAUTCIIb,

HU KaK OINEKyH M YX COBCEM HHU Kak pa0d Ha rocmoia. Kro xe Moxer

IICPEHECTH TAKYIO l“Op)IBIHI-O?43

Later, as we will see, Karamzin relies on the Istoriia 0 velikom kniaze by

Kurbskii, having an entirely opposite ideological agenda. Karamzin needed the letter

from Ivan in order to extract the required picturesque details. However, the anguish

“! Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 396-397; Pipes, Karamzin's Memoir, 136-137.
“2 Karamzin, Istoriia, vol. 8, 51.

*® Perepiska Ivana Groznogo s Andreem Kurbskim (Moscow: Nauka, 1993), 138.
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Ivan had for his father (or at least for a guardian, whom he could love as a father),
which is clear in the excerpt of the letter from Ivan, is not taken into consideration by
Karamzin, as it was not necessary for the development of the story.

The next abstract demonstrates what exactly, apart from internal cleavages in

the court, Karamzin considers the major vice of oligarchic rule:

VYmpekamu Illyiickoro ¥ B THYCHOM KOPBICTONIOOWH; THCAaIH, YTO OH
pacxutun kasHy... [Karamzin does not reveal who had accused him, but
actually, in a further narration there are borrowings from “The first letter of
Ivan the Terrible to Kurbskii,” and even coincidences in smaller details—
V.R]

Ilo kpaiineit mepe, ero ONVDKHUE, KIEBPETHI, YTOJHUKN Tpadbuinu 6e3
MUJIOCEPIUS BO BCeX 00IACTAX, TA€ JaBAIMCh UM HaXUTOYHBIE MECTa WU
JOJDKHOCTH TocyAapcTBeHHble. Tak 6osipuH Auapeid Muxaiiinosuy Hlyiickuii
u kHs13b Bacunuii Penann-O6onenckuii, Oyayun HamectHUKamu B [IckoBe...
HE TOJBKO YTHETaIW 3eMIICJENbIEB, TPaXkaaH O€33aKOHHHIMH HAJIOTaMH,
BBIMBIIUISAIIA MIPECTYIUIEHNUS, 00oapsTH JDKHABBIX JIOHOCHTEJIEH,
BO300HOBJISIU JIeNia CTapble, TPeOOBAJIM JAapoOB OT OOraThix, OC3JACHEKHOMU
paboTel OT OEMHBIX; HO M B CaMBIX CBSITHIX OOWTENAX HCKAINA JOOBIYH C
JIOTOCTHUIO MOHTOJBCKUX XHWIMHHUKOB... K cemy yxacHOMy O€ICTBUIO
HCIIpaBOCyausd W HACWIWA MNPUCOCIUHAINCE YaCTbIC, OMYCTOHMIMUTCIIHLHBIC
Habery BHEHKX pa3boiinnkoB.*

Thus according to Karamzin the oligarchic reign encourages such predators who,
using their temporal position of power, follow their private interests without
restraining themselves in means. Such a disaster can be disposed of by a monarch,
whose interests, according to Karamzin, consist in the well-being of his own state. In
reality, as we will see, Ivan by creating the oprichnina was also pursuing his “private”
interests, but this, according to Karamzin, was not the result of a mistake, but rather of
a mental disease. We shall return to this latter.

The further part of the narration, up to Ivan the Terrible’s moral turn, was built

on his gradual coming of age in the conditions of the struggle of oligarchic clans

* Karamzin, Istoriia, vol. 8, 51-52.
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around the young tsar. However, Karamzin does not confine himself to exposing the
oligarchy and organizes his narration as a history of the struggle of vicious and decent
advisers. For a time Ivan plays a passive role, undergoing various influences which
shape his character. At the same time, it is possible to note, that, for Shcherbatov, this
character generally stays unchanged: Ivan “c mpupoasl HpaBy ropsiuero.” It is not the
character that changes, but only the tactics regarding his surroundings; here occurs a
transformation from a latent hatred to boyars to sporadic bursts of anger during
terrorizing actions. Karamzin displays Ivan’s character as exposed to good and vile
influences of virtuous and vicious boyars.

This is how he characterizes, for example, the new period of domination of

princes Shuiskie:

...HE ¥WMes HU BEIHMKOIYIIWs, HA yMa BBICTIPEHHOTO, JIOOWIH TOJBKO
TOCIIOJICTBOBaTh, M HE JyMajd 3aciIyXXHBaTh JIOOBH COTpaXIaH, HHU
MPU3HATEIPHOCTH IOHOTO BEHILIEHOCUA HCTUHHBIM YCEpIUEM K OTEUECTBY.
HckyccTBO cHX OTUTapXOB COCTOSIIO B TOM, YTOOBI HE TEPIIETh IPOTHBOPEUUS
B Jlyme u jomyckarh J0 rocyaapsi €IMHCTBEHHO NpPEAaHHbIX UM JIIOJIEH,
yaajsisi BCeX, KTO MOT' OBITh JUISi HUX OINACeH MM CMEJIOCTHUIO, WJIH Pa3yMOoM,
e 6JaropoAHBIME KadecTBaMu cepAna. Ho MoaHH, mpuXos B CMBICH, yxe
YYBCTBOBAJI TATOCTh 0€33aKOHHOM oneku U HeHaBuzaen llylckux. ..

And here is the characteristic of a virtuous adviser:
eee CTOpOHa BCHLCKI/IX, ouepmaB Ber, HayvalJia TroCIioACTBOBATH C
YMEPEHHOCTHIO U OyaropasymuemM. He Obi0 HM omaj, HM TOHEHUS.
IIpaBUTENHCTBO CTANIO TIOTICUMTENBHEE, YycepAaHee K oOmeMmy Omary.

3noynoTpebiaeHus BIaCTH YMEHBIIMIUC. . .

However, the problem was that virtue and mercy might be connected with weakness,

if the real authority of the tsar does not maintain it.

* bid., 75.
“® 1bid., 56.
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Kas3e MBan bensckuit, Oyaydw IyIIO0 MPaBUTEIBCTBA, CTOSUI HAa BBIIITHEH

CTCIICHU CYACTHA, OIIHMpPaiACh Ha JIMYHYIO MUJIIOCTH ACPKABHOI'O0 OTPOKaA, YKC

3peroNIero AyIiow, — Ha OJMKHEE ¢ HUM POJICTBO, Ha YCIEXU OPYXKHS, Ha

Jena deroBekomobus u crpaBemmBocTd. CoBecTh €ro Oblia CIIOKOWHA,

Hapoa MOOBOJICH... H BTallHEe Kwumesa 3J1063, KOBapCTBOBaJIa 3aBHUCTD,

HCYCBIIIHAA B CBCTC, 0COOEHHO ACATCIIbHAA IIpHU ABOPE. 3[[601) HUCTOpUA Hallla

MPEACTABIACT OMACHOCTb BEJIIMKOAYHINA, KaK OBl B OIIpaBAaHUE KECTOKHUX,

MCTUTCIBHBIX BJ'IaCTOJ'I}O6I_ICB, Jarouinx MUp BparaM TOJBKO B MOl"I/IJ'Ie.47

As the result, Bel’skii was deposed, and the lesson which Karamzin takes from
this story is that having virtuous advisors is not sufficient by itself. It is exactly due to
their virtue that they are incapable of protecting themselves in a situation of struggle
for power. Therefore, in addition to them, a strong monarch is necessary in order to
overcome the inevitable evils of oligarchy. Otherwise, there emerges a Machiavellian
ruler, who, if he wants to secure his power, has to commit ignoble actions, that is, to
become vicious. If he fails to do so, he would inevitably fall against the pressure of
unprincipled adversaries. This is exactly, according to Karamzin, what happened to

Bel’skii, who did not withstand a new coup from the side of princes Shuiskie. The

consequences are clear:

Bce mpexHue Hacuius, HeCTIpaBeUIMBOCTH BO30OHOBHIIMCE. JIbroTa u npasa,
JIAaHHbIE OOJIACTHBIM JKHTENISIM B OJIArOCIIOBEHHOE TOCIIOJICTBOBAHUE KHSI3S
benpckoro, yHHWYTOXWIHCH TNPOMCKAMH HaMeCTHHKOB. Poccusi craenamachk
omATh 100bIYer0 KieBpeToB, OmmkHuUX W ciayr Llyiickoro. Ho Woann
Bo3pacrair.”®

The phrase for Ivan’s growth serves as a recurrent theme in the narrative. The
problem, nonetheless, is that the domination of vile advisers left a mark on his soul.

As a result, the tsar’s character was shaped in the wrong way.

" 1bid., 68-69.
8 1bid., 72.
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Cun xpaifHOCTH 0€33aKOHHOTO, TPyOOTO CaMOBIACTUS W HEOOY3IaHHBIX
CTpacTell B IPAaBHTEISIX TOCYAAPCTBA YCKOPWIM IIEPEMEHY, JKEIAEMYIO
HapoaoM u HenpusTensamu Llylickux. MoanHy HCIOMHUIOCH TPUHAALATH JIET.
PoxxneHHBIN ¢ TBUIKOIO TYHIO0, PEIKUM YMOM, OCOOCHHOIO CHIIOIO BOJIH, OH
uMen Obl Bce IJIaBHBIE KAaueCTBa BEIMKOIO MOHApXa, €ciy Obl BOCIIUTaHHE
00pa3oBaJI0 UIIM YCOBEPIIEHCTBOBAJIO B HEM Japbl MIPUPOJBI... TIpEIaHHbII B
BONIO  OyHHBIX  BEJIBMOX, OCJCIUICHHBIX  0e3pacCyqHBIM  JIMYHBIM
BJIACTOJMIOOMEM... HE TOJIBKO Ui ceOs, HO M Uil MWUIMOHOB TOTOBHJI
HECYaCTUE CBOMMH IMOPOKAMHM, JIETKO BOZHUKAIOIUMHY INPU CAMBIX ITYYIIHX
€CTeCTBEHHBIX CBOICTBax, KOTJa €Ie YM, HCIpPABUTENb cTpacTed, HEM B
IOHOH JyIlle U €CJIHM, BMECTO €r0, MyJApPBIi ECTYH HE U3BACHSIET € 3aKOHOB
HPaBCTBEHHOCTH. .. lllylickue, OTHSIB TOCTOMHOIO BEIBMOXY Yy rocygaps U
roCyJapCcTBa, CTapaJIuCh MpUBA3aTh K cede MoaHHa MCIOMHEHHEM BCEX €ro
JETCKUX KEJAHWM... TTUTAIM B HEM HAKIIOHHOCTh K CIIACTONOOHIO U JaXe K
JKECTOKOCTH, HE NpPeABUAA CleACTBUH... OHM HE AyMalaHW TOJIKOBAaTb €My
CBATBIX 00S3aHHOCTEH BEHLEHOCIIA, HOO HE MCIIOIHSIN CBOUX... 0’KECTOYAIN
cepaue, npesupanu cie3bl Moanna o kusa3e Tenennese, benbckom, BopoHos
B HaJIEXKE 3aNIaUTh CBOIO AEP30CTh YTOKIEHUEM €r0 BPEIHBIM IPUXOTSAM, B
HaJeKIe Ha BETPEHOCTb OTPOKA, PA3BJIEKAEMOIO €KEMHUHYTHBIMU YTEXaMHU.
Cust Ge3yMHast cHcTeMa 0OpYIIIIACH Hall [IIABOKO €€ BHHOBHHKOB. ™’

Having come forward as a self-ruling monarch and having executed the hateful
Shuiskii, Ivan by no means became an autocrat in the sense in which Karamzin
understood this word. For this, both he and his advisers, princes Glinskie, lacked

virtue.

...HOBBbIE BEJIbMOXXH, TIECTYHbl ¥ COBETHUKM VOaHHOBBI, MPUyYalnd FOHOIIY-
MOHapXa K Y)KaCHOMY JIETKOMBICIIHIO B JIeJIaX MPaBOCYAHS, K KECTOKOCTH U
tupanctBy! Ilogo6Ho IlylickuM, oHU TOTOBHIM cebe THOeINb; TOA00HO UM,
HE yAEp)KMBaJlM, HO cTpeMuiiu MoaHHa Ha MyTH K pa3Bpary U HEKIUCh HE O
TOM, 4TOOBI C/IENIaTh BEPXOBHYIO BIIACTh OJIATOTBOPHOIO, HO YTOOBI YTBEPUTH
ee B PyKaX COOCTBEHHBIX.

Instead of devoting himself to the matters of administration and curbing mercenary

associates, Ivan was engaged in trips throughout the country:

...BeTIMKUH KHS3b €3IMJ MO Pa3HBIM OOJACTSIM CBOEW AEp)KaBbl... HE IS
HaOJIIOEHNH TOCYAapCTBEHHBIX, HE JUIS 3aIlIMTHl JIIOJEH OT HPUTECHEHHI
KOPBICTOTIOOMBBIX ~ HAMECTHHMKOB... OKPYXXEHHBIH COHMOM 0osip |

* bid., 76-78.
* hid., 82.
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YHHOBHHMKOB, HE BHJIAN TIeyalieil HapoJia v B IfyMe 3a0aB He CIIbIXaJ CTCHAHUN
OeaHOCTH; CKaKaJl Ha OOp3BIX WIaKax W OCTABIISLI 3a COOO0 CIE3bI, KAIOOBI,
HOBYIO O€THOCTh: MO0 CHM IyTCIISCTBUS TOCYIApPEeBBl, HE MPUHOCA HU
MaJICHIIICH TMOJIb3bI TOCYJIAPCTBY, CTOWIIU JICHEr Hapoxy... OIHUM CIIOBOM,
Poccust eme He Bupana oTIa-MOHapxXa Ha MPECTOJE, YTENasch TOJBKO
HAJCKIOK, YTO JIeTa W 3peliblii yM OTKpOlOT MoaHHY CBATOE HCKYCCTBO
1apCTBOBAThH JUIsl Oyiara nropeit.”

In this latter excerpt there is an important idea which justifies autocracy, despite the
underlying danger of tyranny. What is the purpose of autocracy? It is to curb the self-
rule of grandees, who otherwise would rob and suppress the people without restraint
(of course, Karamzin here means not only peasants and city dwellers, but also smaller
nobility).

In contrast to Shcherbatov, Karamzin does not believe in a virtuous
aristocracy. For Karamzin aristocracy is equal to oligarchy, therefore any aristocratic
restriction of monarchy (which Shcherbatov insists on) would only restrict the
possibility of the monarch to prevent the robbery by grandees and their violent actions
toward other layers of society. “The father-monarch on the throne” should “protect
people from the suppression of mercenary governors” and their favorites; this is their
major function apart from the organization of external defense. If a ruler does not
fulfill this function of the defense of people from his own servants, even being
autocratic by form, that is, as an unrestricted monarch, he ceases to be such for
Karamzin; he serves not the good of the people, but only the good of a narrow circle
of his associates. Accordingly, the people will not love such a tsar, even though this

affection is a major criterion of autocracy for Karamzin.

*1 1bid., 85-86.
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All of Karamzin’s previous narrative served as a kind of preliminary to a major
history, which began at the establishment of “true autocracy,” a necessary condition of
which was the acquisition of “virtue” by lvan the Terrible. Such a (say, unexpected)
event appears to be a consequence of the fire in Moscow and the appearance before
the tsar of the priest Silvestr, who, portraying the fire to him as God’s punishment,
pushes him to act virtuously for fear of further troubles. This interpretation is taken
not from Ivan’s “Poslanie ... Kurbskomu,” which actually represents Silvestr in a
negative way, as “having trapped” the tsar, making him give up his own will, but from
Kurbskii’s Istoriia, which certainly considers the role of Silvestr’s as positive, even
though his success was accomplished by a certain deception. Remorseful of his former
behavior, lvan delivers his new philosophy in a special speech (which, of course is
taken not from the sources), representing Karamzin’s views on what should be an
ideal autocracy. lvan, having confessed his earlier sins before the priesthood, is as if
gathering the representatives of the people (the people of different ranks) on the Red

Square and tells them:

«Pano bor nmmmi MeHs OTHAa W MaTepH; a BEJbMOXH HE palelid O MHE:
XOTeNM OBITh CAMOBIIACTHBIMH; MOUM HMEHEM IOXHTWJIM CaHbl U YeCTH,
Oorareny HEMpaBIOl0, TECHWIM HAPOA — M HUKTO HE NPETHI MM. B kaikom
JETCTBE CBOEM S Kazaiucs IMIyXHM U HEMBIM: HE BHUMAaJl CTCHAaHUIO OCIHBIX, U
He ObuT0 00MMYeHns B ycTtax Moux!..

Henb3s ucnpaBUTh MuHysuieeo 31ma: MOTY TOJIBKO 6/1pedb CracaTh Bac
OT NOJOOHBIX IPUTECHEHUH U IPpaOUTENBCTB. .. OCTaBbTE HEHABUCTh, BPAXKIY;
COCJIMHUMCSI Bce JIO0OBHIO XpHCTHAaHCKOW. OTHBIHE s CyAbs Baml U

2
SallUTHHUK». 5

Further on, Ivan magnanimously forgives the guilty boyars; moreover,

“Poccusi B JHMIlE CBOMX IIOBEPEHHBIX TIPHCYTCTBOBaja Ha JIOOHOM MecTe, ¢

%2 1hid., 102-103.
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OJIarOrOBEHHEM BHHMasi HCKPEHHEMY OOETy IOHOTO BEHIICHOCIA XHUTh JJs ee
9953 .

cuactus.”™ Then the tsar entrusts Adashev to accept complaints from the poor,

orphans, and offended, saying: “He Ooiics HU CHJIBHBIX, HA CJIaBHBIX, KOTJa OHH,

MMOXUTUB YeCTh, 0€33aKOHCTBYIOT. J[a HE OOMaHyT Te€Os M JIOKHBIC CJe3bl OCITHOTO,

KOIJ[a OH B 3aBHCTH KieBewmer Ha 6oratoro!”* Adashev is generally characterized as

an ideal courtier who, though not a grandee, was all the more virtuous:

...MMes HEeXHYI, YHCTYI0 JyIlly, HpaBbl Olarde, pa3yM MPHATHBIN,
OCHOBATENBHBIH M OECKOPHICTHYIO JIOO0BH K J100pYy, OH uckan HMoaHHOBoOH
MUJIOCTH HE JJid CBOUX JIMYHBIX BBITOA, a IJIA IIOJIB3bl OTCUCCTBA, U LAPb
Halllell B HEM pEOKOe COKPOBHINE, JpYyra, HEOOXOJMMO HYKHOTO
CaMOZEpXKIly, YTOOBI JIydllle 3HATh JIIOJEH, COCTOSHHE TOCYAapCTBa,
WUCTUHHBIC MMOTPEOHOCTH OHOTO: MO0 CaMOJECPXKEIl C BBICOTHI MTPECTOJIA BUIUT
JMIA ¥ BEIl¥ B OOMaHYMBOM CBETE OTHAJCHHS; a APYT €ro Kak IO IaHHbIH
CTOMT HAPAY CO BCEMH, CMOTPHT IIpAMEe B CEp/ILA U BOIH3U HA IPEIMETHL "

It is hard to get rid of the sense that Karamzin, describing the “friend of the
tsar,” here portrays his own desirable role by Alexander. As he wrote in “Novoe
pribavlenie” (“The new addition”) to the note “Dlia potomstva” (“For posterity”),
comprehending the results of his conversation with Alexander, depicted in the Mnenie
russkogo grazhdanina, Karamzin had several meetings with the tsar in 1819-1824:

...MBI M€ C HUM HECKOJBKO MOAOOHBIX Oecen O pas3HBIX mpeameTax. S

Bcerma OBUT YMCTOCEpIEYCH, OH BCEra TEpIeInB, KPOTOK... S He

0e3MOJIBCTBOBAJI O Hajgorax B MHPHOC BpeEMs, O HENEeNnoM... CHUCTEME

(hMHAHCOB, O TPO3HBIX BOCHHBIX IMOCEIIEHUSIX, O CTPAHHOM BBEIOOPE HEKOTOPBIX
BaKHEHMIINX CAHOBHUKOB. ..

* Ibid., 103.
* Ibid., 104.
* Ibid., 100.
% Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 440.
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In other words, Karamzin wanted to be the same “friend” of the tsar, as the one he saw
in Adashev.

And there, finally, is the justification of autocracy, which, according to
Karamzin, had only been established in Russia when Ivan the Terrible, appealing with
a speech to the “council” on the Red Square, seems to have set up a new social
contract with the people.

Certainly, according to Karamzin, the people supported this contract,

moreover: “HapoJ rmiakan oT yMHJICHUSI BMECTE C FOHBIM CBOUM uapeM.”57

It is important that autocracy, for Karamzin, does not exclude the existence of
a council of grandees, yet only consisting of the virtuous. Besides, the tsar himself

controls all the council’s decisions.

Llapps roBOpHI M ZeiicTBOBAJ, OonMpasch Ha YeTy u30paHHbIX, CHibBeCcTpa U
ApnameBa, KOTOpbIE TPUHSUIM B CBSIICHHBIA COIO3 CBOM... BCEX MYXKeH
I0OpONETENbHBIX, OMNBITHBIX, B MAaCTUTOH CTapOCTH €LIe YCEepIHBIX K
OTEYECTBY M MpPEXKAE OTTOHSIEMBbIX OT TpPOHA, I/I€ BETpPEeHas IOHOCTh HE
Tepriena uxX yrproMoro Buja. JlackaTenu u IIyThl OHEMENH TIPU JBOPE; B AyMe
3arpaXJaliuCh ycTa HaBETHHKaM M KO3HOJESIM, a IMpaBJa Moria ObITh
OTKpOoBeHHOI0. HecMOTpst Ha 10BEepeHHOCTh, KOTOPYIO MloaHH MMeT K COBETY,
OH caM BXOJWJ M B TOCYJIapCTBEHHbIC U B BaXHEUINIME CYIHBIC JIeia, YTOOBI
UCTIOJIHUTH 00eT, AaHHbId UM bory m Poccun. Besne Haposa OmarocioBui
ycepaue TpaBUTENbCTBA K A00py oOIIeMy; Be3[e CMEHSUIM HEIOCTOMHBIX
MIpaBUTEIEN... XOTENM O3HAMEHOBATh CUACTIIMBYI0 TOCYJIapCTBEHHYIO
MepeMeHy He JKECTOKOI0 Ka3HHMIO XYJBIX CTapblX YHHOBHUKOB, a JIyUIINM
n30paHreM HOBBIX, Kak Obl OOBSBIISS TEM HApPONy, YTO 3JIOYNOTpeOIeHHUs
YacTHOW BJAacTH OBIBAIOT OOBIKHOBEHHBIM, HEMHHYEMBIM CJIEICTBHEM
YCHITUIEHUS WM pa3BpaTa B TJIABHOM HAdallbCTBE; TI€ OHO TEPIHUT Ipadex,
TaM rpabUTe i OYTH HEBHHHBI, TOB3YSCh TO3BOTISEMBIM. >

And once again it is possible to observe the parallel with the way Karamzin portrays

the contemporary state of things in the Memoir on Ancient and Modern Russia:

5" Karamzin, Istoriia, vol. 8, 104.

%8 Karamzin, Istoriia, vol. 8, 104-105.
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OmHO M3 BaKHEHIIINX 30J1 HAIIETO BPEMEHHU eCcTh OeccTpamme. Besme rpabsr,
U KTO HakasaH?.. MlHoraa BUAMM, 4TO rocyaapb, BOIPEKH CBOCH KPOTOCTH,
OBbIBaCT pACIOJIOKEH W K CTPOTMM MeEpaM... HO CHU MAaJIOYHMCICHHBIC
MpPUMEPHl OTBETCTBYIOT JIM OECUMCIEHHOCTH HBIHEITHHX M3JO0UMIIEB... B
Poccun He Oyzet npaBocyaus, €Clid TOCyAaph, HIOPYYHB OHOE CyIMIHILAM, HE
Oyner cMoTpeTh 3a CyabsMu... CHpeHbl MOTYT TMETh BOKPYT TpOHa:
“Anexcannap! Bomapu 3akoH B Poccun” w mpou. S BO3BMYCH OBITH
TOJIKOBATEJIeM Ccero xopa: “Anekcanap! mad HaM WMEHEM 3aKOHA
rocnoAcTBOBaTh Haja Poccuer, a caM TMOKOWcsS Ha TpOHE, HW3JIUBas

€IMHCTBEHHO MHJIOCTH. ..”">°

Thus, depicting this period of Ivan the Terrible’s reign, Karamzin writes as if
he wanted to give his present tsar a lesson, as if to say “look after your associates,
keep them in fear, otherwise no one would keep them from using their position for
their personal benefit, for the suppression of the people.”

The advantages of an autocracy based in the people’s love, accomplished by
the restriction of egoistic servants, through one’s higher authority, are summed up in

the following expressions:

Tosbko B OJHUX CaMOJICPXKABHBIX TOCYJapCTBaX BUIUM CHH JICTKHE,
OBICTpBIC MEPEXObI OT 371a K 100py: OO BCE 3aBHCUT OT BOJH CaMOJACPKIA,
KOTOpPBIH, IMOJ00HO HMCKYCHOMY MEXaHHKY, IBH)KCHHEM IepCTa JaeT X0
rpomajiaM, BpaiaeT MaXuHy HEU3MEPUMYIO U BJICUYET €10 MUJUIMOHBI KO OJary
Wi 6eacTBur.%

Karamzin’s notions here appear quite opposite to the views of Hume, who
displaying the advantages of a “free” rule, wrote in his essay That Politics May Be

Reduced to a Science:

Were it once admitted, that all governments are alike, and that the only
difference consists in the character and conduct of the governors, most
political disputes would be at an end ... But, though a friend to moderation, I

% Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 429-430.

% Karamzin, Istoriia, vol. 8, 105.
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cannot forebear condemning this sentiment, and should be sorry to think, that
human affairs admit of no greater stability, than what they receive from the
casual humours and characters of particular men.**

Later, Hume draws possible arguments against his viewpoint, and particularly, the
comparison of the poor governing of France under Henry 11 and the good government
of Henry IV. “Instances of this kind may be multiplied,” Hume writes. Yet, he adds:
“All absolute governments must very much depend on the administration; and this is
one of the great inconveniences attending that form of government.” %

Paradoxically, the further narrative of the Istoriia, despite Karamzin so
strongly pronouncing the opposite thesis, exactly supports Hume’s standpoint. As
Karamzin demonstrates, Ivan the Terrible eventually loses his miraculously acquired
virtue. According to Karamzin, this is the consequence of the concurrence of a
number of circumstances. In other words, this is a certain diversion from the natural
order of things, while normally aristocracy is the best form of government. Hume
would say to this that a “free” form of government is better, because it is protected
from such “contingencies,” and does not depend to such a degree on the changes of
the character of particular personalities.®® While Rousseau would add (and
Shcherbatov seems to agree with him) that unrestricted rule itself leads to corruption,
pushing a monarch to usurp the rights of “sovereign,” i.e., the people.

The following narrative on the first period of Ivan’s reign is arranged by
Karamzin as a continuous sequence of successes, from the creation of the Code of law

to the annexation of Kazan. Moreover the historian does not miss the chance to point

% David Hume, The Philosophical Works of David Hume in 4 Volumes, vol. 3 (Edinburgh, 1826), 14.
® Ibid., 15.
% Ibid.
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to the virtue of the monarch and the people’s love for him. He does not forget the
“historical lessons,” specially destined for the edification of Alexander. Thus, he

writes of Ivan’s Code of law:

...NoanH n noOpble ero COBETHHWKH HCKAalld B TPyAe CBOEM He Oiiecka, He
CYeTHOM CJaBbl, a BEPHOH, SBHON IIOJB3bl, C PEBHOCTHOI JIIOOOBHIO K
CIPaBEATIMBOCTH, K 0J1aroycTpOICTBY; HE ICHCTBOBAI BOOOpaKEHUEM, YMOM
He OOTOHSJIM HACTOALIEIO IMOPSAKAa BELIe, HE TEePSUINCh MBICISAMH B
BO3MOXXHOCTSAX OyJyIIero, HO CMOTpPETH BOKPYT ceOs, HCIpaBIsUIN
37I0yNOTpeOIeHus], HE U3MEHSIS TIIaBHOM, IPeBHEH OCHOBBI 3aKOHO/IATENLCTBA;
BCE OCTaBWJIM, KaKk ObUIO M 4YeM HapojJ Kazajcs IOBOJIHBIM: YCTPaHSUIN
TOJIBKO TPHYUHY M3BECTHBIX JKano0; XOTeNd JIy4ylllero, He nOymas o
COBepIICHCTBE — M 0e3 y4eHOCTH, 0e3 (eopuu, He 3Has HHUYET0, KpoMe
Poccun, HO 3Has xopowo Poccuro, Hamucanu KHUTY... OHa €CTb BEPHOE
3€pLAJI0 HPABOB U MOHATHI Beka.™

Let us compare this with a conservative passage from the Memoir on Ancient

and Modern Russia:

...BMECTO TOTrO, 4YTOOBl OTMEHHTh E€IWHCTBEHHO W3JIMIIHEE, NPHOpPaTh
HY»KHOE, OJIHUM CIIOBOM, HMCIPAaBJSTH MO0 OCHOBATEIbHOMY DPacCMOTPEHHIO,
COBETHHUKH AJIEKCAHIPOBBI 3aXOTEJIU HOBOCTCH... OCTAaBUB 0O€3 BHHMAaHUS
MPAaBUJIO MYJIPBIX, YTO BCSKas HOBOCTh B TOCYIApCTBEHHOM IIOPSIKE €CTh
3]10, K KOTOPOMY Ha[06HO IPHOEraTh TOJIBKO B HEOOXOIHUMOCTH. .. >

Mpl uuTaeM B MpEKpacHOM aymie AJeKcaHApa CHIBHOE KellaHHe
yTBepauTh B Poccuu pgevictBusi 3akoHa. OcTaBUB MpexHHE (HOPMBI, HO
JIBUTAsI, TAK CKa3aTh, OHbIC TIOCTOSHHBIM JIyXOM PEBHOCTH K OOIIeMYy I00OpY,
OH CKOpee MOT Obl JOCTHUTHYTh 3TOH IIEJIU... HOBOCTH BEAYT K HOBOCTSIM H
6IArONPHSTCTBYIOT HEOOY3IaHHOCTH MPOM3BOIA.

Thus, it is possible to observe here an appeal to Alexander to act in a similar way as
Ivan the Terrible and his advisers acted in old times, rather than as reformers such as

Speranskii, i.e., on the basis of “theories,” and allegedly without knowing Russia.

% Karamzin, Istoriia, vol. 8, 107-108.
8 Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 402; Pipes, Karamzin’s Memoir, 147-148.

% Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 407; Pipes, Karamzin’s Memoir, 156.
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Similarly to Shcherbatov, Karamzin approves of the restriction of the order of
precedence, although he does not mention the need to support the rights of the
aristocracy by birth. On the contrary, he writes of the order of precedence that
“rocymapb elle He MOI MCKOPEHHTh cero Beamkoro 3ma.”®’ Consequently, for
Karamzin, this was pure evil; there was no combination of positive and negative
beginnings which Shcherbatov wrote about. In addition, Karamzin mentions the
action, omitted by Shcherbatov, of the issuing of regulations concerning local self-

government:

...[paMoOThl yCTaBHbIE, IO KOMM BO BCEX TOPOJAX M BOJOCTSIX HAAJIEXKAIO
nU30paTh CTapOCT W IIEIOBaJIBHHUKOB, WU MPHUCSKHBIX, YTOOBI OHH CYIMIU
Jenla BMECTE C HaMECTHHKAMH... a COTCKHE U IISITUICCATHHUKH, TaKXKe
n3bupaeMble  OOIIEI0 JOBEPEHHOCTHIO, JIOJDKEHCTBOBAIM  3aHUMAThCS
3€MCKOI0 HKCIIPaBOIO, 1a0bl YWHOBHHMKHM IIAPCKHE HE MOIIM JCHCTBOBATh
CaMOBJIACTHO W HapoJ HE OBLI GesrmacHbM. ™

Here we see that Karamzin implies the restriction of self-rule of officials not
only from above through the tsar’s supervision, but also from below through the
organization of local self-government. Thus, autocracy for Karamzin does not exclude
the people from participating in state administration, at least on the local level.

Finally, the annexation of Kazan and the subsequent triumphant return of the

tsar to Moscow serves as an occasion for the following panegyric:

Celi MOHapX, O3apeHHBIH CJIaBOIO, JO BOCTOPra JIIOOMMBIH OTEYECTBOM,
3aBOEBaTENb BPAKACOHOTO I1apCTBA, YMHUPHUTEIh CBOETO, BEIMKOIYIIHBIA BO
BCEX YYBCTBAaX, BO BCEX HAMEPEHUSX, MYAPBI MpaBUTEIb, 3aKOHOAATEb,
MMeJ TOJIBKO 22 To/a OT POXKICHUS: SBJICHUE PEIKOE B UCTOPHH TOCYIapCTB!
Kazanocs, uto bor xoren B MoanHe ynuButh Poccuio u uenoBedecTBO
MIPUMEPOM KAKOI'0-TO COBEPILIEHCTBA, BEIIMKOCTU M cYacTHUsl Ha TpoHe... Ho

87 Karamzin, Istoriia, vol. 8, 108.
% Ibid., 110.
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30€Ch BOCXOIUT IIEPBOC 00J1aKo Hag JIy4€3apHOIO TJIaBOIO IOHOTO
BCHIICHOCIA. 6

As it is easy to guess, he speaks of the episode of Ivan’s disease and the boyar’s unrest
on the issue of ascending to the throne. A certain unexpectedness of this episode (an
ideal monarch suddenly begins to lose virtue) becomes clear, if one takes into
consideration the construction of the plot of the narrative: Ivan’s happiness on the
throne seems to be brought to the highest point, there is no way further. It only
remains to show how he would stand the troubles and vicissitude of fate. However, it
is them that he cannot endure. In addition, if one would consider the preliminaries of
the story, in the way Karamzin describes the formation of the character of the young
tsar, then there is nothing strange in such a development of the plot.

The construction of the narrative here is likely to be deliberate, and resembles
a sentimental novel on assaulted virtue—not Pamela, but rather Clarissa by
Richardson. The image of the people, who love their monarch, in the Istoriia parallels
the image of Anastasia, a typical sentimental heroine of virtue, weak and defenseless.
It is not accidental that Anastasia dies right at the moment when lvan is already ready
to betray his obligation of monarch. Pamela is a story of the triumph of virtue with a
happy ending: Clarissa contains a tragic episode of the rape of the heroine. Ivan
seems to have done the same with his country, and, moreover, he went unpunished.
For Karamzin the people are not even thinking of resisting the tyrant, but only
powerlessly complain of its fate. Similar motives are present in Karamzin’s own
Bednaia Liza; having learned of the decision of her disloyal lover to marry someone

else, Lisa does not protest, but simply commits suicide.

% 1bid., 197.
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The betrayal of the beloved is identified with the monarch’s break of the
“social contract” with his people. What prompted lvan to commit such a crime?

It turns out, that it was personal discontent with his virtuous advisers.

Let us remember Paul I in the Memoir on Ancient and Modern Russia.

According to Karamzin: “Tlo >xankomy 3a0inyXJICHHIO yMa M BCJCICTBUE MHOTHUX

. 7
JIMYHBIX [IPETEPIIEHHBIX UM HEYI0BOJILCTBUM, OH X0TeN ObITh MoanHoMm IV...” 0

Ivan had enough of “unpleasantries” regarding previous dishonest boyars, who
kept him in tyranny during his childhood, namely princes Shuiskie. But why did he
become dissatisfied with his virtuous advisers?

One of the reasons was the unrest of the boyars, in the case of Ivan’s disease,
their refusal to swear an oath to the juvenile heir.

Unlike Shcherbatov, Karamzin blames the boyars, having refused to swear an

allegiance to an infant, in more passionate language:

Yero ’xe XOTelNW CHH JEp3KWE CAHOBHHKH, MOXET OBITh, JEHCTBUTEIHHO
OJlyIIICBIICHHBIE JIIOOOBUIO K OOIIEMYy JeNy, NEHCTBUTEIBHO YCTpallcHHBIE
MBICITUIO O THOENBHBIX JUIA OTedecTBa cmyTax Oosipckux?.. Ilpeamomaras
camoe 4mcToe, OjaropojHeifiee moOyXKIeHHEe B cepaiax Oosip, JIETOIHCEI]
CIPaBEUIMBO  OCYXXKJaeT UX 3aMbICell CaMOBOJBHO HHUCIPOBEPTHYTh
HACJIEJICTBEHHBIIl yCTaB TOCydapcTBa... Bce denmoBedeckne 3aKOHBI WMEIOT
CBOM OIIACHOCTH, HEyJ00CTBa, WHOT/IA BPEIHBIC CIEACTBHS, HO OBIBAIOT
JTIIOI0 TIOPSZIKA, CBSAIIEHHBI IS 0Jaropa3yMHBIX, HPAaBCTBEHHBIX JIOACH U
CITy’KaT OIUIOTOM, TBEpPABIHEIO AepxkaB. [IpeaBuieHre OCIyIIHbIX 00Sip MOTIIO
Y HE UCTIOJHHUTHCS: HO €CIi Obl MAJIOJIETCTBO LAPs U MPOU3BENIO BPEMEHHBIE
oencreus st Poccun, To Jydiie ObLTO CHOCUTH OHBIE, HEXKETH HapYIICHUEM
TJIaBHOTO YyCTaBa TOCYAAapCTBEHHOTO BBEPIHYTh OTEYECTBO B O€3qHY
BCETJAIIHETO MSTEXKa HEU3BECTHOCTUIO HACJIEACTBEHHOI'O IIpaBa, CTOJb
BAKHOTO B MOHAPXHSX. "

70 Karamzin, O drevnei i novoi Rossii, 395; Pipes, Karamzin’s Memoir, 135.

™ Karamzin, Istoriia, vol. 8, 204-205.
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Thus, Karamzin writes from the position of the defender of the law, which should be
unchangeable even in an autocratic monarchy, in this particular case, the law of
succession. But it is not only the breaking of the law that was a sin of the grandees.
Karamzin assumes that the position of the tsar’s favorite posed a threat for the virtue

of one of them, namely for Silvestr.

...upe3BblyaiHblid My CulbBECTp... yKa3blBall M BEIbMOXaM U
MUTPOMOJINTY, U CYAUAM U BOEBOJIaM; MBICIHJ, a aph Aenan. Cus BIacTb, He
Oynyun O€33aKOHHEM M IPOUCXOAS OT CIPAaBEAIMBOH J1OBEPEHHOCTH
rocyaapeBoil K MyIpOMY COBETHHKY, MOIJIa OJHAKO X M3MEHUTb YHCTOTY €ro
NEepBBIX HaMepeHWid W MOOYXACHWI; MOrJa pOJUTh B HEM IIOOOBb K
TOCIIOACTBY U JKEJIaHUE YTBEPJUTb OHOE HABCErAa: UCKYLICHUE, ONACHOE IS
nmobpoaerenu! Becemu yBakaeMblid, HO HE BceMH JTFOOUMBIHN, CHIIEBECTp TEPsUT
¢ MoanHoM nonutudeckoe ObITHE CBOE U, COTJAIIAs JIMYHOE BIACTOIIOOHE C
HOJIB3010  TOCYAApPCTBEHHOIO, Modicem Obimb, TallHO JOOPOXOTCTBOBAI
cropoHe Braaumupa AH;[peeBI/Iqa.72

Karamzin’s expression “moxer ObITh” indicates that it is nothing more than a
guess. Nevertheless, Silvestr interceded for Vladimir Andreevich, whom Zakhair’iny
(the tsarina’s relatives) did not allow to visit the tsar. This is, of course, not enough for
the accusation of betrayal. But in the imagination of the tsar, concerned with the safety
of his wife and son, along with the whispering of close associates, interested in getting
rid of Silvestr, there could emerge suspicion. And even though Ivan, according to

Karamzin, had visually forgiven the offence, yet, as the historian writes:

...B ceplue ocrajach paHa omnacHas. VoaHHy BHyIIAlM, 4YTO HE TOJBKO
CunbBecTp, HO U IOHBII AJalieB TallHO JepKan CTOPOHY KHsA3s8 Bnamumupa.
He comueBasice B ux ycepanu k 6mary Poccuu, OH Hagall COMHEBATHCS B MX
JUYHOM MPUBI3aHHOCTH K HEMY; V8ddiCds TOTO W JIPYTOro, MPOCTHUI K HAM B
mob6u; 00S3aHHBII WM TJaBHBIMHM YCIIEXaMHU CBOETO IIapCTBOBAHUS,
cTpammics  ObITh  HeONarogapHeIM WM COONIOAaN  €IWHCTBEHHO
HNPUCTOWHOCTB... Bcero xyxe Obuto To, uro cynpyra MoanHoBa, morone
coryiacHo ¢ ApameBbiM u CHIBBECTPOM TMHUTaB B HeM JIOOOBb K CBATOU

2 1hid., 207.
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HPaBCTBEHHOCTH, OTIEJIMWIACH OT HUX TAaHHON HENPUSA3HUIO, TyMas, YTO OHU
MMeY HaMepeHHEe OXKEPTBOBATh €10, CHIHOM €€ U OpaThsIMU BBITOJaM CBOETO
0COOEHHOr0 4ecToMo0us. AHacTacusi CIOCOOCTBOBana, BEPOSATHO, OCTY[E
HoanHoBa cepaua k apy3bsM. C cero BpeMeHH OH HENPHUATHBIM 00pa3oM

IMOYYBCTBOBaJI CBOIO OT HUX 3aBUCHMOCTb U HaXOAWJI MHOTrJa yJAOBOJILCTBUE
HE corjlalmaTtbCda ¢ HUMU, ACJIATh [I0-CBOCMY. . .73

Here Karamzin, as if unintentionally, proves with his story Hume’s idea. What do the
benefits of autocracy cost if they rest on such fragile ground as a monarch’s virtue,
depending on his emotional relationships with “friends”? Should the adversaries cast a
shadow on these relationships, virtue is under threat.

Further on in Karamzin’s Istoriia, similarly to Shcherbatov’s, there follows an
episode with Maxim Grek and Vassian Toporkov. Describing the benevolent reaction
of the tsar to the latter’s advice (here he follows the same source as Shcherbatov—

Kurbskii’s Istoriia), Karamzin exclaims:

«Her, rocynaps! — morium 661 MbI Bo3pa3uth emy: — Het! CoBeT, TeOe 1aHHbI,
BHYILIEH JyXOM JDKH, a He UCTUHBL. L{apb 10oKeH He BIacTBOBAaTh TOJIBKO, HO
BJIACTBOBATH 0JIarofIETEJILHO: €r0 MYIPOCTb, KaK YesIoBeYecKast, UMEET HYKAy
B [I0COOMH APYIHX YMOB, U TEM INPEBOCXOJHEE B IVIa3aX HAPOJa, YEM MyHpee
COBETHHMKH, MM BbIOMpaeMble. MOHapX, Omacasichb yMHbIX, BIAJaeT B PYKH
Xumpoix, KOTOpbI€ B YTOIHOCTh €MY IPUTBOPATCS JaXke TIyNIamMu; He TICHS
B HEM pa3zyMma, IUICHAT CTPAacTh M MOBEAYT €ro K cBoer menu. Llapu nomKHBI
OIacaThCs He My/IPBIX, @ KOBAPHBIX HIIM OECCMBICICHHBIX COBETHHKOBY.

There is only a minor difference in the way Shcherbatov cites Kurbskii.
Shcherbatov writes about “orornanuu ot npecrona” those who could represent for the
tsar the people’s needs, and those who are ready to serve only out of ambition,
whereas Karamzin writes that the ruler who is surrounded by wise, rather than

obedient advisers, is “npeBocxojaHee B rinazax Hapoma.” Thus, Shcherbatov speaks of

" bid., 211-212.
" bid., 214-215.
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the efficiency of governing, while Karamzin speaks rather of its durability and
legitimacy in the eyes of the public opinion.

However, this is not the full list of differences. Whereas, for Shcherbatov, the
rational choice in favor of Vassian Toporkov, rather than Maxim Grek, signifies that
Ivan has already made in his soul the decision to become a tyrant and only waited for
a favorable moment, for Karamzin, Ivan is still a virtuous monarch, which allows him
to continue winning victories in Livonia. Yet, there occurs an event, in a way
symmetrical to Ivan’s initial acquisition of virtue, and it is also marked by catastrophic
fire, as if being a symbol of the intervention of Providence into a course of earthly

events.

Ho B TO Bpems, kak cuibHas pyka MoanHa naBuna cialyro JInBoHuto, HeOO
TOTOBHJIO Y)KaCHYIO TIIEpeMeHy B cyab0e ero u Poccun.

TpuHanuate  JIeT OH  HACHaXJAICid  IOJHBIM  CYacTHEM
CEeMCUCTBEHHBIM, OCHOBAaHHBIM Ha JIIOOBH K CYNpyre HEXHOW ¢
JIo0OpoNieTeNnbHOM. AHAcTacus... IBejia IOHOCTHIO W 3JIpaBHEM: HO B HIOJE
1560 roga 3aHemorna TSXKKOIO OOJE3HHIO, YMHOKEHHOIO HcIyroM. B cyxoe
BpeMsi, IPH CHJIBHOM BeTpe, 3aropencs Ap0ar; Tydu IbIMa C MBUIAIOLIMMU
rojoBHsAMH Heciucs K Kpemmto. ... Llapuume ot ctpaxa m OecrnokoicTBa
CAENanoch XyXe... K OTYasHWIO Ccynpyra, AHacTacus... NPECTaBHJIACH...
HNoann men 3a rpobom... OH cTeHal M PBAJICSA: OAMH MHTPOIOJIHT, CaM
00/MBasCh Clie3aMu, Aep3ajl HAIIOMHHATH €My O TBEPAOCTH XPHUCTHAHUHA...
Ho emie ne 3namm, 4to AHacTacus yHecnia ¢ co00r0 B MOTHITy!

3meck KoHeEI cuacTiIMBbEIX aHell MoanHa u Poccun: mbo OH juImmics
HE TOIBKO CYHpPYTH, HO U J06pojeTeny. .. >

For Karamzin Ivan lost his sanity of mind in mourning. And therefore he
ceased to grasp rational arguments, gave himself away to passions, and became a
tyrant. This interpretation of events allows Karamzin to argue for their exceptionality,

whereas, for Shcherbatov the tyranny of an unrestricted autocrat is rather a natural

™ 1bid., 307-308.
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consequence of his position than a peculiar coincidence. Therefore in order to explain
the choice made by the tsar he does not require the interference of Providence.

Let us draw some preliminary conclusions from our comparison of the
narrations of the first period of Ivan the Terrible’s reign by the two historians.

A detailed comparison of the two versions of the history of the first period of
the reign of Ivan the Terrible suggested by Shcherbatov and Karamzin allows us to
clarify the classic opposition of these two thinkers, respectively, as an advocate of
monarchy restricted by the council of aristocrats and as an adherent of unrestricted
autocracy. Firstly, Shcherbatov recognizes the necessity of a strong monarch, so
indispensable for autocracy, only in the worst case, that of a struggle for power among
aristocratic clans, which leads to the weakening of the state. Karamzin, in his turn,
similarly recognizes that nearing the environment of the monarch there should be
several associates or assistants, who would not only help him with their reasonable
advice, but also strengthen him in virtue, i.e., in serving the interests of the common
good. Secondly, the restrictions of the power of the monarch, which Shcherbatov
keeps in mind, are not mechanical, and their functioning depends on the monarch’s
will. Thus, it is rather possible to say that a sensible and virtuous monarch would
consciously restrict himself by taking into consideration the advice of sensible and
virtuous associates. Yet, no law or constitution would keep him from breaking this
agreement and the abuse of his position, if he would decide to become a tyrant. For his
part, Karamzin draws a contrast between autocracy and single-handed power
(samovlastie), implying that in the first case a virtuous monarch would deliberately

follow the advice of his virtuous associates, while in the second case, a tyrant, obeying
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his disorderly passions only, would attract mercenary flatterers, who, demonstrating
their ostentatious loyalty, would actually follow their own egoistic interests.

Thus, if considering only state organization, Shcherbatov and Karamzin write
of one and the same thing—unrestricted (meaning the lack of constitution or any other
legal restrictions) monarchy, or autocracy. Whether such monarchy is a proper
monarchy, where the ruler acts in the interests of common good, or a tyranny, where
the ruler exercises arbitrary actions under the influence of his disorderly wishes,
depends exclusively on the virtue of the monarch. In the first case he would surround
himself with virtuous advisers, in the second by vile ones. What is exactly the
difference between Shcherbatov’s and Karamzin’s political concepts?

First of all, let us look at what is conspicuous is Shcherbatov’s and Karamzin’s
different attitudes toward aristocracy. Shcherbatov recognizes that in the case of a
weak reign, i.e., in the absence of a sufficiently legitimate monarch who would be able
to hold the centrifugal tendencies, the grandees would be involved in a fight for power
with each other, which would lead to disorder in the administration of the state.
Nonetheless, these grandees are ready to serve the fatherland and sacrifice their
property and even their life for the sake of its good. Therefore, they may be virtuous,
and the state as a system would work well if the ambitions of the boyars would be
directed in the right way. A monarch should also learn to find a golden mean between
promotion based on the service of talented people and a preference given to his
descendants from aristocratic clans; the virtue of the latter is accomplished by a
correct upbringing (see the above chapters devoted to the political views of

Shcherbatov). Thus, he speaks of some quasi-monarchical system of checks and
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balances, where it is important to find an optimal balance of the opposite principles.
Yet, it is not the balance or mutual confinement of different powers, as in a traditional
mixed monarchy or constitutional system with a division of authorities, but rather a
balance of various motivations, guiding the behavior of the representatives of the
aristocratic elite. The major motive for such aristocrats is ambition—it is necessary to
direct them in the way that it would work for the good of the state, rather than for its
collapse. And it is the ruler who must do it. Not only should he be virtuous himself,
though this is an indispensible condition: the ruler must also be a talented
administrator of the state, who could be compared with a captain of a ship, able to set
a course for the ship, to use navigation instruments, and knowing when and which
sails should be set in order not to sink the ship, but on the contrary, lead it to a safe
harbor. The ideal state organization, portrayed in this way by Shcherbatov would not
work without a virtuous and wise monarch, even if there were a sufficient number of
virtuous aristocrats.

Shcherbatov in his narration of the history focuses on the topic, which may be
described as a search for correct and, most effective devises of administering of the
state with the help of virtuous grandees, loving their fatherland. In the examined
fragment of the Istoriia Shcherbatov exactly depicts the evolution from a weak and
unskilled to a more effective state administration.

On the other hand, Shcherbatov demonstrates that the virtue of the ruler
depends significantly on how far he comprehends the limits of his own human
abilities and realizes the necessity of relying not only on his own abilities, but also on

the reason and the loyalty to the fatherland of aristocratic elite. Without their help,
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according to Shcherbatov, even the most virtuous and wisest ruler is unable to
succeed. Thus, the fostering of virtuous and educated elite, for Shcherbatov, is an
indispensable condition of existence of a well-organized state.

In opposition to this, Karamzin does not believe in the possibility of the
existence of a virtuous aristocracy, nor is it needed in his construction of an ideal
monarchy. A virtuous monarch does not need the aristocracy; he only needs several
virtuous “friends” capable of delivering to him the needs of the people. The origin of
these friends may be different, however, as the example of Adashev demonstrates,
Karamzin usually implies their noble origin. Aristocracy is identified by Karamzin
with oligarchy and invested exclusively with the propensity to follow personal
egoistic interests. Then what, according to Karamzin, does the power of monarchy rest
on in this case? If for Shcherbatov a monarch is the same as other people, his
legitimacy is conditional and depends on the recognition of his power by the grandees,
for Karamzin the legitimacy of a monarch relies on the “people’s love” in the first
place. The power of a crowned monarch is as if he is sparkling in the halo of his
people’s love, filled with energy by which he rises above the level of the ordinary
people, where the grandees stay with their private interests. It is exactly why a
monarch, according to Karamzin, is capable of restraining the grandees, and directs
their efforts, whether they want it or not, to the common good. He is covered with the
people’s love and from it he may draw his might.

What conditions this phenomenal love that endows the monarch’s power with

such energy?
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It depends on the monarch’s ability to protect the weak and poor against those
strong and mighty representatives of oligarchy, who seek to suppress them. If a
monarch demonstrates such an ability, and succeeds in his foreign policy, protects the
fatherland from exterior enemies, which, certainly, enforces the people’s love, he does
not need to be afraid of aristocratic conspirators. If the monarch closes his ears to the
howls of the offended, if he allows his servants and associates to rob and fleece the
dependents unpunished, the people’s love would be lost. In this case a ruler becomes a
simple mortal, an ordinary ruler in the spirit of Machiavelli’s The Prince, who has
only one way of maintaining his power, i.e., acting with no investigation or trial and
getting rid of potential enemies in advance, before they have time to arrange an
overturn or even think of it. Such a ruler would inevitably turn into a tyrant,
surrounded by sycophantic associates, each of whom is only concerned with how to
survive and be a winner in the competition for being close to the tsar, pushing other
favorites aside, and, in the meantime, multiplying one’s personal wealth.

The history of Ivan the Terrible, grounded in such a doctrine, demonstrates
how an accidental circumstance (a fire) pushes the ruler toward virtue, having a
wholesome effect on his sensitive soul. Having become virtuous, he finds virtuous
friends who help him in his governing, and, more importantly, to learn the people’s
needs. The reaction to such a transformation of a formerly weak and egoistic monarch
appears to be the people’s love. What was the reason for Ivan’s final rejection of this
love and his embarking on the road of tyranny for Karamzin? It turns out, apart from a
defective upbringing, which the boyars were guilty of, it was because of personal

displeasure in the camp of the tsar’s virtuous accomplices, his frustration in their
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personal allegiance to him, though nothing gave him ground for doubting their loyalty
to the fatherland. Besides, the very position of a favorite may make even the most
virtuous grandee extremely proud, so that he forgets his position and serves his
ambitions rather than the people’s needs. Thus, the ideal monarchy becomes destroyed
as the result of contingencies and personal reasons, and the autocracy, based on the
people’s love, turns into single-handed governing, resting on terror and following the
disorderly wishes of the ruler.

Thus, Karamzin shows the instability of the form of government, which he
himself several times declared to be best. As Alexander Pushkin put it, arguing against
the Jacobins who were indignant at Karamzin’s political position, his Istoriia was
reproached of “HeCKONIBKO OTNETBHBIX PAa3MBIIUICHHN B TOJIb3y caMojepkaBus,” but

5976 |n

these arguments “KpacHOpEeYHMBO OMPOBEPTHYTHIE BEPHBIM PAcCKa30M COOBITHH,
Pushkin’s opinion, did not deserve such reproaches.

If one pays attention to Karamzin’s general liking of “paradoxes,” noted by
Pushkin,”” it is possible to assume that the author of the Istoriia consciously sought to
enable the interpretation of his narrative, unfavorable for autocracy, which was
intended to satisfy his freedom-loving readers. At the same time, this narrative did not
put him into an open conflict with the defenders of autocracy (the role of the censor
was performed by the tsar and conservative “public opinion”).

Karamzin’s idea that autocracy allows for the turning of the “the giant of the

state” towards good as well as evil by a single autocrat’s gesture is an expression of a

® Alexandr Pushkin, “Karamzin,” in vol. 7 of Sobranie sochinenii v 10-ti tomakh (Moscow:
Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’stvo khudozhestvennoi literatury, 1962), accessed 29 Dec. 2011,
http://www.rvb.ru/pushkin/01text/08history/03memoires/1148.htm.

" 1bid.
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paradox. Here the form (praise, as it looks) contradicts the content (a statement on the
instability of such a system, and its dependence on accidental factors). In this regard,
analyzing the political views of Karamzin, it is necessary to take into account that his
various reasoning on advantages of autocratic form of government may contain a

hidden irony.
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CHAPTER 4: SHCHERBATOV AND KARAMZIN

ON THE REIGN OF BORIS GODUNOV

§4.1 Shcherbatov on Tsar Boris

The history of tsar Boris is built by Shcherbatov as a narrative which unites it with the
history of tsar Feodor, and is structured as a story of the “rise and fall” of the
excessively ambitious favorite. However, besides this, the part of the story devoted to
Boris as a tsar has its own logic which is based on the attempt of Shcherbatov to
answer the question: Is it possible for a person who came to power by unlawful means
to pursue, nevertheless, a policy for the sake of the common good? This question was
all the more important for Shcherbatov because, in accordance with his treatise On the
Corruption of Morals in Russia, Catherine Il came to power by usurpation. Therefore,
this was a contemporary question which could be formulated as follows: Is it true that
regardless of the means of accession to the throne the ruler could be excused by his or
her policy for the sake of the common good? Could such policy give him or her
sufficient legitimacy in the eyes of the people?

Taking into account that Godunov in the end was not able (at least for his heir)
to retain power, the answer has to be negative. But what was the reason for the fall of
Godunov’s dynasty? Was it his initial viciousness, or simply a historical chance, the
fact that he was not lucky? In other words, could he have retained power under certain

favorable circumstances? Generally, Shcherbatov’s answer was that the fall of
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Godunov was inevitable because, according to the historian, “Fortune’s blows” were
unavoidable. Some rulers could withstand them and some could not. Fortune is
variable by definition, but a proper state structure can withstand misfortune just as a
good ship can resist a storm. But if something is wrong with its construction, it will
inevitably sink.

Godunov, being a usurper, with all his good intentions in respect to the people,
had to act as a tyrant toward his potential competitors in the struggle for power.
However, apparently strengthening his personal power, he destroyed the state, which
was based, for Shcherbatov, on a union between the monarch and the aristocracy.
Without this pillar, with attempts to rely only on the people and excluding the
aristocracy, the construction of the state inevitably turns out to be unstable. The
people are, so to speak, too fluid a medium, their sentiments vary too quickly.
Therefore the people cannot be a basis unless they are organized by a reasonable
force, which for Shcherbatov can be only the representatives of noble families.
However, this force happened to be hostile to Godunov as a result of the origin of his
power. While fortune was on his side, Boris was able to contain the aristocracy, and
he had popularity among the people. But as hard times had come (in particular,
because of the famine), popularity changed to hatred. With all of Boris’ attempts to
make something good for the people, it did not contribute to his popularity despite the
fact that Boris was not guilty in respect to these misfortunes. He was condemned for
the lack of “fortune” for the country, and this was connected with his former crimes.

As a result, deprived of all support, Boris happened to be powerless against the
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impostor. The machine of state became paralyzed because nobody wanted to save the
universally hated tsar.

Boris perished together with his weak heir, but for all that the state was also
destroyed, governed by a notorious deceiver. Thus, Boris was condemned to the ruin
not only of his family but also his state though he sincerely wanted to strengthen it.

Such is the moral lesson which Shcherbatov has built in his story about tsar
Boris. But how exactly was the viciousness of the tsar-usurper connected with defects
of the construction of the state, with insufficient legitimacy of the monarch? To
answer this question, let us analyze Shcherbatov’s story in detail.

Describing the accession of Godunov to power and the first years of his rule,
Shcherbatov constructs an image of the monarch who used a double strategy: on the
one hand, deception and corruption in regard to the lowest strata (the common people
and ordinary nobility), among whom he looked for support, and, on the other hand,
terror and repression in regard to the highest nobility (boyars), who could be his
competitors in the struggle for power. For the time being while fortune was on his
side, this strategy was successful for Godunov, at least for the preservation of power,
although it was destructive for the society.

A separate chapter of the first part of the seventh volume (book 15) is devoted
to the actions of Godunov from the moment of the death of tsar Feodor to the
enthronement of Boris. Shcherbatov refers here, as in other places, to the Letopis’ o
mnogikh miatezhakh (“Chronicle on Many Mutinies”). Let us quote the text of this

Letopis’ in order to clarify Shcherbatov’s additions to this source.
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IapctBytomero ke rpaga MockBbel bosipe U Bce BOMHCTBO, M BCEro
rocyaapcTBa MOCKOBCKaro BCSIKHe JIFOM OTO BCEX TPajioB U Beceil compaxycs
nrone, U nockliaxy kK Mockse Ha m3zdpanue Llapckoe... [latpuapx xe u Bce
BJIACTH CO BCEIO 3€MJICI0 COBETOBAB, M IOJIOXKA COBET MEX c000r0, 4T00
nocaautu Ha MOCKOBCKOe rocynapctso... bopuca ®@eonopoBruya I'ogyHoBa,
Bujgame ero npu llape @eomope HMoaHHOBUYE INpaBEeIHOE M KPEIKOE
MIpaBJIEHUE K 3€MJIM, U TOKA3aBILAro K JIIOJAM JIACKY BEIHKYI0. OHIXK Yasxy
OT HETO W BIpPEIh MUIIOCTH, a HE HasxXy JIOAue K cebe OT Hero roHeHwus, u
MOJISIXY €r0 MHOTHE JIFO/IH, 9To0BI cen Ha MockoBckoe rocynapctBo. OH xe
MM OTKa3bIBalll€ YCTbl CBOUMHU, U KO HE XOTAIIEC; CEPALEC KE€ €TI0 U MBICJ/Ib HA
To maBHO >kenamre. Kussu xe Ilyiickue equHbie €ro HE XOTSIXY Ha I1apCTBO,
y3HaB €ro, 9TO OBITH OT HETO JIOASIM W K cebe roHeHuro. OHIK OT HEro Mo
TOM MHOTHS O€/IbI i CKOPOU ¥ TECHOThI HpHsma.”

The Letopis’ emphasizes here Godunov’s guile. He feigningly refused the throne,
although in his heart he wanted the supreme power, and he pretended to be merciful
and generous, although he prepared repressions. Princes Shuiskie suspected this, but
could not do anything.

This Letopis’ was not, however, the only source for Shcherbatov. He referred
to the election charter of Godunov, to the Razriadnye knigi (“Books of registration of
appointments”), but all these were only sources of specific details. The main source
for possible adoption, not of particular facts, but rather interpretations, are stories
which were based mainly on the memoirs of foreigners who visited Muscovy during
the reign of Godunov and later on, in the Time of Troubles. Shcherbatov refers

particularly to the Historia sui temporis by Jacques de Thou,” on the Universal

! Mikhail Shcherbatov, ed., Letopis” 0 mnogikh miatezhakh i o razorenii moskovskago gosudarstva ot
vnutrennikh i vneshnikh nepriiatelei..., izdanie vtoroe (Moscow, 1788), 48.

2 Shcherbatov does not refer to a particular edition. In Godunov’s volume he mentions Historia in the
following way: De Thou, Istoriia Obshchaia (General History), bk. 120. The title “General History”
points to a French translation. There was available, for example, the following edition: Jacques-Auguste
de Thou, Histoire Universelle, ed. Desfontaines (“London”—in reality Paris, 1734). See bibliographical
information in: Samuel Kinser, The Works of Jacques-Auguste de Thou (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff,
1966).
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History published in London, and on the work on the Time of Troubles written by
Gerard Friedrich Miiller,* Shcherbatov’s predecessor and teacher. All these authors
based their compilations on several sources; a detailed analysis of those would occupy
too much space. Let us note only two of the most important among them: memoirs by
Jacques Margeret, who was a captain of foreign mercenaries in the court of Godunov
(this source is important for the French tradition, particularly for de Thou, with whom
Margeret had personal conversations), and the work by Petrus Petrejus, the
representative of the Swedish court, who was an informant about Russia. In particular,
Margeret wrote the following about the circumstances of Godunov’s election on the

throne:

Hakonern... ckasannbpiii @®emop ckoHUancs (HEKOTOpBIE TOBOPST, YTO
ckazaHHbelii bopuc Obul BUHOBHUKOM ero cmeptu). C 3THX MOp OH Hadaj
Ooree, ueM Mpexe, TOMOTaThbCs BIIACTH, HO TaK CKPBITHO, YTO HUKTO, KpOME
CaMBIX JalTbHOBHJIHBIX, KOTOpBIE, OJHAaKO X, HE OCMEIWINCh eMy
MPOTUBUTHCS... MTak, OH 3acTaBUJ TPOCHTH CeOS MPHUHATH THUTYI
UMIIepaTopa ¥, BO3paXkasi, yBeIlleBall MX, YTO OHU HAMPACHO TaK CIEMIAT, 9TO
JIEJIO 3acTyXKUBaeT OoJsiee 3penoro pemreHus... VictuHa Obuia, OHAKO XKe, B
TOM, YTO TP HEM CTpaHa He Heclia YpOHAa, YTO OH YBEIMYWI KaszHy, HE
CUmuTas TOPOJOB, 3aMKOB M KPEIIOCTEH, TOCTPOCHHBIX IO €ro MOBEJICHUIO, a
TaK)Ke 3aKITFOYII MUP CO BCEMH COCEISIMU.

I will note the borrowings from Margeret in the course of further narration,

when it is important. Yet it is essential to mention here, that Margeret recognizes

® The universal history, from the earliest account of time to the present. Compiled from original
authors, ed. G. Sale and others, vols. 1-7 (London, 1730-1739). French translation: Histoire
universelle ... traduit de [’anglais par une sociéte de gens de lettres (Amsterdam, 1742-1792).

* Gerard Friedrich Miiller, “Opyt noveishei istorii o Rossii,” in Starosvetskoie chteniie. Almanach, ed.
P. I. Khoteev (St. Petersburg: Izdatel’stvo Politekhnicheskogo universiteta, 2009), 113-139, originally
published in Miiller’s magazine: Sochineniia i perevody, k pol’ze i uveseleniiu sluzhashchie (St.
Petersburg: Academy of Sciences, 1761).

® Jacques Margeret, “Sostoiianie Rossiiskoi imperii i velikogo kniazhestva Moskovii,” in Rossiia XV-
XVII vv. glazami inostrantsev (Leningrad: Lenizdat, 1986), 234. See also the French edition: De
L’empire de Russie, et Grande Duche de Moscovie, par le Capitaine Margeret (Paris, 1669).
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actual merits of Godunov in the preceding period, although he regards his initial
rejection of power as a cunning policy, designed to deceive his potential rivals.
Another important source which describes in detail the circumstances of Boris’
election is the Regin Muschowitici Sciographia (“The history of the great duchy of
Moscow”) by Petrus Petrejus (Peer Persson de Erlesunda). The following are excerpts

from his narration:

Korma ®enop MBaHoBWMY OBLT MOXOPOHEH... Ipyrue Oombimme Oospe U
PYCCKHE KHS3bSI CHIILHO JI0CaJ0BAJIH Ha MPABUTEIS. .. TOBOPUIIH C YKOPU3HOIO
00 ero HMU3KOM MPOUCXOXKAECHUH, O TOM, YTO €My HE CIIe[yeT HOCUTh BEHell U
CKUTIETP ¥ 11aPCTBOBATh, & IPYrOMY, M3 JIPEBHETO BEIMKOKHSDKECKOTO poja.
Ho »3To HHCKOJIbKO HE IOMOTJIO MM: BJOBa BEIMKOTO KHs3s, cectpa bopuca,
HNpuna denopoBHa, ObLIa OYEHb XUTPA... bBoJbIIMMU OOCHIAHUAMH U
MoJapKaMH OHAa TaWHO CKIIOHWIA MOJIKOBHHKOB M KAallMTAaHOB, YTOOBI OHU
YrOBOPWJIM TIOAYMHEHHBIX Cce0¢ BOWHOB TOJaBaTh TOJOCa B TMOJb3y ¢
Opata... TouHO Tak ke OHa BelJla TailHble MPOUCKH CO MHOTUMH 3HATHBIMU
MOHaXaMd W TMOMaMH BO BCEW CTpaHe, Jae CO BIOBAMH WM CHPOTAMH,
KOTOpbIM bopuc, BO BpeMs CBOEro YHpaBJiCHUs, MOCOOWI BBIUTPATh...
JIOJITOBPEMEHHBIC WX TsKObI, CO MHOTUMHU OOsIpaMu, JBOPSHAMHU M KYIIAMH,
KOTOpBIC, Omarojgapss OOJBIIMM OOCHIAHUSAM W TIOAApKaM, OJDKHBI ObLIH
YroBapHBaTh CBOUX MOYNHECHHBIX. . .

...KHsI3bsl W 0Ospe CTali pacCyXJaThb MEXKIY €000, KTO BCeX
JIOCTOWHEE W CrIocOOHee ObITh BETMKHM KHSI3eM: OJMH YKa3bIBal Ha JIPyroro,
TPETUIl HA YETBEPTOrO... BCE COCJIOBHS... COOPAINCh BMECTE, TYXOBHbBIC W
CBETCKHE: OHHU INYMEIH W KPUYaIM B OJUH TOJOC, TAK YTO Pa3laBajioch B
BO3/IyXe, TOBOPs: «MHOr0O 3HATHBIX KHS3€H M 00sip B CTpaHe, a MyApOro u
paccyUTEeIbHOTO BEJIMKOTO KHS3s HET Mexay HuMu. bopuc denoposud
Oyzer moOpoaeTesbHBIM M 0JIaropa3yMHBIM TOCYJapeM: OH JOJIr0 W BEPHO
CIIy’)KWJI OTEUeCTBYy ¥ TIpaBWJI WM TaK, 4YTO BCIKOMY OKa3bIBajach
CIPaBeIIIMBOCTD, OOraToMy M O€JHOMY, BCEM YIPaBIISLI, pacopspKaics... A
MOTOMY OHM BCE W MPUIYMAld BBIOPATH M UMETh BEJIMKHM KHS3EM TOJBKO
€ro, ¥ HHUKOI'O APYroro». JTOT KPUK HE COBCEM-TO NPHUSATHO OTO3BAJICS B
yIIax MHOTHX KHs3ed W 0osp, HO HaA0 OBUIO TIOHEBOJIE CIYyMIaTh H
crepxuBath ce6s.’

It is further narrated about requests, which were addressed to Boris, about his feigned

refusals, but | omit these details. Let me note only that in accordance with Petrejus the

® Petrus Petrejus [Peer Persson de Erlesunda], “Istoriia o velikom kniazhestve Moskovskom,” in O
nachale voin i smut v Moskovii (Moscow: Fond Sergeia Dubova, 1997), 275, accessed 30 Dec. 2011,
http://www.vostlit.info/Texts/rus9/Petrej2/text23.phtml?id=1094.
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“common consent” at the election of Boris, despite the objections of more noble boyars, is
ascribed here to intrigues and bribing of Boris’ supporters, first of all his sister.

Let me turn now to the narrative of Shcherbatov. The historian emphasizes,
first of all, the cunning policy that Godunov directed towards winning the people’s
trust and neutralization of possible rivals. In Shcherbatov’s words, while Godunov
hoped for the “mpexmornocTs Hapona,” other boyars counted that on the elective
council “kpoBb WX MPENKOB, CBOWCTBO, W OTIIOB WX, PAaBHO M COOCTBEHHBISI WX
saciyrd, yBaskeHsI 6yayr.”’ But, because nobody among the possible pretenders after
the extinction of the previous dynasty had, in Shcherbatov’s words, “ocHoBaTeIbHBIX
mpaB,” the election took place “Oonee B3upasi Ha TOCTOMHCTBO OCOOBI, U IO JIOOBU
HaponHofI.”8

The gossips were spread against Boris by his rivals that he allegedly “npumers
Kk cebe oTBpareHue rocyaapeso sgoM ero oxopmm.”® Artful Boris hid himself in a
monastery, where his sister (a widow of a dead tsar) lived, and pretended that he did
not aspire for power. This act attracted the people to his side, as it was supposed that
Boris did not want the power as such, but rather wanted the welfare of the people. In
the narration of facts Shcherbatov here follows, first of all, the detailed story of

Petrejus, but the interpretation of the motives and aspirations of the people belongs to

Shcherbatov himself.

" Mikhail Shcherbatov, Istoriia rossiiskaia ot drevneishikh vremen, vol. 7, pt. 1 (St. Petersburg, 1904),
col. 3.

8 1bid., col. 4.
® Ibid., col. 6.
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In accordance with the further narrative, the supporters of Boris (which are not

named by Shcherbatov) secretly agitated for his election, persuading the people that:

...CE€H BEIBMOXa C TOJUKUM HCKYCCTBOM YIIPABJIAI TOCYAApCTBO BO BpEMs
xu3HU Haps Penopa MoanHoBHUa, HaOIOAAst BO BCEM CTPOroe MpaBoCy.He,
He AaBas c1aboro ObITh CHIIBHBIM MOTYOJIEHY MJIH OOMIKEHY, YTO HapoJ UM B
nojarax Obul oOOJIerdyeH, W MHOTHMS MMJIOCTH M3 LAPCKOM Kas3HBl IO
IPECTATENbCTBY €r0 COACAHBI ObUIH, U TOCYJapCTBO IOCNIE PAa30PUTENLHOM
ITonbckoit BOMHBI MPUBEIEHO B I[BETYIIIEE COCTOSIHUE. A MOCeMy Hapoj, 3Has
YK€ €ro MCKyCCTBO, UMEET MPUUYMHY HAIESThCs, YTO, ObIB BO3BEICH CaM Ha
IPECTOJ, YCYTYOUT CBOM MONEYECHUS O OLIACTIMBCHUN Hapoz[a.lo

Here Shcherbatov emphasizes, in particular, the idea that the monarch protects the
weak against the strong. This could please the common people, while for the nobility

double tactics of bribing and frightening were used.

...TaKOBbIE PEUCHHUS HE HAJl BCAKUM MOIJIH JCHCTBHE UMETh, TO OOCIIaHUS U
Jlapbl He jxajiest ObUTM pa3/laBaHbl, a APYTrUX TAKXKE M yCTpallald MIICHHEM,
4T0, KaK y)ke o0lIee jkelaHie HapOJIHOE O BO3BEIAECHUH €TI0 €CTh, MPOTHBHUKH
CIPaBETUBO JOJDKHBI OIACAThCsl MIIEHUS €r0; a HAaKOHEI[ YCTPAIIUBaIH TeX
BracTuo 6osp..."

The last phrase means that the supporters of Boris presented the possibility of the
boyars’ oligarchy as the only alternative to his election. Because among the competing
boyar clans there was no clear leader, the same clashes and disorders would emerge,
as during Grozny’s childhood. Shcherbatov adds here something, which is not present
in his sources. In accordance with the latter Godunov’s supporters mentioned only his
skilful rule, generosity, and justice, but did not mention the danger of oligarchy.

Thus, the argument of the supporters of Godunov appeared to be convincing
for the majority of the delegates of the elective council. “U1 tako egunHOrIacHo BCe

BO3OMNUSIM, 4YTO OHU XOTAT Ha mnpectoi Poccuiickoin bopuca ®eomopoBuua

19 1bid., col. 7.
1 1bid., col. 7-8.
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Tomynosa.”™? Shcherbatov emphasized that the procedure of the election was not
ordered, and the people “He manm m Bpemsi Gosipam mpenjaraTh CBOM MHEHUS, HO
BOIUIIMHU CBOMMM HUX MBICIH 3arﬂym1/m.”13 Thus, Godunov was the winner of the
competition, because he managed to acquire popularity among the people due to his
successful previous rule. “N Tako mpoWCKM M BOIUIM HaWMEHEE IMPOCBEIICHHBIX
pewnm cyapby rocymapersa.”* Godunov managed to oppose the nobility and the
common people and to restrain nobility by appealing to the people. Therefore, he
acted not simply as a usurper, but as a popular usurper.

It is notable that Shcherbatov while describing supporters and competitors of
Godunov related the former to “HempocBenieHHblii Hapox~ and the latter to the
representatives of aristocracy. This partially diverges from the narration of Petrejus
who mentioned among the supporters of Godunov not only commanders of the army
(nobles) and the clergy, but also boyars. Godunov’s competitors were, for Petrejus,
only those who pretended to the throne. By contrast, Shcherbatov describes a
conscious policy, in accordance with which Godunov tried to rely on representatives
of the lower strata against their superiors, using the lack of enlightenment among the
former.

The contradictory nature of sources leaves open the question of whether
Godunov had actual deserts in respect to the people, or whether the support of the
people was only a result of a successful deception. In accordance with the sources of

Russian origin (Letopis’ o mnogikh miatezhakh), the governing of Godunov

12 1bid., col. 11.
13 1bid.
¥ 1bid., col. 11.
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(disregarding his way of obtaining power) was indeed happy. For Petrejus, such was
the opinion of Godunov’s supporters, who were influenced by bribery, while the
actual opinion of the people was not really taken into account.

Shcherbatov, who based his opinion on a certain manuscript, Khronograf (“A
chronographer”), which was in his private library, seems to doubt that the love of the
people towards Boris could be sincere. Describing the “game” of triple call to Boris
for the throne, when the crowd entreated him with tears and he refused twice,
Shcherbatov mentioned the evidence, in accordance with which the adherents of Boris
kicked others to make them cry; others in the crowd smeared their eyes with saliva to

pretend that they were crying. In this case Shcherbatov remarks:

TakoBoe ¢ HN3YMJICHUCM OKa3bIBACMOC YyCCPAMUC HAPOJHOC SCHO IIOKAa3bIBACT,
YTO OHO HE€ MCKPCHHCC 6])1)10; nbo IpsAMOC yCEPANUE TAKOBBIA 3allAJIbUYUBOCTH
HE HMCCT, a 06I>IKHOB6HHO, rae C€CTb IMNMPUHYXIACHUC W CTpax, TYT, ,Z[aGI:I
COKpPBITb M CaMO€ CBOC OTBpAllICHHUC, JIHOAU CHIIATCA H3JIUIIHUC SBJIATH

"’,H‘EIKI/I.15

Thus, the alleged popularity of Boris among the people could easily be only
the back side of fear of the mighty ruler. The very exaggeration of popular enthusiasm
in respect to the person of Boris was, for Shcherbatov, the evidence of that. And all
this “mocmesitennbHOe urpuine” was necessary only in order to shut the mouth of the

discontented boyars.

CanoBurteiimue xe 00sipe, BUAS BeCbMa yCHIIMBIIYIOCA CTOpOHY [ omyHOBa
KEeJJaHUeM HapOJHBIM... TPUIIN B HEKOE€ OHEMEHHWE, W WHBbIE WM >KeJalln
CKOpEHIINM corjlaceM BO3BOJMMAro Ha LapcTBO MWJIOCTh MPHOOPECTH, WK
110 KpaiiHeli Mepe MOJYaHHEeM CBOUM HH 4eMy He IIPeIISTCTBOBATh.

15 1bid., col. 14.
'8 1bid., col. 15.
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Another way that Godunov won popularity consisted in ostentatious piety, in
the alleged wish to stay in a monastery or to agree to the throne as if under coercion,
as if taking power as a burden, by the command of God. In this respect Boris was
essentially assisted by the clergy, led by patriarch lov (Job), who was obliged to Boris
for his promotion.’” In this case Boris used the sincere faith of the people, who
seriously believed in what Boris treated as a hypocritical game. Shcherbatov portrays
the behavior of Boris as “moctymok 00ronpoTHUBHEIN, B KOEM CBSIICHHCHIINS BEIU
MIPAIMIIEM 4eCTON00M0 yaramics. > When Godunov finally agreed, “sxoGbr 1o
HEBO3MOXXHOCTH Ooiiee oTpekarhcs,” Shcherbatov condemns the entire game in the

following expressions:

...CoTJIaCujICsd Ha TO, 4Y€ro JAaBHO JKCJIaJl, 4Y€rOo padu IMPOJIUAIl KpPOBb
0e3BHMHHAr0 MJIaZICHIA, U3THAJI U YMCPTBUJII MHOI'UX BC€JIbMOX, WU HAKOHCII,
SAKO TJac HapO,I[HI:IfI €ro OOBUHSII U HEKOHUM 06p8.30M JaueMepue  €ro
YTBCPKAACT, OTPABUII 3aTs, LIapsd U 6J'IaFO,Z[eT6J'IH CBOGI"O.19

Thus, condemning the villainy of Godunov, Shcherbatov was ready even to
acknowledge him as a murderer of the tsar Feodor, although earlier he doubted the
credibility of this accusation and mentioned this as gossip, spread by Godunov’s
enemies.

Thus, one can see that Shcherbatov took here the position of moral
condemnation, describing Godunov’s actions not in terms of effectiveness of such

methods of acquiring power, but rather in terms of vice and virtue.

7 1bid., col. 16.
8 1bid., col. 17.
% 1bid., col. 17-18.
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The further narrative links both these aspects. Shcherbatov tries to demonstrate
that immoral actions, even if they allow a monarch to keep the power, cannot be
beneficial for the state, but, on the contrary, cause its destruction. Actually, he
challenges the idea that immorality is inevitable and therefore it is acceptable in
politics. In other words, Godunov’s methods of deception and secret repressions
appeared to be effective only temporarily, allowing him to keep the power, yet
subjecting the society and the state to an imminent threat. Let me now turn to the
detailed account of the way Shcherbatov substantiates this idea in the course of his
historical narration.

It is also important to take into account that Shcherbatov, constructing his
story, did not deal with raw facts, but rather with ready-made narratives, each of
which had its own logic. As mentioned before, Shcherbatov’s main sources were the
Letopis’ o mnogikh miatezhakh and the narrative by Petrus Petrejus, which was used
by other stories of foreign authors, and which was itself based on other memoirs of
foreigners. Most important are not the historical details, wherever Shcherbatov
borrowed them, but the explanations, which are laid in the foreground of each of these
stories. For the Khronograf (which was written from a pro-Romanov perspective)
Godunov’s central actions, defining his role as a villain, were the repressions against
Romanovs’ clan. Accordingly, the fall of Godunov’s dynasty is interpreted as a kind
of God’s retribution for the committed misdeed. On the other hand, Petrejus portrays
Godunov as a successful adventurer, who managed to cease the throne appealing to
lower strata (including the majority of rank-and-file nobility) and managing to isolate

grandees, who could also pretend to the throne. Consequently, repressions do not have
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here any decisive significance, they are perceived as a natural side of the struggle for
power, of attempts to keep power by the ruler, who had not yet consolidated his
position on the throne. Besides, Petrejus emphasizes Godunov’s attempts to enforce
his state, borrowing the benefits of European civilization, and this is certainly
approved of by Petrejus. Thus, Boris’ dissimulation as a means of struggle for power,
as well as his repressions against the rivals, does not exclude a positive attitude toward
Godunov’s state activity. As for the reasons of Godunov’s gloomy end, Petrejus finds
them in inner disagreements among Russians, who could not defeat the Impostor. This
discord partially has a contingent nature; in other words, Boris was simply unlucky.
Here is no idea of predetermination of the unhappy end of Godunov’s dynasty. For
example, Petrejus describes the condition of the army, which besieged Kromy, as a

fortress held by the supporters of the Impostor.

Bbopuc I'onyHOB npuiien B y>kac, ycibsIxaB 3Ty BECTb M MOJIBY O BOCKPECILIEM
JumuTpun Ha rpaHUIaX ¥ O TOM, YTO OH 3aBOEBAJ M 3aHAJ CTOJBKO TOPOAOB
0e3 BCAKOTo CONpPOTHUBIICHHS U HE 0OHa)kast Meda. bopuc nuBuIics, xxaaoBaics
HA HEBEPHOCTb U MPEJATENLCTBO 6OMBIHX Gosp. ..»

Boxau v JIBUHYJIHMCH C BOMCKOM K Topoay PbUIbCKY: HO Kak y
PYCCKUX HE OBUIO HUKAKOTO yCepaus, TO OHW W OTCTYIHIIU OT TOpoja, He
cyenaB Huyero. ..

[ToToMy 4TO HEBEPHOCTH, PUTBOPCTBA, HECOTIIACHS U TIPEJATEIHCTBA
OBLIO YTO JANbIIIE, TO OOJBINE MEXKTYy PYCCKHMH. . .

Boxnu manu 3HaTh BEMKOMY KHSI3I0 B MOCKBY 00 STOM BEIMKOM
HEBEPHOCTH U U3MEHE, YTO OHH HAXOJAATCS B OOJBIION OMAaCHOCTH, CHIIBI UX C
KaXJIbIM JTHEM YOBIBAIOT, a y JDKeAMMUTpUS YBEITHMYUBAIOTCS BOCHHBIMH
W3MEHHUKaMU, KOTOphIe TiepederaroT K HeMmy. . .

Oto npuseno bopuca B yxac, yHelHUE U oTdasiHue: 13 anpens 1605
rojga, ¢ paHHEro yTpa J0 TOJYJEH CBEXWWA W 3JI0POBbIH, B CYMEPKH OH
CKOPONOCTH)XKHO YMEp W Ha JIpyroi JeHb Obul moxopoHeH B Kpemie, Bozne
JpYTruX BEJMKUX KHS3€H, ¢ OOJBIINM PhIIAaHHEM M IUIaYeM BCEX €ro Jpyseil,
Mocjie JTOCTOMHOTO 8-JIETHEro LAPCTBOBAHUSA C IOJIB30K0 JJI IPOCTOTO

2 Ppetrus Petrejus, “Istoriia o velikom kniazhestve Moskovskom,” 291, accessed 30 Dec. 2011,
http://www.vostlit.info/Texts/rus9/Petrej2/text23.phtml?id=1095.

2 1bid., 293.
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HapoAa W Ko Omary Bcedl cTpaHbl. HekoTopple mojaraioT, 4TO OH B TaKOM
COMHEHHH 1 HEyIOBOTBCTBIH CaM TIPHHSUT ST HUTH OTPAaBIICH ObUT APYTHMI. >

There is another peculiarity of Petrejus’s story to be noted—speaking of the
disloyalty of the Russians to Boris, he emphasizes the loyalty of foreign mercenary
troops, whose evidence seems to have been among his sources.?® Thus, Petrejus
generally states a certain discontent of Russians with their government, which kept
them from fighting against the Impostor, but he does not try to explain the reasons for
that.

Among foreign sources there can be mentioned the narrative of Isaac Massa
(Shcherbatov does not refer to him directly, but he could observe similar ideas in
those secondary foreign narratives, which he used). Massa has the following

reflections on the reasons for Boris’ defeat:

Bopuc, Bo BceM BcTpeuas Heynady M BH[IS... YTO OOr HE MOCHUIAET €My
HHUKaKOro0 CYacThs HO, HAmpOTWB, ompokuabiBaer (omstiet) Bce ero
HaMepeHUs1, TPOHHUKCS CTPAXOM U BIIaJ B OTYASHHUE M MOTEPSUT HAJEKITY, YTO
cOyzeTcs 4To-HUOY b 110 €ro KelaHuo. .. >

B npyroii pa3 bopuc, mocnaB rpaMoTsl 13 MOCKBBI, TIOBEJIEIN, YTOOHI B
CeBepckoil 3emile HUKOTO HE MaJIUIH... YTO M OBUIO MCIOJHEHO, HO CTOJIb
0ecyenoBEeYHO, YTO BCSKHM, CIBIIABIIMA O TOM, COAPOTaJCs, TAaK MHOIO
JOJDKHO ObUTO MOTHOHYTH HEBUHHBIX JIOJEH. ... JJuMUTpuil HM y KOTO HUYETro
HE OTHHMAaJl, a OCTaBIUT KaXJIOMY CBOE, TOTO PajaW HapoJ TaKk Mpenayics K
HEMy; ¥ KOTJla MOCKOBHTHI Hauyalld YHHUTH >KECTOKYIO pacrpaBy (groote
tirannie begon), To k JumuTpuio crano mpenasathcs eme Oosnblue [Moaei],
HE JKeJaBIIMX W CIBIIATh O cBoeM Ijape boprce B MockBe, u OCTaBaIuCh
BEPHBI JI0 CaMOW CMEPTH W TpETepIeBalli BCe MyUYEHHUsSI U TIBITKH, BCEYaCHO
YTBEpIK/[as, YTO OH MCTHHHBIN JluMuTpHii. .. >

% bid., 294.
% See, for example: Ibid., 292.

# |saac Massa, Kratkoe izvestie 0 Moskovii v nachale XVII v. (Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe sotsialno-
ekonomicheskoe izdatel’stvo, 1936), 73, accessed 30 Dec. 2011, http://www.vostlit.info/
Texts/rus11/Massa/frametext2.htm. An edition of the original text: Histoire des Geurres de la Moscovie
(1601—1610) par Isaac Massa de Haarlem (Brussels, 1866).

% 1hid., 86-87, accessed 30 Dec. 2011, http://www.vostlit.info/Texts/rus11/Massa/frametext3.htm.
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Ilape bBopuc, Buzas, uro B MockBe eMy BO BCEM HEyAaua U YTO BOMCKO
€ro HM B YeM HE yCIIeBAaeT M YTO CBEPX TOTO CO BCEX KpaeB CTEKAIOTCH K
JuMUTpUIO M NIpenaroTcs Ha €ro CTOPOHY, M BHUISA M CIbIIIA KaKIOJHEBHO
TaKXe OT CBOUX COTJIsIIaTaeB, KOTOPhIE OBLIM IMOBCIOAY, YTO HApOJ HAYMHACT
BEpPUTH, YTO 3TO NCTHHHBINA JIMMHUTpHH, M YTO BCE ropoia 3akoneOaauch u
CTaJl HETTOKOPHBIMU M MEJUIAT NOChUIaTh PATHUKOB Ha BOWHY, MO0 HE BUAAT,
KorJa OyZeT TOMY KOHEll. ..

C TOrOo BpeMeHH OH IOYTH COBCEM HE BBIXOAMJ W3 IOMY U Ha CBOE
MECTO MOCBUTAN ChiHA, U OH [BOpHC], MOYTH JUIIUICS paccyqKa ¥ HE 3HAI,
BEpUTH JIX eMy, 4To JIUMHUTpUI )KUB WM YTO OH yMep, TaKk ObUI pacCcTpOeH
ero ym...”

Mex TemM B MOCKBY KaXIOIHEBHO OJIMH 3a JIPYTHUM MPHOBIBAIN
T'OHIbI 1 Ka)KﬂLIﬁ C OYPHBIMU HU3BECTUAMU: OAWH T'OBOPUJI, YTO TOT WJIH TOT
npenancs JUMUTpUIO; Opyroil TOBOPWI, YTO OOJBIIOE BOWCKO HICT W3
[ompImw; TpeTuit TOBOPHII, YTO BCE MOCKOBCKHE BOE€BOJIBI H3MEHHUKH; CBEPX
TOTO Hapol B MOCKBE C KaXXIbIM JTHEM Bce OOIbIIe W OOJBINE POITA,
HEB3Upasi HA TO, YTO €ro Ka3HWIHW CMEPTHIO, JKIJIM [KAJICHBIM >KEIe30M| U
MBITATH, HO OXKECTOYAJICS Tak, 4To bopuc pemrwics ydine JUImuTh ce0s
JKU3HU, YeM TIOTIacTh B pyku Jumutpus. ..

13 anmpens mo crapomy cTwiro bopuc Obul BechbMa Beceld, WIH
NPEACTaBISIICS TaKUM, BECbMa MHOTO €1 32 00eJ0OM U OBUI pajocTHee, YeM
MIPHUBBIKIIN BUAETH €ro NMpuOImkeHHsie. OTo0OeaaB OH OTIPABUIICS B BRICOKUH
tepeM (boog partael), oTkyza MOr BHIETh BCEO MOCKBY C €€ OKPECTHOCTSIMH,

27
U IoJiararoT, 4TO TaM OH IPUHAI M. ..

Thus, the defeat of Boris is related to his tyranny and cruelty. Providence, similarly as
in Russian sources, is essential, although it only sustains a kind of equilibrium of
justice, on the principle that “with the measure you use you will be measured
yourself.” Speaking about the execution of Boris’s relative Simeon Godunov after the
death of the tsar and overthrow of his dynasty, Massa expressed this principle in a

more explicit way:

Cumeona Hwuxutmua ['omgyHoBa, xKoTOpbiii Bo BpeMs bopuca Obul BeTHMKHAM
THPAHOM IO OTHOLIEHWIO K Hapofdy, cocianu B llepescnaBne u mocaaunu B
[TemHM4HBIHM] TOTped U, KOrJa OH MPOCHI €CTh, EMY IPUHOCWIN KaMEHb; TaK
MOCTHUTJIA €r0 JKaJlKasi CMEPTh OT TOJIOAY; M3 TOW e TEeMHHIIBI OCBOOOIMIN
yenoBeka, kKotoporo oH [CuMeoH ['oxyHOB] epskan HEMOBUHHO B 3aTOYEHUHU
HIECTH JIET; EMY [3TOMY Y3HUKY| IPUBEIOCH YBUJIETh HA CBOEM MECTE IIEPBOTO
1ocJie apsi 4ejaoBeKa, KOTOPbIi HaBJIeK Ha HEro 3TO 3aTodyeHue. Tak BCAKUM

% 1bid., 95.
2" 1bid., 97-98.
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HaxXOJMUT BO3ME3/IHe, KaKk TOBOPHT CIIEAyIONHiA cTux: Sine caede ac sanguine
pauci Descendunt reges et sicca morte tyranny (Hemrorue miapu yXost B TOT
mup Ge3 yOUiicTBA M KPOBH, CYXOI0 CMEPTHIO YMHPAIOT THPAHBL...).>>

A common point between Russian sources and Massa’s narrative is that they
proceed from the idea that Godunov’s death was a certain punishment for his evils,
especially for repressions against the Romanovs. In such an interpretation there is no
problem for the authors of the Russian text: everything is explained by God’s
punishment. Massa proceeds rather from the general notion of tyranny, which ends
with the death of the tyrant, because his cruel tyrannical behavior alienates the people
from such a ruler. In a hard moment the tyrant finds himself in isolation, so that
desperate, he is ready to commit a suicide. Finally, Petrejus is close to the assumption
that Boris simply had “bad luck,” and that under a certain concurrence of
circumstances (if the subjects would be a bit more loyal) he could win.

Shcherbatov in his narrative tries to synthesize all these explanations, supplies
it (by himself) with a missing causal connection. At the same time he refers directly to
the “will of Providence” as a basic explanatory argument. Besides, he recognizes
Godunov as having certain positive features as a ruler. Thus, the central moment,
which was necessary to explain—why Godunov, being a capable ruler and thus
enjoying popularity among people, has finally lost his popularity and become an
outright tyrant, in the classical meaning of the word. In other words, he became such a
ruler, who retained his power only by means of fear and was despised by his subjects.
If Godunov became such a person, his sad fate could be explained by a common fate

of all tyrants. But the question is why did he decide to turn from monarch who was

2 bid., 111.
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loved by the majority and executed only very few, to a monarch who was feared of
and hated by the people, but was not loved?

In general, Shcherbatov’s answer to this question is confined to the idea of the
violation of equilibrium. In order to preserve power, a not quite legitimate ruler, as it
was demonstrated by Machiavelli, may combine the politics of seduction towards
people and repressions towards competitors. Yet it is important here to keep a balance
of positive and negative means, otherwise the deception would be revealed, and such a
policy would cease to be effective. Moreover, in accordance with Machiavelli, one
would need good luck and the benevolence of Fortune. If one would assume that
Shcherbatov has in mind the theory of Machiavelli and argues against it, the refutation
of this theory may be that, as a rule, it is impossible to keep such a balance because of
the passionate nature of a man who would try to do that. Namely, the repressions
would not be conditioned by rational causes, but rather by the fear of enemies, hence
they would overstep a reasonable measure and the balance would be broken. And then
no positive actions, no bargain would be capable of concealing the repressive
character of power from the people. And besides, it is important, how repressions
affect the people. The key word here is mistrust. In other words, in being mistrustful
and preoccupied with a search for enemies, a monarch provides the people with a bad
model; the trust is lost in the society and, finally, weakens the union between the
society and its power, which guarantees the loyalty of the people towards government.
The population does not become disloyal, but instead indifferent and easily allows the

government to fall, deprived of popular support.
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Such is my initial hypothesis about the explanatory model that Shcherbatov
had in mind. Yet, it is necessary to check whether this hypothesis is valid in
Shcherbatov’s own reasoning.

Here are Shcherbatov’s ideas about Godunov’s politics towards the people:

[lepBsIit criocrienHUK eMy OBLT IS BOCIIecTBHA Ha Poccuiickuii mpecTton

Hapoj, KOTOparo OH HMMEJ HCKYCCTBO OOOJIbCTUTH, OT HETO0 OH OXHJIal U

IMOAKPECIJICHUA CBOCS BJIACTH. O6I)IKHOBCHHO €CTh MYUYHUTCIIAM CTapaTbCAd

YHW)XaTh 3HATHBIX W NPOCBEHICHHBIX, ,z[a61>1 OT NPOCTOTBEI W HEBEXKCCTBA

noJnopy ce0e MoJIydnTh: a cero paau bopuc, XOTS ¥ HE OT PacCIOIOKEHUS

cepana CBOCTO, HO MO MOJHUTUYCCKUM BUAAM, CTapaJICad pa3HbIA o0Jeryenus

HapoJIly €JaTh. o

Here is the same idea of opposition of the nobility and the common people,
which is present in Petrejus’s text, yet, while the author is likely to be astonished by
the prudence of Boris, Shcherbatov depicts it with a clear condemnation. It is not only
that he is obviously on the side of those whom he regards as “enlightened,” but also
because such a policy has a side-effect, namely the opposition of various layers of
society to each other.

Even more clearly this idea is expressed in Shcherbatov’s comments to a
chronicle’s note that Boris openly encouraged information.*® Speaking of the title of
nobility, acquired by one of the servants of prince Shestunov (Romanovs’ relative) as
a reward for information on his master, Shcherbatov exclaims: “Tako npu noxuturene
9’31

npecToia NPpeCTYIJICHUEC YYUHUIIOCH CIIOCOOOM K JOCTHXKXCHHIO 10 6J'IaFOpOI[CTBa.

That is, such a practice worsened the composition of nobility and brought into it

# Shcherbatov, Istoriia, vol. 7, pt. 1, col. 80.
%0 Shcherbatov, ed., Letopis’ o mnogikh miatezhakh, 54-56.
% Shcherbatov, Istoriia, vol. 7, pt. 1, col. 83.
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“ignoble” (here it is spoken literally, in a moral sense) elements. And further on,

Shcherbatov continues:

TakoBoe BCeHapOAHOE OOBSABICHHE OJIATOBOJICHUS LEAPCKAro 3a JOHOCHI
BIIOXKWJIO JyX BO3MYLICHMS B CEpAlLa HapoJa. HEIOBOJIBHBIE CBOUMU
rOCHOJaMU CHUM CIIOCOOOM TIONYYMJIM HAAEXKIy OHBIM MIIEHUE YYHHUTD;
KOPBICTOJIOOUBBIE ~ CTadM  HAIEATbCSA  COCTOSHHUE  CBOE  YJIYHILIHTb,
YeCTOIIO0OUBBIE 10 HEKOTOPOIl CTENEHN JOCTUTHYTh; U OJJHUM CIIOBOM, ITOPOK
U TIIPECTYIUICHUE IIOYTH BO BCE CEPALIA BCEILAIMN pa3Bpar. ..

3110 cue He TOKMO B CepAlla JIAeH rOCIOACKUX IPOHUKIIO, ¥ TOBOIBI
YYMHHIJIICD TIOBCEMECTHBIC, KQXKIBIH JPYT Ha Apyra TOBOAMIL: MOIIBI, CTAPLEL,
IIOHOMApH, IPOCBUPHH M JaX€ JKEHbl Ha MY)KEW, M JIE€TH Ha OTLOB.
CrnencTBus, NBITKM M HAaKa3aHUS YMHOXaJUCh, U BCE TOCYAApCTBO OBLIO
NPUBEACHO B TAKOE CMITEHHE, YTO HUKTO HE YBEPEH ObUI B CBOEM COCTOSIHUU;
Tporaja MOBEPEHHOCTh MEX/Ty OIIKHHX, M Pa3pyIIHICs colo3 obmecTsa. ™

Here is the respective excerpt from the Letopis’ to compare:
C ropono moaue Bosipckue Bcex IBOPOB BHJEIIA TAKOE €rO JKaJOBaHUE K
tomy Bonwuky [informer], Hauama yMbIIuisSTd BCSIK HaJl CBOMM BosipuHOM. .. U
OT TAaKoro e JOBOJY B IapCTBE OBICTh BENHUs CMYTa, SIKO JAPYr Ha Apyra
JOBOJISIXY, W TIOTIbI, U YEPHELbI, U IOHOMAPH, ¥ TIPOCKYPHHUIIBI; 1a HE TOKMO
CHU TIPEXIe PEUCHHBIC JIFO/IH, HO ¥ J)KCHBI HA MYKel CBOHMX JIOBOJIMINA, & JICTH
Ha OTIIOB CBOMX, SIKO JK€ OT TaKHe Y)KaCTH MY)XKHE OT JKCH CBOUX TasXycs, U B
TEeX OKasSHHBIX JOBOJEX MHOIHS KPOBH MPOJIHIIACS HEIOBUHHBIS. .. SIKOXE HU

3
npu KotopoM ['ocynape Takux 6e1 HUKTO HE BUEIL.

Comparing the text of Shcherbatov and his source, it is possible to notice several
phrases, which the historian inserts as a comment. The most salient are “Brnoxwuno ayx
BO3MYIICHUS B Cepliila Hapojaa,” “ToCyaapCTBO ObUIO MPHBEICHO B cMsTeHHe,” and
“paspymuics coro3 obmecTsa.”

In accordance with Shcherbatov it appears that the repressions instead of
touching a few were extended over the entire society. That is, instead of a “surgery”

directed against boyar clans competing with Godunovs for power, these actions

brought “disturbance” into the society as a whole, causing distrust between the estates

% Ibid., col. 83-84.
33 Shcherbatov, ed., Letopis’ o mnogikh miatezhakh, 54-56.
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and even within families. What did provoke Boris Godunov for such excessive
actions, despite his former policy of attracting people? Shcherbatov explains it in the

following way:

[TonsiHE MBI HE 3pHIM B APCTBOBAHUHM Iaps bopuca, Kak TONBKO pa3yMHbBIE
nena u 6marogesHus. Kasanocs: oH cTapajcs npaBJICHUEM CBOUM 3arylaXIaTh
BCC IIPCIKHUA CBOU 3JI0ACAHUA W OIIACTIMBUTH Poccuro. Ho TPYAHO €CTb
TOMY, KOTOPBIA NMPHUBBIKIIA U3 IOHOCTH K MPECTYIUICHHUSM, KOTOPBIH OHBIMU
JOCTUT JI0 TPEeCcTosia, JONr0 B TaKWX OJarux HaMepeHHsX MpeObIBaTh.
BHyTpeHHee dyBcTBOBaHHWE, YTO OBl OH cozeiall, eciau Obl 3pui Haj cOO0I0
TaKOro HaYaJbHUKA KaK OH caM, BJarajo B CEpALE ero CMyIleHHe |
NOJ03PEHHE TEPBBIX MYyUYHUTENEH MNpecTymHbIX dYenoBek. OH, moOyxaaem
OHBIMH, KCJIaJI BCC TAMHCTBA HAPOJHBIA, a IMa4€ 3HAaTHBIX OCO6 3HaTb.34

Thus, there was an ungrounded suspicion, a kind of projection of the internal
feeling of Godunov over all other people. Knowing of his own viciousness, he
assumes the same for other people, and consequently, supposed that he could be
dethroned by similarly criminal methods, as he used to eradicate the impediments on
his way to the throne. Accordingly, it was necessary to know about the plots of his
adversaries in advance in order to prevent them. This pushed Godunov to encourage
information; there were many false ones among them, and thus the “pasBpart,” as
Shcherbatov calls it, was spread over the entire society. Supposing that other people
were as criminal as he was, Godunov encouraged the crime of informing, involving
more and more of the suspected into a circle of repressions. Thus, the vicious past did
not let Godunov out of its chains, despite him trying to be a good ruler, or at least
pretending for the majority of the people that he was such. Moreover, the side effect
of this was the destruction of social ties in the society and distrust among the estates.

This allowed keeping the power by the principle “divide and rule,” but this actually

% Shcherbatov, Istoriia, vol. 7, pt. 1, col. 81.
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deprived Godunov of grounding in a moment of danger, making his subjects,
including ordinary soldiers (rank and file nobles), distrustful towards those who gave
them orders (boyars).

At the same time, Godunov, in accordance with Shcherbatov, was not a
classical tyrant, in the sense that the rule by means of fear was not at all his aim. On
the contrary, he wanted to reign, attaching the people to himself by love, rather than
fear. And if it happened otherwise, it was because of excessive fear, rather than as a
result of conscious intention. Shcherbatov had an especially positive opinion about
Godunov’s politics, directed on adoption of accomplishments of Western civilization
in Russia. This part of the narration, particularly, relies on the following excerpt from

Petrejus:

...B CBO€ IIapCTBOBAHKE OH J1aBaj 3aMETHUTh, UYTO XoueT u3 ['epmanum,
Anrmmn u @paHIUM BBHIKMCATh CBEAYUINX M YYEHBIX JIO/IEH, KOTOpHIE
JTOJKHBI OYIYT YYUTh U HACTABIIATH €0 FOHOIIIECTBO BO BCEX S3BIKAX, JOOPHIX
HpaBax M CBOOOAHBIX HCKyccTBax. HO IyXOBHBIE NHUIla HUKAaK HE XOTEIH
COTJIACUTKLCS U JO3BOJIUTH TOTO: OHM MPEACTABIISUIN, YTO 3€MJIS UX BEJIMKA U
o01mrpHa, COTIIacHa B Bepe, HpaBax M S3BIKE; €CIIHM K€ MOCKBUTSHE HAydaTCs
JIIPYTHM $I3BIKaM, OT TOTO BBIAAYT OOJBIINE pa3fgopbl U HECOTJIACHS MEXKIY
HUMU; TOT/Ia OTHAAyT OHU OT CBOEH IpEYEeCKOM BEpPHI, U 3aT€M TMOCIEAYyeT
nmorudens CTpaHe. ..

Tak 3T0 U OCTaNOCh, OHAKO X OH BCE XK€ Mocial 18 MOJOAEHBKUX

35
MaJIbYMKOB U3 HU3LICTO ABOPAHCTBA YUYHUTLCH A3bIKAM U UCKYCCTBAM...

This note caused the following approving comment from Shcherbatov
(moreover, he directly refers to Petrejus, saying that the evidence was accepted by

Miiller, from whom Shcherbatov seems to take it). In the beginning of quotation

% Petrejus, “Istoriia o velikom kniazhestve Moskovskom,” 278-279, accessed 30 Dec. 2011,
http://www.vostlit.info/Texts/rus9/Petrej2/text23.phtml?id=1095.
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repressions against Romanovs are mentioned, regarding which the silence of the

people was accomplished by the signs of Godunov’s piety.*

...Takoe Mog4yaHHe HaApoAa O >KECTOKOM IOCTyNKe ¢ PoMaHOBBIMU
000/IpUJIO €r0 Ha HEKOTOPBIC MPEINPHUATHS, KOTOPBIE, XOTSI MOTJIM KOHEYHO
MOJIC3HBI OBITh, HO, KaK OHU MPOTHUBHBI OBUIM TOTJAIIHUM OOBIYAsIM,
TpeOoBaIach HEKOTOPask TBEPOCTh, 1a0Bl UX B AEWCTBO IIPOU3BECTH. . .

[MponuuaTenbHbIE W OBICTPHIA pazym, moBenmmid mapst bopuca us
MPHUBATHBIX JIFOJACH B POCCUHCKHME TOCymapu, 4pe3 oOpallleHHe C
Yy)KECTPAaHHBIMU JIETKO MOT TPHUMETHTh, 4Yero HemoctaeT Poccuiickomy
Hapoxy. OH OBIT XWINEH, HEMPUMUPUM W KPOBOXKXKAYII TOTJA, KOT/A €ro
MOJIL3BI TOTO TPEOOBAJIM; HO OBLI MBIIICH, OJIaropa3yMeH, U UCKPEHHO JKeasl
HE CIIOBaMH, HO CaMBIM JIEHCTBHEM, 9TOOBI HApoJ ero OJaronoiaydeH Obul, U
rocyiapcTBo Obl Hamboliee B cwiy mnpuxommno. K cemy W He 3pWiI OH
ynoOHe#maro crnoco0a, Kak MPOCBETUTh HayKaMy MOABIACTHBIA €My HapoJl.
Konuko npenon Bapyr emy npeacrasaio! [IpenyOexaenue Bepbl, HCHABUCTh
K IPYTUM HapoJaM W MPHUBS3aHHOCTH K APEBHUM OOBIYAsM. .. TyXOBHBIN YHH,
a Tave maTpuapx BENHWKYI0O WMeEJN BIACTh HAaJl HApOIOM H KOHEYHO OBl
TaKOBbIM HOBOCTAM HNPOTHUBUTHCA CTall. KOHG‘IHO, HaMqJIC)KUT UMETh MHOI'O
KpPENoCTH IIyXy, YTOOBI, MPEeNBH[A BCE CHE, NEP3HYTh M IOMBICIHTH CHIO
JIEHCTBUTEIHHYIO, HO HEHABHIUMYIO BCEMH TI0JIb3Yy COJIEIBIBATE. ..

...CHM TIOJIE3HBIE HAMEpPEHUS... KOHEYHO O3HAYaIOT €ro pasyM H
onpapabBatOT Poccuiickuil HApoa B €ro I/I36paHI/II/I.37

For Shcherbatov, Godunov was even ready in this case to risk his popularity
among the people in order to accomplish the common good—to enlighten people,
despite their will and adherence to ancient customs. And despite the fact that he “on
OblI HE IO poay, HO IO I/I36paHI/IIO rocyz[apb; HMCJI BHYTPCHHUX MHOI'UX
HerHﬂTeJ’Ieﬁ; BJIaCThb €ro, XOTd ABJIAJIACHh YTBECPKIACHHA, HO TaK, MOXHO CKa3aThb,
ray6oko He okopenumack...”>> All this proves that it would not be quite correct to
ascribe Godunov’s aspiration for power as his only motive, and explain his good
actions exclusively by the desire to attract the people. Accordingly, Godunov’s

tyranny also acquires another meaning: unlike Grozny, he was not a tyrant by nature,

% Shcherbatov, Istoriia, vol. 7, pt. 1, col. 126-127.
¥ Ibid., col. 131-133.
% Ibid., col. 131.
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but rather because he was compelled. For Boris, whose power was not “deeply rooted
in a custom,” the encouragement of information was a kind of self-defense, although
excessive and leading to quite unpleasant unintended consequences.

If one would consider that Shcherbatov was hesitating between two
positions—on the one hand, exposing the tyrant and usurper and, on the other hand,
praising his wisdom as a ruler—to a certain extent the historian suspends his final
judgment. It turns out that the people were ready to forgive Godunov his villainy until
his rule was generally successful. And Shcherbatov partially justifies the people in this
respect. In general, Shcherbatov describes Boris’ situation as an unstable balance. We
should be reminded here of Shcherbatov’s comparison, which was mentioned in the
chapter about his political views. The despotic state is compared to a ship, which sails
somehow in good weather, yet under the first serious challenge a catastrophe takes
place. A foreboding of a certain catastrophe is present in Shcherbatov’s later works
devoted to the contemporary Catherine’s Russia. The same, according to his
description, takes place in the period of Godunov. Until a certain moment this tsar was
successful. But the period of challenges would soon begin and the ship of the Russian
statehood would not stand it.

In this respect Shcherbatov’s interpretation of the Russian history is partially
connected with the classical idea of the “wheel of Fortune.” There cannot be continual
success, sooner or later the “Fortune’s blows” are inevitable, and the criterion of the
strength of the system of statehood is the ability to withstand these strikes. The

construction of the state, which was built by Godunov, has on the contrary



CEU eTD Collection

305

demonstrated its weakness. The following narrative of Shcherbatov can be interpreted
in a similar way.

Serious misfortunes for Godunov began from the great famine of 1600 and the
following years. The reason for such famine appeared to be climatic transformations
(the so called small ice age), which in no way depended on the tsar. Moreover, on his
side he did everything possible to ease the consequences of the famine. From the
viewpoint of morality, his attempts to help the starving are treated by Shcherbatov

rather positively, despite the general characterization of tsar Boris as a villain:

Ectemn Mber mapst bopuca, mo yOmeHmnm oT ero mapeBmya Jumutpus,
HOXUTHUTENIEM CUMTAeM; HO €Xeslu OjarofesHue K HapoJy U COCTpaJaHue K
HECUHACTHIO MOAJAaHHBIX BO3MOXKET 3arjlaivuTb MPECTYIUICHHA, TO KOHCYHO B
CeM cilyyae ceil rocyzapb MoKaszal BCE TO, YTO JOCTOMHO B IOApa’kaHHe
UCTOpHUEIO Cceil OBITh TpPEAaHO MaMSATH: OH OTKPBUI LAPCKUS COKPOBHIIIA,
TIOBEJIEIN IaBaTh MUJIOCTBIHIO BCEM OeHBIM. ..

Moreover, here Shcherbatov rejects allegations, made by the author of the
Yadro Rossiiskoi istorii (“The core of Russian history”),*° that the servants of Boris
robbed the houses of the rich where large amounts of bread were hidden. Rejecting
this accusation, he wrote: “Ho Bce nmu onum [accusations] cropaeemmuBei? He
BMCIIAJIACh JIX TYT UHOT A U JINYHAd HCHABUCTb HA 1aps EOpHC&?”M

Further on the measures taken by the tsar surrounding the struggle with
starvation are discussed, where Shcherbatov remarks that Boris, despite his good

intentions, probably made a serious mistake for the first time.

* Ibid., col. 162.
“0 Andrei Khilkov [Alexei II’ich Mankiev], Yadro Rossiiskoi istorii (Moscow, 1770).
* Shcherbatov, Istoriia, vol. 7, pt. 1, col. 167.



CEU eTD Collection

306

Bunno, uto camoe cTpemiieHHE TOJIofa, a K TOMY K€ JKEJIaHHE YTOJUThb
HU3KOMY Hapody, noOyauio uaps bopuca yd4nHHTH B ceM Toay Ba)kHOE
y3akoHeHHe. CHe COCTOSIIO: MaKH AaTh CBOOOAY KpecThsSHAM MEPEXOIUTh OT
OJIHOTO K JPYTOMY U3 IOMEIIHKOB.

In other words, this was a partial abolishment of serfdom. Later Shcherbatov tells his
version of the history of the introduction of the ban for transitions of peasants. Grozny
“He ocMeJHBaJICA BIPYT OTOPYUTH TOJIb MHOTOUUCIIEHHOE cociioBue,” that is peasants,
and therefore he had only restricted the transitions, but did not abolish them. Under
Feodor loannovich the transitions were banned, but with a search period of five years
(that is, it was possible to return peasants to the previous place only within a period of
five years from the time they left). Shcherbatov, as it is easy to understand, holds the
position of an advocate of serfdom, substantiating the correctness of emancipation of

peasants by the following arguments:

He BumHO, YTOOBI TAaKOBBIS MEPEMEHBI B COCTOSHHUM KPECThSH IMPOU3BEIH
Kakus JKanoObl: MO0 CBOEBOIBCTBO WX OBLIO CYJEeOHHKOM HECKOJIBKO
o0y3naHo, a yka3oM 1aps ®eogopa MoaHHOBHYA MEepexoj UX ObUT U COBCEM
3ampeineH. bosipe W 3HATHBIC JIIOJM HE MOIJIM TOJrOBAapPHBATh KPECThSH Yy
OeHBIX; caMble KPECThsIHE HAIUIM B IOMENIMKAX CBOUX TOPSYMX
3al[UTHUKOB, HE HAJEACS MEPEHTH B IPYroe MecTo, MOJisi CBOM HE TOKMO JUIs
ce0st, HO U JUIsl IeTed CBOMX CTalM YAOOpSATh, U XJIEOOIMAIIECTBO MOJYYUIIO
an/Ipame:HI/Ie.43

I will not continue criticizing Shcherbatov’s arguments; there is another issue,
which is important for the logic of my reasoning. The set back from the adopted
politics of establishing serfdom, although caused by Godunov’s desire to win
popularity among the people or to alleviate its condition, lead to serious

consequences:

2 1bid., col. 168.
3 Ipid., col. 169.
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Vuaroe y3akonenuem wnaps @eopopa HMoaHHOBHMYA 370 HEMEIJICHHO
BO300OHOBIJIOCH, M YasATEIHHO OTYACTH OT CETO W OBIBIIIHE BEIHMKHE pa3zdou
MPOU3OIILIN, TaK 4YTO IMOBCEMECTHBIM POIOT TMPUHYAHI CEro XUTPOTO
rocyjiapsi 3akOH cell BCKOpE NEepEeMEHHTh, U HE TOKMO KPECThSH, HO W
XOJIOTIeH HEBOJBHBIMH CAeNan. A camMbpIM CHM HaBlieK Ha ce0sS OT Bcex
3HATHBIX YMHOB M HMMEIONIMX BEJIMKHE 3€MJIM JIIOJICH TallHOE HErojl0BaHUE,
KOTOpBIC, BO 3JI0 YIOTPEOJisAs y3aKOHCHHE O BOJBHOCTH, IOJh30BAIIUCH;
HaBJIeK Ha ce0s HEHaBHCTH M XOJIONEW, KOTOPhIE MPH TOCIOAaX CBOHX
cIyunu Ha Boitne.

And further on Shcherbatov quotes the opinion of Tatishchev, which the latter had
written in his publication of Sudebnik (“Book of laws”) that this was actually the
reason for the fall of Godunov’s dynasty.45

Shcherbatov’s interpretation is more complicated than Tatishchev’s. For
Shcherbatov, it was not the very fact of complete enactment of serfdom, but rather
inconsequence and hesitation in the politics of Godunov. Initially, in the search for
popularity, he made a step in one direction, and having realized his mistake, made
another step in the opposite direction, and thus even to a greater degree alienated not
only nobles (he was already on bad terms with them), but also a special group of
“military servants.” Eventually, this group formed a core band of robbers, whom the
government of Boris had to struggle against later on, and a portion of them joined the
side of the Impostor.

One has to note that complete abolishment of transitions was beneficial in the
first place for smaller landholders, whom Shcherbatov calls “poor” (larger landholders
won the peasants over to their side and even took them forcefully). Godunov, from
Shcherbatov’s standpoint, acted on the side of the “common good,” as he eliminated

abuses and the possibility for noble and rich landholders to rob the poor (Shcherbatov

* 1bid., col. 169-170.
*® 1bid., col. 170.
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somehow forgets about the interests of the peasants themselves, although he thinks
that their fixations contributed to the success of the household, fertilization of fields,
etc.) That is, it was not Godunov’s final measure that was mistaken (yet an excessive
one—converting servants into slaves), but the very fact of hesitations in the policy,
although caused by initially positive impetus—the intention to alleviate the condition
of starving peasants.

As a result it goes as follows. The initial intention of Godunov was to enforce
his position and to become popular. But a different result came from his actions: he
alienated himself from important social groups, in whose interests he was acting,
failing to obtain their essential support.

Further on, Shcherbatov included in his narration a story about the so-called
“uprising of Khlopko.” Unlike later historians, who regarded these events as first signs
of the Time of Troubles, Shcherbatov does not make any special conclusions. The
uprising was suppressed and the famine came to an end in any event. And all these
events do not seem to be united with each other or with the following ones by a
certain causal connection, but only with the idea of “Fortune’s blows.” The state still
manages to tolerate them, although with certain unfavorable consequences.

The appearance of the Impostor makes the initiation process of the destruction
of the state more explicit.

Shcherbatov describes the rumors, which the Impostor (Otrep’ev), who
decided to declare himself a miraculously saved prince Dimitrii, could hear among the

people:
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...MOT OH NMMPUMETHTh HEHaBUCTh HApOIHYIO Ha 1apst bopuca: nbo momImHAO
HU3rHaHuEM U YMCPIIBJICHUEM  pOJa PoMaHOBBIX M OIMKHMX HX
POACTBECHHHUKOB BCJIbMOXKHU ObLIH IMPUBEACHBI B CTPpAaxX TOT'O KE cebe OXUIaTh.
Konuko nape Bopuc He crapancs 061aroeTenbcTBOBaTh MPOCTON HApoOl, HO
MpeTepreBIIne HeCcyacThe KYHIBl K HEMy HeZoOpoXOTHHI ObutH. Mosker
CTaThCA, UTO U BCJIMKasA JaHHAA CBO6OI[a TOPry 4y’KCCTpaHHBIM HUX Orop4aja,
KOTOPBEIC, ObIB HUCKYCHEC B TOpIre, nNoApbIBaiu UX.
One should note that Shcherbatov still writes of the “people,” consisting of nobles and
merchants. The nobles, who were subjected to repressions, were angry with Boris
from the very beginning. His policy of granting privileges for foreign merchants could
bring damage to the Russian ones. But these were narrow privileged groups, which

could be referred to as “common people” only in so far as merchants did not belong to
the nobility.

What is more important is the question of why the common people, whom
Godunov wanted to please, suddenly turn against him? Shcherbatov gives the

following answer to this question:

B OwiBiee mepen cuMm Hemactue Pocuu BeJMKaro rojiofy U BO MHOTHX
MeCTax MOpy, KOJHMKO ULapb bopuc He crapancs Torna IOKa3bIBaTh
OyarofiessHuid, HE TOJIMKO TPHBIEKINM K HEMy OJarogapHOCTH, KOJIUKO
OCTaBHJIM B CEpJIaX CYeBEpHOE MpeayOekIeHue, 4To pyka Bokus MCTHT
Hapoay 3a u30paHUe ero B I[apy, YTO KPOBb IapeBuya JIMMHUTPHs, UM
MpOJHSIHHAS, TIpea ['ocmomoM BonueT, u 9To Oe3BUHHO yOUeHHbIe PoMaHOBBI
¥ MHOTHE JPYTHE MPE IPECTONOM BBIIIHAr0 oTMIeH s mpocst.”’

In other words, according with Shcherbatov, the story developed as follows. So far as
it was a favorable time, Godunov could “buy” the loyalty of the subjects, especially
that of common people, by means of generous gifts, and alleviating the duties and
taxation etc. And in these circumstances no one remembered former and present

Godunov’s guilt, and all the intrigues of his noble enemies were fruitless. But soon

“® 1bid., col. 253.
7 1bid.
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after hard times, famine, and epidemics began. Godunov was not to blame in this, but
he ceased to be a “lucky” tsar. That is, he was regarded as responsible for both
happiness and troubles. And as soon as the latter happened, all his popularity among
people disappeared. At this point he was reminded of his former guilt, and all the
troubles that overtook Russia were regarded as God’s punishment for the sins
committed by the tsar. In other words, popularity as well as happiness is fugacious. In
happy times a ruler is popular, in unhappy times he is not, and this does not depend on
his good or bad intentions, or whatever else he tries to do.

For a legitimate tsar such as Grozny, the loss of popularity was not so painful,
because everyone was afraid of him. However, Godunov, who based his popularity on
the support of the people, lost his “military campaign” against his rivals in the struggle
for power, and although this was not his fault, it was fatal for him.

The very phenomenon of Impostor, as Shcherbatov guessed (this version is
present in sources, particularly in the memoirs of Massa), was arranged by one of
Godunov’s noble competitors.”® But the Impostor did not acquire power by himself,
but rather due to the universal disguise regarding Godunov, for the reason discussed
earlier.

In the conditions, which Godunov found himself after the appearance of the
Impostor, he, in accordance with Shcherbatov, could not help committing more and
more new mistakes. And it was not so much because of the situation itself (as a
disguise to a ruler did not presuppose disloyalty towards the state), as because of tsar

Boris’s distorted perception of the situation.

8 1bid., col. 253-254.
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Konnko HH XHTp, KOIMKO HE TPEAyCMOTpPHUTENEeH Obul 1apb bopuc
®enoposuu ['0yHOB, OAHAKO... HE MOXHO €r0 HE OOBHHUTH B BEJIMKOW
omnOKe, 4TO OH IMO3HO YXKe BOMCKA MOCIANl U TeM Jall BpeMsi CaMO3BaHILy. ..
pascedrh s CBOCro oOMaHa W ycwiHThes. [IpaBna, 4TO OBUIM CHIIBHBIS
MPUYUHBI, yIepKuBaromus Iaps bopuca Bcsikoe o ceM 0OHapojOBaHUE
VYUHUTh U JIaTh OPYXKUE CBOUM IOJJAHHBIM: CE€ €CTh ITOJ03PCHHUE Ha 00sp U
Ha Hapoi... MO0 B MPOTYEM HE BHIUM MBI, YTOOBI C Hadajga OT OOsSp W OT
BOWCK ObUTa WM3MEHa, HO, HANPOTHBY TOTO, OHH CO BCEM YcCepaueM 3a
OTeUeCTBO cpaxkanmuch. Ho Takas ecTh Cyan0a IMOXHTUTENEH: B
Oe3crnpecTaHHOM MYYEHHH COBECTH CBOCH IMOJI03peHHE 0OBEMIIET CepAlle HX,
¥ OHM HAKOHEI[ CAMATO CEro MO03PEHNS KepTBAMH ObIBatoT.*

Thus, similarly to the case of preventive repressions against aristocracy, Boris
alienated himself from his potential adherents. As a result, the fall of his power and, at
the same time, the ruining of the state (since the candidate for the throne was, for
Shcherbatov, a notorious liar) appeared to be an inevitable consequence of the
bankruptcy of Godunov’s politics, who did not want to rely on nobility, but gain his
popularity among the people. The next excerpt, condemning such a policy as a

mistake, reflects the political credo of Shcherbatov in a more clear way:
TH_ICTHO BJIAABIKU CBCTA BO3JIATalOT HAACKAY Ha HU3KOU Hapo;[: CC €CTh MOpE
BETpOM KOHG6H€MOG; Ka)Xa0€ BIICHATJIICHUEC CE€pala €ro KOJIGGaeT; HECTh HHU
3aCayrd, HU MHUJIOCTEH, KOTOpPbIS Obl HE MOIJIM OBITh 3aTYIICHBI; JIIOOUTEIb
HOBOCTHU U YIIPSAM B CBOUX HpeﬂyGe)K}IeHI/ISIX, coAciaB Ha JDKUBOM OCHOBaHUHA
CBOIO MBICJIb, HE TOKMO HC€ MOKCT YBCIIAHUAMU CKJIOHCH 6LITI>, HO 1adec B
HUX YTBep)KJIaeTCH.SO
Godunov’s trouble was not that the people became alienated from him (sooner
or later, for Shcherbatov, it had to happen, since popularity, like happiness, is transient
by definition). But Godunov lost the support of those virtuous subjects, who could

protect him and the fatherland. It was a result of the mutual distrust between the ruler

and the boyars, where the next mistake appeared to be an impetus for it. The army

* 1bid., col. 287.
% 1bid., col. 317.
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fought against the Impostor, although unwillingly, and at a certain moment Boris
decided to use his power and threatened military commanders with severe

punishment. In accordance with Shcherbatov, the following was the consequence:

...TOCyZapb BecbMa OCKOPOMJICS Ha BOEBOJ, YTO, MMES MHOTOYHCICHHOE
BOWCKO, HE TIpeciieIoBalii CaMO3BaHIA M, TMOJIB3YsICS CBOCIO MOOENOor, HE
VYMHWIA BCEX BO3MOJXKHBIX IOABHUIOB, HaObl ero ucTpeOuth... Cero paau
HEME[UIEHHO MOCiajl OH C HEKOMM YHCIOM BOWCK OkojbHHMYaro Ilerpa
Huxurnya llepemereBa u mymHaro nbsika Adanaces BrackeBa ¢ kecTOKHM
BBITOBOPOM ~ 0O0sip... B3Wpas Ha  CJIEAYIOUMS TNPUKIIOYCHHs, Ha
0J1arOCKJIOHHOCTB, KOTOPYIO MOKa3bIBAJI ITIOTOM K JbsIKYy BrnackeBy Pasctpura,
MOJ03PEBAI0 5, YTO CEHl YMHOXKUIJI BOEBOAAM O3JI00JICHHE LIAPEBO, YCTPALLII
UX TPO3ALICI0 UM MECTBIO TaK, 4TO, CO BCEX CTpaH BUAs ceOe morudens u
cTpamacst 6onee mapsi bopuca, KOEro MCTHUTENBHBIM OOBIYAl MM W3BECTEH
OBLI, cepalla WUX CTand KojeOaThCs, W HE CTONh 10 YBEPEHHUIO, YTOOBI
HazpIBalOmMK ce0st JMuTpreM IapeBHUYEM IMOJUIMHHO JIK OH OBbUI, KOJNb MO
cTpaxy OT uaps bopuca, K caMo3BaHITy CTaTH IPEKIOHATHCS.

Thus it appears that the reputation of the vindictive and severe ruler caused
Boris a bad turn. Therefore, subordinates wanted to get rid of him, even at the price of
recognizing the Impostor. It is exactly the mutual distrust of the tsar and military
commanders whose service he needed that ruined Boris.

Shcherbatov describes the death of the tsar:

[Tpuxoasuue... u3Bectus Kk uapro bopucy denopoBuuy, rpo3sius eMy U

CHUJIOKO CaMO3BaHIla, U HABOAAIINEC CYMHCHUC Ha BCPHOCTH 60$Ip, a [Ipu TOM

YMHOXAMasacss MOJIBa HapoOoJHass B TaKOC €ro OT4YassHUC IPHUBCIIA, YTO

HUCIIajga BCsS OOIPOCTh €ro JyxXa, BCS XUTPOCTH €ro ocjabena, W OH, HE

oXuyagas cebe HHMKAaKoro CIlaC€Hus, 3a CTOJOM BbBIIIMWI A4, OT ﬂeﬁCTBHH

52
KOTOparo B IBa 4aca NpeCTaBUJICA.

The fate of the dynasty and young heir Feodor, although he was declared a tsar

immediately, thus, was predetermined. However, for Shcherbatov, it would yet be

1 1bid., col. 313-314.
%2 1hid., col. 321.
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possible to save the state, if there had been established a respectable regency council,

composed of boyars of the highest birth:

...TIOCTYIIOK H30paHusi MaTepy MAPCKOH B €0 OMEKYHbI, KAXKETCsI MHE, MHOTO
MOCTICHTMII K TOTHOENU cero 1aps: u0o, ecnud u30paHbl ObBUIM JUIS CEro
HEKOTOpbIE 3HATHEWIIHMEe O0ospe, TO OBl CTPEeMIEHHE WX COXPAHHTH
COOCTBEHHYIO CBOIO BJIACTH MHOT'O MOTJIO IOMOYb K CITACEHUIO CEro uap;[.53

However, this had not been done, and the tsarina, lacking of any abilities of
statehood activity, tried to rule as a dictator, as previously her husband had done. In
the conditions of pervasive treachery and the joining of the major part of the army to
the side of the Impostor, this led only to a complete paralysis of power. Shcherbatov
assumes however that even this situation would not be so hopeless, if there would
have been loyal supporters that could be relied upon, but a sense of doom took hold of
their hearts and they seemed to “sko B HEKOEM OHEMEHHH OKHAAIH IMOCIIETHSITO
yAapa, JODKEHCTBYIOIIAro MPEKPATUTD UX Ki3Hp.”>

Let me draw some conclusions.

As it was demonstrated, Shcherbatov’s conception to a certain degree
synthesizes ideas from foreign sources, combining into a unitary whole both Petrejus’s
interpretation—who saw the shakiness of the support for the government among
Russians, saw the mistakes of the government, yet did not comprehend the reasons for
them—and Massa’s conception—who tried to find in these events an idea of moral
retribution for the usurper’s previously committed evils. Russian historical sources

suggest a similar reasoning, except that God punished Boris for particular crimes,

especially for repressions against the Romanovs. Shcherbatov describes the

%3 bid., col. 328.
* 1bid., col. 340.
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mechanism of “retribution,” so that this description turns into an analysis of the
functioning and final collapse of the state mechanism, as incorrectly constructed from
the very beginning. This incorrectness emerges already on the stage of construction, as
a consequence of usurping the power, which inevitably caused envy and disloyalty
among noble clans. The ruler, while he was successful, manages to restrain these clans
by bribery and repressions, relying on his popularity among the people. But
“Fortune’s blows,” which the ruler was not guilty of, but which appear to be
inevitable, destroy this fragile construction. The popularity is lost together with
“happiness,” nobility despises the tsar, and as a result he cannot deal with an
Impostor, who was weak by his own account, simply because the tsar caused more
disgust and fear than the new and unknown threat. The tsar could rely on those, who,
although they did not love him, were loyal to the fatherland. However, his own
suspicion pushed him into desperation, after which the fall of the dynasty became
inevitable. Thus, Shcherbatov manages to substantiate the weakness of despotism,
based for Machiavelli on cruelty and deception, without reference to the idea of
Providence’s punishment, but only showing that such despotism is an unstable
construction and it is not able to withstand “Fortune’s blows,” which inevitably have

to happen.
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§4.2 Karamzin: Godunov and the “Public Opinion”

Starting from the third chapter of the tenth volume of the Istoriia, with the events
following the death of the only child of tsar Feodor, the character of narration
changed. Until this moment the character of the governor Boris Godunov had been
clarified enough, there were no serious obstacles on his road to the throne, and the
development of the plot can be reduced to a basic scheme that is the conclusion and
the breaking of the “social contract.” This informal contract existed in the form of
“love” between the ruler and the people. It can be compared to marriage, based on
love, where the essence of the relationship cannot be reduced to a formal moment (the
wedding ceremony is an analogy for a coronation), as a marriage without love is
inevitably unstable.

Thus, the narrated story is the story of the “seducing” of the people by the
governor and the future tsar, the arrangement of a formal marriage, and further it is the
story of the disappointment of the people in the tsar (the reasons for which are
explored by Karamzin). As a result, the “social contract” has been weakened; the tsar
loses support and appears to be overturned by a very weak threat—the “shadow” of a
murdered prince. The reason for the fall of Boris, for Karamzin, is not the strength of
the “Impostor,” but the loss of the trust and love of the people for the tsar. There is no
one who has the desire to defend him, although many keep a passive loyalty toward
him.

Therefore, the main question which Karamzin is concerned with, and his

narration should answer, is why did the people lose the trust and love for the tsar?
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The seemingly evident answer that the people finally understood that Boris
was the murderer of the prince cannot be accepted. For people who refused to support
Boris, the prince was alive, although this certainly meant that Boris had no legitimate
right to rule. The argument that the loss of trust was connected with Godunov’s
repression of the Romanovs was also unsatisfactory, because the Romanovs were far
from being the first among the victims of Godunov’s struggle with the boyar clans,
which could potentially deprive him (or his son) of power.

The explanation which was based on the idea that Providence punishes vices is
present in the text of Karamzin, but it is clear that this is rather an enveloping frame
for the plot. The mediaeval authors could proceed from the assumption that any
vicious act was punished by God before the death of a villain. For Karamzin, in the
Age of Enlightenment, such way of reasoning, though he tended to stylize his story as
“naive” narrative of a chronicler, was hardly possible as a serious explanation of the
events.

The possible explanation can be reduced to the idea that the people had
gradually understood that Boris, who pretended to be a virtuous tsar, was actually a
tyrant. Therefore as any tyrant, suspicious because of fear for his safety, Godunov
eventually found himself in isolation. But here a logical difficulty appears, because it
is hard to distinguish between the cause and the effect. Is it true that Godunov became
a tyrant because he had lost his trust in the people, who in turn he felt had lost their
trust in him? This could happen due to the people’s discontent with certain political
mistakes of Godunov. Or, on the contrary, Godunov suffered fear towards imaginary

threats, did not trust the people, and therefore he began to encourage the interrogation
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of his subjects and tried to control popular opinion. And this caused a response—the
people reacted to the tsar’s distrust with their own distrust for the tsar. Thus a vicious
circle of mutual distrust emerged, and step by step overreaction gradually caused the
destruction of the love between the two sides.

Actually, these two possibilities do not exclude each other, and as we will
demonstrate this further, Karamzin uses both explanatory models. In advance, we may
note the following. On the one hand, for Karamzin, Boris did not trust the people, as
he knew that he was a criminal, a murderer of the prince, and anticipated the similar
unprincipled aspiration for power from others. He expected that his secret enemies
would incite further agitation among the people, spreading the rumors of his actual
and alleged crimes. Trying to prevent the spreading of such rumors he persecuted all
who could potentially become disloyal. Therefore the reaction of Boris to the potential
threats happened to be exaggerated, which led to preventive tyrannical measures, to
the system of “forced like-mindedness,” supported by the encouragement of spies,
which affected the entire population and alienated it from the tsar. This situation can
be compared to a jealous husband torturing his wife for his own suspicions provoked
by her fear, and pushing her, if not to adultery, then at least to the loss of sincere love.

On the other hand, there were erroneous actions of power, or simply disasters,
which did not depend on the ruler (such as hunger), but could lead to the loss of trust.
The exaggerated and unrealistic expectations of the people, after several favorable
years, and being unjustified in the unfavorable years, caused them to be disappointed.
While Boris was successful, he was credited with more than he was actually

responsible for. However, when Fortune had deceived him, he was accused of things
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he was not guilty of. This was connected with a magical and archaic perception of
power, which was regarded as responsible for everything, including the weather and
the harvest. In the case of the failure of crops the ruler was perceived as the guilty
party, but because he could not be directly accused of this, his former crimes were
remembered. In Godunov’s case his guilt for the murder of the prince was
remembered, and the poor harvest and the forthcoming hunger were perceived as the
punishment of God for the sin of this murder. Here the loss of trust, connected with
such a magic understanding of power, appears to be a primary cause, whereas the
attempt of the ruler to compensate this loss by tyrannical methods happens to be a
medicine which is worse than the disease itself, only aggravating the situation, causing
a chain reaction of distrust.

Karamzin’s narration structurally reminds us of interpretational schemes,
constructed by Shcherbatov (both strengthening and further weakening Godunov’s
power). However, if Shcherbatov’s concern is mostly with the work of the state
mechanism, then Karamzin is more focused on the psychological side of things. But in
this case his attention is directed to the psychology of the tsar-usurper, which was
already clarified in the first part of the story. The main interest for Karamzin is in the
second part, in the change in the mood of the people, which he traces attentively,
beginning with Godunov’s preparation for the seizure of the throne and ending with
the loss of the throne by his unfortunate heir.

To analyze the narration it is most important to take into account the
opposition of two periods: the situation of trust and love of people to the new tsar

(whatever were the inner motives of Boris Godunov) and the situation of mistrust and
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negative attitude towards even those measures which were directed toward the
people’s good (as, for example, helping the hungry). Karamzin uses this method of
contrast, ignoring intentionally evidence from sources which contradict the desired
coloring of a given period (dark as opposed to light).

With this opposition in mind, let us try to define the ideological message of
such a construction of the narrative. Godunov is characterized as a ruler, motivated by
“non-virtuous incentives to the good.” By this he deceived the people, who at first
sincerely trusted him, perceiving his benevolent deeds as if he really was a virtuous
tsar.

In the final stage of the tsar’s rule the viciousness of Godunov’s motives came
to the surface. Therefore, the inner incentives and external actions were similarly
evaluated from a moral point of view, although Karamzin sometimes hesitates in his
judgment of the character of Boris. For example, his love for his son and his desire to
help the starving are evaluated as positive features. That is, Godunov, though a
criminal, was not entirely vicious, he also had virtuous motives, but the situation often
forced him to demonstrate exactly the dark side of his personality. The paradox was
that these positive features were not appreciated by the people, who did not notice
them; this is similar to the people not noticing the negative side of his moral outlook.

The major question was not only why and how the transition from the first
stage (quasi-virtuous) to the second (tyrannical) took place, but also whether such a
transition was inevitable. The construction of the story about Boris as a moral tale
about punishment of vices, points out that the answer to the second question must be

positive.



CEU eTD Collection

320

Therefore, the general message inculcated in such a construction of narrative
can be interpreted as follows: the monarchy, where the ruler acts for the common
good, but at the same time is deprived of virtue (motivated by self-interest) is not
stable and inevitably degenerates into a tyranny, contrary even to the intentions of the
monarch himself. The latter is interested in delaying such degeneration (and, for
example, to refrain from excessively cruel punishments of his potential enemies,
limiting himself only by necessary measures). In other words, his “interest” coincides
with the interests of the state and, therefore, disregarding the purity of his motives, out
of pragmatic reasons he would act for the “common good.” This is the key idea of the
Memoir on Ancient and Modern Russia. The problem Karamzin deals with in the
volume of the Istoriia devoted to the reign of Godunov is that without the virtue of the
monarch the monarchy cannot stand (similarly, the republic cannot stand without the
virtue of its citizens). And this virtue of a monarch cannot be reduced to the actions
directed toward the “common good,” but rather implies the “purity of heart,” that is
the authenticity of a moral feeling, love for the people, rather than a pragmatic and
rational direction of policy, based on a coincidence of the interests of the ruler and his
state.

The narrative adopted by Karamzin, based on the opposition of good and bad
periods of the reign of tsar Boris Godunov, relies on two contrasting evidences of one
source—the Skazanie Avraamiia Palitsina (“The tale of Avraamii Palitsyn™). This
corresponds to the notes of the eleventh volume of the Istoriia (numbers 134-136 and
163). Karamzin quotes Avraamii selectively, but we will look here at a fuller

quotation, putting in italics the words quoted by Karamzin.
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The first excerpt from Palitsyn related to the “good” period of the reign of

Boris is as follows:

Jeoenemuemy e epemanu npewteouty, u ecemu onasumu Pocus yeemsue.
Lapw oce bopuc o ecaxom bnrazowecmuu u 0 UCHPAGIEHUU BCEX HYICHDIX
yapvcmay eewyell 3e10 nevauiecs, o CIOBECH e CBOeMY, O OeTHBIX W HUILUX
Kpernile MPOMBIIUIAIIE U MUJIOCTh K TAKOBBIM BEJIHMKA OT HETO OBIBAIIE, 37BIX
Ke Jroied moTee M3ryossme. M maxoswvlx padu cmpoeHull 8CeHapOOHbIX
gcem mobesen Goicmp.”>

Let us quote an excerpt from Karamzin’s text, which corresponds to this text:

IlepBrble qBa rofa cero HApcTBOBAHUS Ka3aJIMCh JIy4IIUM BpemeHeM Poccui ¢
XV Beka... [134]: oma Obula Ha BBIITHEH CTENMEHW CBOETO HOBOTO
MOTyIIecTBa, Oe3omacHas COOCTBEHHBIMH CHJIAMHM W CYAaCTHEM BHEIIHHUX
OOCTOSITENBCTB, a BHYTPU YIpaBiseMas ¢ MYIOPOW TBEPAOCTHIO H C
KPOTOCTHIO HEOOBIKHOBEHHO. bopHc MCONHsT 00eT HapCKOro BEeHYaHUs U
CHPaBEAJIMBO XOTEJ MMEHOBATHCS OTLOM HAapola, YMEHBIIMB €ro TATOCTH;
OTLIOM CHPBIX U O€IHBIX, U3JIMBasl HA HUX ILEAPOTHI OeCHpUMEPHBIE; JPYTroM
YeJIOBEYeCTBa, HE KacascCh JKU3HM JtoJiel, He olarpsas 3emun Pycckoil Hu
Kaliel0 KPOBM M HaKa3blBas MPECTYIHUKOB TOJBKO CChUIKOO [135].
KymnedecTBo, MeHee cTecHsIeMOE B TOProBji€; BOHCKO, B MUPHOW THILIMHE
OChITIaeMOE€ Harpajgamu; JIBOpsHE, NPUKa3HbIE JIOJU, 3HAKAMH MHUJIOCTH
oTJMYacMble 32 PEBHOCTHYIO CIYXOy, CHHKJINT, YBa)XaeMbId Iapem
JeSITeIbHBIM U COBETOJIIOOMBBIM; JTYXOBEHCTBO, YECTUMOE LapeM HaOOKHBIM
— OJIHUM CJIOBOM, BCE T'OCYAaPCTBEHHBIE COCTOSHUS MOTJIA OBITH TOBOJIBHBI 32
ce0s1 U eme JIOBOJILHEE 3a OTEYECTBO, B, Kak bopwuc... pajeer o Onare
o0mieMm, mpaBocyauu, ycrpoiicte. M tak He yauButTensHo, uro Poccus, mo
ckazaHuio coBpemeHHUKOB [136], mobuna [italics in the original] csoero
BEHIICHOCII, Kelast 3a0bITh yOoueHue JJUMHTPHS HIIM COMHEBAsACH B OHOM!>®

One can note that Karamzin essentially extends the characteristic, given by
Palitsyn, supplementing it with the “concern of common good” and “justice,” as well

as respect toward the opinion of the boyar council. In general, Boris more closely

> Avraamii Palitsyn, “Skazanie,” in O, Russkaia zemlia (Moscow: Sovetskaia Rossia, 1982), 179.

*® Nikolai Karamzin, Istoriia gosudarstva Rossiiskago, vol. 11 (St. Petersburg, 1824), 94-95. In square
brackets there are references to the notes by Karamzin. In the notes 134 and 135 the positive
characteristics of Boris are used, taken from Margeret and the English book The Russian Impostor by
Robert Manley (London, 1674). See: Leo Loewenson, “Sir Roger Manley’s History of Muskovy,” The
Slavonic and East European Review 31, no. 76 (Dec. 1952), 232-240. The assertion about the lack of
death penalties (in the original source—public death penalties, as secret murders by Boris’ orders were
not taken into account), which is confirmed by Karamzin’s note 135, is based on Margeret’s evidence.
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resembles the ideal ruler in accordance with the ideas of Karamzin, rather than
“pious” and “beggar-loving” Boris from the excerpt by Avraamii. The emphasis in the
source of the religious virtues of the tsar is pushed to the background, whereas his
qualities as secular ruler are promoted.

Let us provide now the second contrasting characteristic of the “bad” period,
as it was formulated by Palitsyn (emphasized by excerpts that correspond to note 163

of Karamzin’s Istoriia).

OCKBEpHU Ke 3II0CMPAJHBIM NPUOBITKOM BCS JaHU CBOS: KOPYEMHHUIIBI 00,
MUAaHCTBY W AyIIEryOCTBY WM ONydy »Kelareime, BO BCEX IpajfieX B MPEKYIl
BBICOK BO3/IBUTIIHE IIEHY Ka0aKoB, U HHEX OTKYIOB Ype3 MEpy MHOTO OBICTE;
HaumaJe xe rpads ToMbI U cena O0sIp ¥ BeIMOXK U MHOTO Jtroned. M codupas
TOTO pajyl Jla TeM MHJIOCTHIO TBOPUT U LEPKBU CTPOUT, U CMEIIAB KIISATBY 3
0J1arocioBeHHEM, M 0J0JI¢ 31100a OnarodecTuio. M maxosvix padu eécex oer,
ux oce comgopu, Bopuc 6 nenasucmo bvligaem ecemy mupy, HO omaii yce u
6CU NOHOWIAXY €20 paodu KpOGU HENOBUHHBIX U pa3epabieHuti umeHull u
HOB0BBOOUMBIX O€ll.

Epecu oice apmenmcmeni u namvincmetl nociedCmsyrumum 0oop
HOMAKOBHUK Oblcmb; M B JKEHCKOTIOAOOHBIX 00pa3ex Jro0siien OpOBHUTH, 3110
TAKOBBIX JTFOOUMH OT HEro ObIIIA, 1 CIAPU MyXCl 6 I0HOUIU NPEMEHAXYCs...""

Besides the “robbery” of the boyars and encouragement of tavern rents, here
Avraamii emphasizes the religious sins of Boris, probably connected with the
affection of the tsar and his court toward foreigners, as, for example, going beardless
or the use of European clothes (‘“>xenomomo0HsbIi 00pa3”), and also the accusation that
under the influence of foreigners Boris deviated from religious orthodoxy. “Robbery”
and rents, as one can assume, were the result of the lack of finances in the treasury, in
particular, for wide charity towards the poor, which was carried out by Boris.

Let us consider the corresponding text by Karamzin. He describes the period

after the repressions directed against the Romanovs.

> Palitsyn, “Skazanie,” 184—185.
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OparM CIIOBOM, CHe IedaabHOe BpeMs bopmcoBa mapcTBOBaHUS, ycTymHas
HoaHHOBY B KpOBOMNHMICTBE, HE YCTyHajJo eMy B O€33aKOHMHM H pa3Bpare:
HacleACTBO rubenbHOe 1st Oyaymero! Ho Benukomymme eme neiicTBOBaio B
poccusiHaX... JKaJlelld O HEBHHHBIX CTPalaibllaX W MEP3WIH TOCTHIIHBIMH
MUJIOCTSIMH BEHIIEHOCLIA K JIOHOCHTENISIM; Jpyrue Oosuich 3a ce0s, 3a
OMWKHUX — W CKOPO HEYAOBOJBCTBUE chenanoch obmuM. Eme mHOrme
cmaBmn  bopuca: mpuBEp)KEHHWKH, JBCTEIBl, W3BETHUKH, YTYIHSIEMBIE
CTSDKaHHEM ONANbHBIX... HO TJIaC OTEUeCTBA YK€ HE CIBIMANCS B XBaJle
YaCcTHOHM, KOPBICTONIOOMBOM, W MONYaHHE Hapoja, CIyka IS Haps SIBHOIO
YKOPHU3HOIO, BO3BECTHIIO BRXKHYIO [TIEPEMEHY B CEPJILIaX POCCUSH: OHU Yoice He
nmobunu Bopuca [163]! [italics in the original].

Tak roBOpUT JeTONHNCEL COBPEMEHHBIH. .. kenapp Ilamuubia. Haponbl
Bcerma Ousarogapubl: octaBisis HeOy cymuth Taiiny bopucosa cepmia,
poccusiHe WCKpPEHHE CIIABWIM IIaps, KOrJa OH TOJ JHMYWHOK I00poaeTenH
Kazalcs WM OTIOM Hapojaa; HO TNPU3HAB B HEM THPaHA, €CTECTBEHHO
BO3HCHABUJICIH €0 W 32 HACTOsAIICE W 32 MUHYBILEE: B YeM, MOXKET OBITh,
XOTEJM COMHEBAThCSA, B TOM CHOBa YIOCTOBEPIIIUCH, U KPOBb J(mMuTpreBa
SBHEE O3HAYWIIACH JJISi HUX Ha TMOpQupe ryOuTeNns HEBUHHBIX... HEHABUCTH
yepHuia bopuca, ynpekas ero He TOJIBKO OyHIEryOCTBOM, TOHEHHEM JIOCH
3HAMCHUTHIX, rpa6e>1<0M ux JOCTOSAHMUA, AJITYHOCTHUIO K HpI/I6I)ITKy
0e33aKOHHOMY, KOPBICTOJIOOMBBIM BBEJECHHEM OTKYIIOB, Pa3MHOKEHHUEM
Ka3€HHbIX JIOMOB IIMTEHHBIX, IIOPYEH0 HPABOB, HO M IPHUCTPACTUEM K
HWHO3EMHBIM, HOBBIM 00bIYasiM (U3 KOMX OpamoOpuTHe 0COOCHHO COOJIa3HSII0
YCEepIHBIX CTapOBEPOB), Aa)KE HAKIOHHOCTHIO K apMEHCKON W K JIATHHCKOU
epecu! Kak m1000Bb, Tak U HEHAaBUCTh PEIKO OBIBAIOT JOBOIBHBI UCTHHOK):
IepBasi B XBaje, INOCIEIHAS B OCYKIEHUU. ['ONyHOBY CTaBWIM B BHHY U
CaMyI0 PEBHOCTb €ro K MPOCBEIIEHH0 !>

Let us note that Karamzin, quoting Palitsyn’s accusations, keeps a distance in
respect to them, especially in regard to religious biases. The adherence of Boris
towards foreigners is identified with the “love of education” and is evaluated
positively, whereas for Avraamii it is nearly the main sin of Boris. The “hatred” to
him appears to be connected with xenophobia (the same in a clearer form took place
regarding the Impostor). The accusations of the spread of taverns are pushed to the
background by Karamzin, while for Avraamii this is more important because it led to
debauchery and the corruption of morals. Karamzin puts repression in the foreground.

Because of various repressions the people began to “hate” Boris, because they were

%8 Karamzin, Istoriia, vol. 11, 108-110.
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“magnanimous” regarding his victims and were afraid of becoming victimized. Here
the “people” evidently comprised the layer that was afraid of repressions, wealthy
people or those of higher standing, rather than common people.

Thus, the primary explanation here is that the hatred towards Boris emerged
because he had turned into a tyrant, whereas all other accusations appear to be of
secondary importance. Let us note that Karamzin writes about the time before the
great hunger, therefore natural disaster did not yet influence the popularity of Boris.

Meanwhile, Avraamii presents another sequence of events. Immediately after
the excerpt quoted earlier, which reported that Boris “Bcem sto6e3en ObicTb,” follows

the evidence about the repressions against the Romanovs:

W ocraBmreecs xe muiems maps OnaxxeHHaro deojopa Ha4aT HEMOOUTH Paju
CMYIIEHHUSI CBOMX CU OJIMKHMX M Majio [OMajly HadaT U K CMEPTH Ha CHX
noy4arucs... [lo cux ke yOo M3rHaHWM M WHEX MHOTHX WX PajJy IMOryow, ce
)K€ MBICIISIIIE, JJa YTBEPIUT HA IpecTosie mo cede cems cBoe. Pabom ke
TOCTIO/INI TOJIMKO TOIYCTH KJIEBETATH, IKO U 3PETH HE CMEIONIEE HA XOJIOMN;
Y MHOTUM paOOM MUMEHHUS TOCYJIapbCKas OT/ast, U BEJIUKUE Japbl JOBOIIIOM OT
Hero ObiBaxy... M pamm ucmpaBieHWs] 3eMJIM BOKPYT B CTpaHaX CJaBeH U
mounTaeM Oesimie, Tako ke W Pocus OmaromapcTBoBame O HEM 3a
HETIOIISKEHHUE K 3710 JICIOIIEM, HO O CeM 3€JI0 BCU CKOPOsIIIle, WKE HETOBUHHO
OT TIOJATHl €r0 Pa3yMHUU UCTPEONIAXYCS W CHIHHHM B PAa3CYXKEHHH Janede
OTTOHHUMH 61,1Baxy.59

Here we see the evidence for the atmosphere of common informing, which we
had already been observed in the chronicle, which was quoted in the section on
Shcherbatov. Karamzin, as we will see, puts this phenomenon in the focus of his story
as the main reason of a change of attitude towards Boris. But further on Avraamii’s

text goes as follows:

% palitsyn, “Skazanie,” 170—180.
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Toro e nera... ¥ 32 Bcero Mupa 0e3yMHOE MOJTYAHUE, €XKE O UCTUHE K Tapio
HE CMEIoIee IJIaroiiaTd O HEMOBUHHBIX MOTHOETH, OMpadd ToCioib HeOo
00J1aKu, ¥ TOJTUKO JTOKb MPOJIKCS, SKO BCH YEIOBEIIBI BO Y)KacTh Brajaora. 1
npecTa BCSKO AET0 3eMJTH, M BCAKO CeMsl CESTHHOE, BO3PACTIIH, pa3cenecst OT
6esMepHBIX Bo. .. Y

That is, for Avraamii, the direct interference of God into the course of earthly
events took place, which was the punishment of the people for its silence about the
repressions against the Romanovs and other “sensible” and “strong in reasoning.”
Boris tried to soften the consequences of hunger, by distributing alms. But for

Avraamii, this had only aggravated his guilt:

...YhKe y0O OT JJMXOUMAaHHUS ¥ OT HETPABbl TBOPSH MHUJIOCTHIHIO U ITOTOOUTCS
ceif 3ape3aBIieMy ChlHA Y OTIAa H KPOBb €ro MPUHOCS B 3JIATOW YalllH, Ja MUET
OT Hesl K 3JIpaBHIO CH... JJoMbI 00 BEJIMKHUX OOJISIP COCIIAHHBIX BCSA UCTOIIMB, U
NpUHECe B NIAPbCKHUS MOJATHI, U APEBHSISI IAPhCKAsk COKPOBHUIIA HETIPABETHBIM
BOCXHII[CHUEM BCSI OCKBEPHH. . .

And further on Avraamii condemns Boris, in particular for his disrespect
towards the church (he sent rye instead of wheat for making Host), for his adherence
to foreign customs—and here follows the already quoted excerpt about common
hatred towards Boris. Later in the text, quite similar to Shcherbatov, common luxury
is condemned, which was spread because of the imitation of the morals of the court,
while churches were left in poverty. This reasoning is concluded by the following

excerpt, mentioning the appearance of the Impostor:

U erna pexoxoM «MHp U YyTBEP:KEHHE)» O yIIpaBieHUU bopuca, u mo anoctony
riacy, BHe3aIy «IIpuje Ha HaC BCETyOUTEIbCTBOY: HE MOMMyCTH YOO copepikai
BCSI CJIOBOM HHUKOTO JK€ OT T€X, UX XK€ cTperuiics bopuc mapp, 1 He BocTa Ha
HETO HU OT BEIIbMOX €r0, MX K€ POJIbl MOryOu, HM OT Lapeil CTPaHCKHUX, HO
koro bor nmomycTtu cmexy I0CTOMHO cKa3zaHue, Miaya K€ BeJIUKO AEJIO.

% 1hid., 180.
%1 1bid., 180-181.
%2 1hid., 180.
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In other words, for all the sins of the rule of Boris, for which his subjects are
also responsible, for his disrespect to the church, for luxury and adherence to
foreigners, God sends as a punishment not what Boris was afraid of (that is,
conspiracy of aristocracy or foreign invasion), but a danger “cmexy mpocroiiHo
ckasanue,” terrifying, however, exactly because it is a punishment by God.

Karamzin, actively borrowing material from Avraamii, could not allow himself
such simple explanations, presuming direct divine interference. Besides, for Avraamii,
Boris and the people together play a role on one side, and God, punishing them, is the
other side of the conflict. According to Karamzin, the conflict takes place between the
tsar and the people, and Providence, mentioned in the context of the opinion of the
contemporaries of events, does not play an independent role, but reflects the attitude
of the people towards the tsar. Whereas for Avraamii, the main sin of Boris is
disrespect towards the church, for Karamzin, on the foreground is the change of the
attitude of the people toward Boris because of their disappointment in him, and even
hatred towards him, caused by repressions. It is important here to distinguish, whether
the focus is on the repressions against the Romanovs or on the repressive nature of the
rule of Boris in general. In the latter case, it is necessary to explain, why particular
repressions against individual clans, similar to those that Boris plasticized earlier, had
suddenly caused a universal negative reaction. This directly contradicts the evidence
of Avraamii, who on the contrary, wrote of common “silence” on this issue, although
with hidden sympathy towards the victims of repressions. In the former case, that is in

the case of general atmosphere of repressions, which became evident for all, it is
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necessary to explain, why Boris would afford himself such behavior, while earlier he
was much more cautious, and if he persecuted anyone, he did it secretly.

The idea on the special importance of the Romanovs can be traced to
chronicles (as, for example, Novyi letopisets [“The new chronicler”]), which were
created in the first decades of the rule of the Romanovs, as a new dynasty. They
emphasized the connection of the new dynasty with the old one. Here is the excerpt

from Novyi letopisets, explaining why Godunov decided to ruin the Romanovs.

Haps xe bopuc, momeimuisist cebe, 9To U3BEN MApCKUN KOPEHbB, TIOBENIEB YOUTh
napesuya Jlmutpus, a mnorom Hu rocyugaps uaps Penop Npeanosuu
MPECTaBHIICS, KeJash [APCKUX MOCIETHUX POJICTBEHHUKOB M3BECTH. OpaTheB
napst ®enopa Meanosuua denopa Hukurnda ¢ 6paresmu [here the unknown
author implies the cousins of tsar Feodor], a poacTBo ux OMMKHEE — IApHUITA
Amnacracust na Hukura PoMaHoBHY OT equHBIX OTIa W MarepH... Llapp ke
bopuc He MOT UX BUIETH, JKellasg OCTABIINICS HAPCKUI KOPEHb U3BECTH. ..

One can add to this the words of Avraamii, quoted above, that tsar Boris
wanted “yrBepauth Ha mpecroie cems csoe.”>* Thus, the motive of Boris was that the
Romanovs represented a danger not for him personally, but for his heir, as closer
relatives of the extinct dynasty. Boris himself could hope to preserve his power, due to
his outstanding political abilities and merits, but his weak heir did not have such
resources, and the relatives of the old dynasty could have an advantage. Therefore, he
tried to destroy potential competitors, who in contrast with the princes Shuiskie did

not attempt any conspiracy. It was possible to assume that the special “love” of the

8 «Kniga nazyvaemaia novyi letopisets,” in Khroniki smutnogo vremeni (Moscow: Fond Sergeia
Dubova, 1998), 289, accessed 31 Dec. 2011, http://www.vostlit.info/Texts/
rus13/Nov_letopisec/textl.phtmlI?id=1005.

® This phrase was already quoted, see fn. 59.
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people for the relatives of the old dynasty, and accordingly repressions towards them,
could be understood as especially embarrassing for the public opinion.

Karamzin, however, avoided such an explanation, though he mentioned that

ITamsate moOpomeTenpbHOM AHACTaCMM W CBOWCTBO PoMaHOBEIX-KOpBEBBIX ¢
apCKUM JOMOM MOHOMaxoBOW KpOBHM OBbUIM IS HHX IPAaBOM Ha oOIiee
YBaXCHHE U CaMyIo o60Bb Hapoaa.”

But in this instance probably the bias towards the Romanovs would be too
evident in the foreground, as well as the aspiration to connect them with the old
dynasty by the ties of continuity. Instead, Karamzin by contrast, emphasizes that the
repressions were directed not only against the Romanovs and their relatives, but also
against many other grandees. In particular, Karamzin renders in detail the episode
involving the elimination of Belskii.®® Having described the story about the suffering

of the Romanovs, he adds:

He onnu PomaHOBBI ObUIM cTparmmiuiieM Juis bopucosa BooOpaxenus. OH
3anpeTus KHA3bsM McrtucinaBckomy u Bacunuio Ilyiickomy >KEeHUTbCA,
IyMasi, YTO MX JETH, [0 JPEBHEH 3HaTHOCTH CBOETO POAA, MOTJHM OBl TaKXke
COCTSA3ATHCS C €r0 CBIHOM O TpecToe.

The key word here is probably “BooGpakenue.” Boris not only struggles with real and
potential dangers, he also “imagines” the dangers that did not exist.

But why would a cautious and pragmatic Boris began to behave in such a way,
with the risk of causing general discontent? This is the explanation of Karamzin,
which follows immediately after his statement that “Poccwust... mwobura cBoero

BeHIleHOCHa’”:

8 Karamzin, Istoriia, vol. 11, 99.
% Ibid., 98-99.
7 1bid., 107.
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...Ho BeHmeHocen 3Han CBOIO TaliHy W HE MMeN YTCIICHHUS BEPHUTH JIFOOBU
HapoaHOM; OnaroTBopsi Poccuu, CKOpo Havyas yaansThCsl OT POCCHSIH. ..

...l'ogyHnoB, kak Obl He crTpamack bora, Tem Oojnee crparmics
mroned, u eme 10 yaapoB CyapObl, 10 M3MEH CYACTHS M TOAJAHHBIX, €IIe
CIIOKOMHBIH Ha MPECTOJIe, UCKPEHHO CIIaBUMBI, HCKPEHHO JIIOOUMBIi, yiKe He
3HAJl MHpPa JYIIEBHOTO; YK€ YyBCTBOBAJI, YTO €CJIH MyTeM 0€33aKOHUSI MOYKHO
JOCTUTHYTh BEJIHYHSA, TO BEIWYME M OJAKEHCTBO, CaMO€ 3€MHOE, HE OJHO
3HAMEHYIOT.

Cue BHyTpeHHee OECIOKOWCTBO  AyIIH, HEW30exKHOe  JUIs
NpPECTYIHUKA, OOHapyXHJIOCh B I[ape HECYACTHBIMH  JICHCTBHAMH
HOJ03PEHHs, KOTOpOEe, TPEeBOXKa €ro, CKOpO BCTPEBOXHIO Bcio Poccmio...
OH... MEYTaJl 0 TAHHBIX KOBaX MPOTUB ceOs... OO €CTECTBEHHO JyMall, 4TO U
Jpyrue, oJo0HO eMy, MOTJIM HMETh KKy K BEpPXOBHOMU BIIACTH, JIUIIEMEpHE
U JIep30CTh... bopuc... XoTen OBITh Ha CTpake HEYCHITHOW, BCE BHICTH H
CIIBIIIATh, YTOOBI TPEIYNPEAUTH 3JIbIE YMBICIBI; BOCCTAHOBHJ [UIS TOTO
OenctBeHHyl0 MOaHHOBY CHCTEMy JIOHOCOB M BBEPHJ CyAbOy TpaxkaaH,
JIBOPSTHCTBA, BEJIbMOK COHMY THYCTHBIX H3BETHHUKOB.

The logic of Karamzin is partially similar to that which is used by
Shcherbatov: Godunov knew how he had come to power and was afraid that
somebody would do the same to him. Hence, suspicion and mistrust, which lead to
tyrannical behavior in the system of informing—and the medicine was such that, for
Karamzin, it fed the disease. In other words, the people lost their trust in the tsar
ultimately because the tsar from the very beginning did not have trust in the people.

Yet Shcherbatov makes an important distinction. The suspicion of Boris, in
accordance with his explanation, is directed against grandees, whereas he tries to bribe
the “people” and even to set them against the boyars. Karamzin, by contrast, writes
about the “people” in general, which, for him, consist of “rpaxkman, ABOpsHCTBA,
BenbMoK.” The spies penetrated all layers, doing harm to all. Accordingly, the result is

the “common” mistrust and hatred towards Boris, and Karamzin supports this

%8 1bid., 96-97.
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conclusion with a quotation from Avraamii (whose explanation of hatred was as we
saw entirely different).

Let us note that the murder of the prince or elimination of the Romanovs does
not have in this scheme of explanation a special significance. What is important is the
atmosphere of fear and struggle against imagined or potential dangers, which destroys
the unity between the ruler and the people, and in the long run undermines the
legitimacy of the tsar, who was initially loved for his deeds, beneficial for the
common good of Russians. Thus, the Machiavellian ruler for Karamzin collapses
because he appears to be overwhelmed by his own fear of potential dangers. Even
knowing that by such policy he creates a perspective of the threat to his power, he
cannot refrain from the reaction to potential dangers raised by his insane imagination.
Moreover, the encouragement of informing presupposes the encouragement of false
informing, and thus, the range of potential suspects infinitely widens, involving
gradually the entire people and causing them to be frightened for their future destiny.

However, the main problem of such an explanation was that Karamzin always
referred to “common opinion,” whether he mentioned “love” or “hatred” towards
Boris, instead of writing, as Shcherbatov did, about the point of view of a particular
social group. Avraamii also wrote that “all” hated Boris, but, looking attentively at his
specific reproaches, one can easily recognize that Avraamii reasoned mainly as a
church moralist. Therefore, the “all” he wrote about was a particular group of people,
concerned with the purity of the religious customs, the scope of which was
rhetorically exaggerated. Karamzin, by contrast, states seriously, as it seems that the

“common opinion” towards Boris changed from “general love” to “general hatred.”
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Let us see how this “common opinion” is constructed in the episode of Boris’

election to the throne. Karamzin describes the behavior of Boris as follows:

Hukorma ceii nykaBbplii decTomroOer; He OBUT CTONb JAEATENEH, SIBHO H
CKPBITO... SIBHO, YTOOBI HapoJ HE HMEIl W MBICIM O BO3MOXHOCTU
rocyJapCTBEHHOI0 yCTpoiicTBa 0e3 pageHust bopucosa; ckpbITHO, YTOOBI AaTh
BUJ CBOOOJTBI U JTFOOBH JEHCTBHUIO CHIIBI, O0OJBINEHUS U KoBapcTBa. Kak Obt
HEBUJIUMOIO PYKOIO0 00HSIB MOCKBY, OH YIPaBJIsUI €€ JBHKEHUSIMH YpPe3 CBOMX
CiIyr OecUMCIICHHBIX; OT LEPKBH 1O CHHKJIHMTA, O BOMCKa W HapoAa, BCE
BHUMAJIO M CJEIOBAjJO €ro BHYIICHHUSM, OJAronpusTCTBYEMBIM C OIHOMU
CTOPOHBI POOOCTHIO, a C APYrol HCTHHHOW MPHU3HATENLHOCTHIO K 3aciayraM u
MHUJIOCTSIM bOpHCOBBIM.

One can see that the number of primary sources (which were certainly known for
Karamzin) pointed to the resistance of the boyars to the election of Boris. In
Karamzin’s presentation it looks as if these boyars did not exist at all. But Karamzin
nevertheless mentions the suggestion that Russia be governed by the boyars’ council.

This is how it is presented in the text:

...JyXOBCHCTBO, YMHOBHHKH ¥ TpaxkaaHe coOpamucs B Kpemie, rie
TOCY/IapCTBeHHBII NbAK W TmedaTHuK, Bacumuii Illenmkanos... Tpebosai,
yTOOBl OHHM IIeJIOBaNM KpecT Ha ums Jymel Oospckoil. Hukro He xoren
CIIyIIaTh O TOM; BCE KpUYAIH: «HE 3HAEM HHU KHs3eH, HU O0sIp; 3HaeM TOJBKO
napuny... lledaTHUK coBeTOBaJCS C BEIbMOXKAaMH, CHOBa BBILIIEN K
rpaxJaHaM U CKa3all, 4TO LAPHLA, OCTABUB CBET, YK€ HE 3aHUMAeTCs JeIaMu
apCTBa W YTO HApOJ JOJDKEH MPHUCITHYTH OOsSpaM, €cliH He XOYeT BHJETh
TOCY/IapCTBEHHOTO pa3pylIeHns. EQuHOTrIacHBIM OTBETOM OBLIO: «HTaK Ja
napctByer ©Opar ee!». Huxto He Jep3Hyal HOpOTUBOPEYUTb, HU
0e3MOJIBCTBOBATh; BCE BOCKJIMIANU: «Ia 3ApaBCTBYeT OTell Haml, bopuc
®eonopoBuu! oH Oy/IeT MPEEMHUKOM MaTepy Haiei mapuimbl!y.

Who were the “all” who exclaimed in Karamzin’s presentation? These were
“IyXOBEHCTBO, YNHOBHHMKHM M Tpakaane,” Who gathered somewhere in the Kremlin,

probably, on a square. There were also boyars, who, as one can guess, were in session

% Nikolai Karamzin, Istoriia gosudarstva Rossiiskago, vol. 10 (St. Petersburg, 1824), 222-223.
" Ibid., 224-225.
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somewhere inside the palace, and Vasilii Shchelkalov played the role of mediator
between the boyars and the people. Boyars, evidently, wanted the citizens to swear an
oath to the Duma, whereas people who gathered on the square did not want to do this
and demanded to elect Boris to the throne. This is evidently the depiction of the same
process, which was described by Shcherbatov, who wrote that grandees wanted to
elect somebody among themselves, but their voices were muffled by the voice of the
crowd. Thus, the “all” of Karamzin does not include the representatives of well-born
families, for which the candidature of Boris was undesirable. “All” for Karamzin is
the same as the unenlightened multitude, the crowd, and the common people are for
Shcherbatov. In other words, Karamzin perceives “the people” as a whole, from which
he indirectly excludes the grandees.

Later, however, Karamzin includes grandees among “the people,” taking into
account the assumption that these grandees did not have a specific opinion, or simply
did not dare to express it.

Here is the depiction of the situation, in which the decision of the electoral

council was taken.

...oTkpbutace B Kpemie Jlyma 3emckas... raie NpUCyTCTBOBAJIO, KPOME BCErO
3HATHEHIIEro AYXOBCHCTBA, CHHKIJINTA, JABOpa, HE MCHEC IITUCOT
YHHOBHHMKOB U JIIOAEH BBHIOOPHBIX M3 BCeX 00JIacTeH, A Jienia BEIUKOTO. ..
JUIsl Ha3HaYeHUs BeHleHocla Poccuu, rie 10Tosie BIacTBOBa HENPEPHIBHO,
YCTaBOM HacCJIeIusi, pOJ KHs3eH BapsDKCKHX... Hac omacHbIi: KTO M30Upaer,
TOT JAeT BJIACTb, U CJEICTBEHHO MMEET OHYH0... ceM KpemieBckuil Mor
yIoaoOuTbCS ~ BapLIABCKUM: OypHOMY  MOpIO  CTpacTei... Ho
JIO.HI‘OBpeMeHHBII‘/'I HaBBbIK ITIOBUHOBCHUA U XUTPOCTH EOpI/ICOBa nmpeacTaBuIn
3penuile yIWBUTENbHOE: THIIWHY, equHOMBbIchue... Kasamoch, 4TO Bce
JKEeJNajau OJHOTO: KaK CHPOTHI, HAUTH CKOpEE OTILA — M 3HAJIH, B KOM HCKaTh
ero. I'paskaaHe cMOTpenn Ha JBOPSAH, JABOPSIHE HA BEJIBMOXK, BEIbMOXH Ha
naTpuapxa. ..

™ 1bid., 228-229.
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Thus, the grandees were present, but were, for Karamzin, passive or influenced by the
common mood. After the speech of the patriarch (who was a protégé of Godunov, as
Karamzin mentioned before), who naturally proposed to elect Boris, the reaction of

gathered people was described as follows:

VYcepaue oOpaTUiIoCchk B BOCTOPT, W JIOJTO HENB3S OBUIO HUYErO CIBIIIATH,
KpoMe HMEHU Bbopucoga, TPOMOTJIACHO MIOBTOPSIEMOTO BCEM
MHOTOYHCIIEHHBIM coOpanueM. TyT HaXOAMITUCh KHA3bsI PIOpHKOBa TUIEMEHU:
[lyiickne, Cunkume, BoporeiHCckuit, PocroBckme, TenmsTeBckue u CTOJIb
MHOTHE WHBIC; HO JaBHO JIMIIECHHBIC JOCTOMHCTBA KHSI3€M BIIaJICTEIBHBIX,
JTABHO CIYTH MOCKOBCKHX TOCyJapell HapaBHE C JEThbMH OOSIPCKUMH, OHH HE
Jlep3ajy MBICIUTh O CBOEM HACJIEICTBEHHOM IIpaBe M CHOPUTH O KOPOHE C
T€M, KTO 7?63 MMEHM LAPCKOr0 YK€ TpPUHAAUATh JIET €IMHOBJIACTBOBAI B
Poccum...

Such interpretation contradicts to the evidence of the chronicles. For example, in

Novyi letopisets Karamzin could find the following:

...1 MOJIMJIIX €0 MHOI'u€ JI0J1u, yTOOBI OH cell Ha MOCKOBCKO€E TrocyaapCTBO
[“many people”™—but not “all,” as for Karamzin]... Kusses xe Illyiickue
OJIHU €T0 HE XOTENIM U30paTh Ha 1IapCTBO. . I

To be sure, it is not stated in the source that Shuiskie “mep3anu MbeicauTs” about their
“HacjeICTBEHHOM TipaBe,” but they were certainly against the election of Boris, as the
chronicle explains, “mo3HaB €ro, 9T0 OBITH OT HETO JIOIIM U ceOe ronenuo.”’

Thus, “like-mindedness,” which Karamzin writes about, is evidently an
expression of wishful thinking. “The common opinion” which supposedly was

entirely for Godunov, is knowingly constructed in order to present “the people” as a

united entity, which concludes the “social contract” with the tsar. At the same time

2 1bid., 229-230.

& “Kniga nazyvaemaia novyi letopisets,” 286, accessed 31 Dec. 2011, http://www.vostlit.info/Texts/
rus13/Nov_letopisec/textl.phtml?id=1005.

™ 1bid.
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Karamzin clearly demonstrates that Godunov was a deceiver and that “like-
mindedness” was a result of his intrigues. Nevertheless, it is for some reason
necessary for the historian to demonstrate that “the people” were naive to the extent
that they sincerely believed in the new tsar.

The following is the description of the scene, when the crowds of Muscovites
gathering near the Novodevichii convent, where Boris was in hiding, urged Boris to

accept the crown, whereas he falsely repudiated this:

...BCe 0OECUMCICHHOE MHOXECTBO JIIOJEH, B KeIWsiX, B Orpage, BHE
MOHACTEHIPS, YIIAJIO HA KOJICHA, C BOIUIEM HeCAbIXAHHbIM: BCE TPEOOBAIH Laps,
otua, bopuca! Matepn KuHYIM Ha 3eMJIIO CBOMX TPYIHBIX MJIAJEHIEB U HE
CHIBIIANIA UX KpUKa. MICKpeHHOCTh MoOeXkaana MPUTBOPCTBO; BIOXHOBEHHE
NeHCTBOBANO M HA PABHOYIIHBIX, H HA CAMBIX JTHIEMepoB!

Therefore, indifferent people were present! In other words, it is not the like-
mindedness of the people, in the full sense of the word, that is depicted here, but the
enthusiasm of the crowd. It was mentioned above that Shcherbatov described rubbing
the eyes by the spittle to imitate weeping, in accordance with the foreign evidences.
Here mothers threw their babies down and were so captivated by enthusiasm that they
did not react to their screaming.

This is a peculiar reinterpretation of the evidence of Inoe skazanie (“Another
tale”) of 1606, where it was stated that people were forced to cry.”

Evgenii Shmurlo considers that Karamzin puts the evidence of the sources in

another light only for the sake of a literary ornament.”” Besides, as Shmurlo points

™ Karamzin, Istoriia, vol. 10, 234-235.

"® “Inoe skazanie,” in Russkoe istoricheskoe povestvovanie XVI-XVII vekov (Moscow: Sovetskaia
Rossiia, 1984), 38.
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out, Karamzin himself cites in a note the evidence of a chronicle about the resistance
of Shuiskie. However, it is clear that emphasizing the one-mindedness of the people in
his text, Karamzin not only colors the events as an artist, but also realizes an
ideological move and constructs the “common opinion” in a way, which is necessary
for him. But in this case it is necessary to answer the question of why he needs to do
this.

Let us compare what happens in this part of the text of Karamzin’s Istoriia
with the way by which Karamzin depicts the conclusion of the “social contract”
between Ivan the Terrible and the people after the “moral improvement” of Grozny as
a result of perception of terrible fires of 1548 as a divine punishment for his
neglecting of the tsar’s duties. In this description the common ecstasy of the people is
also depicted. In the case of Godunov the reader knows, from Karamzin’s remarks
that Godunov was not sincere. However, the people did not know this or did not want
to know this, because they were in need of the care of a “father.” Therefore, from the
side of the people, the incentive was sincere, although, evidently, naive. Insidious
Godunov seduced the people, and the latter behaved as a heroine of a sentimental
novel; by her naiveté she gave in to the deception of the villain. One can compare this
with the seduction of Clarissa Harlowe by Lovelace in the famous Richardson’s novel.
The girl is innocent but naive, and allows herself to be lured into the house where
villains overtook her. It seems that Karamzin knowingly depicts “the people” as so
sincerely and naively believing in autocracy that even an unscrupulous usurper can

easily make use of this.

" Evgenii Shmurlo, “Rol’ Karamzina v sozdanii pushkinskogo ‘Borisa Godunova,” in Podvig
chestnogo cheloveka: iz naslediia russkoi emigratsii (Moscow: Zhizn’ i mysl’, 2010), 75-77.
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It is also possible to propose another interpretation, in which the position of
Karamzin looks more complex. The narration of the main text of the Istoriia can be
perceived as conducted on behalf of a “naive” narrator, who represents “the people” as
one of its members. A reader sees the events as if by the eyes of this narrator, who
perceives only the picture of common unanimity and does not know about the hidden
resistance of grandees and inner vicious incentives of Boris. Dissimulation of the
crowd under the action of force he takes in all good faith. This is one of the levels of
narration, created, probably, for a naive reader with customary monarchist views.
Another reader, who takes the trouble to look at the notes, can see the quotation from
the chronicle and realizes that Karamzin is aware of the resistance of the grandees
and, therefore, that the “unanimity” is only an illusion. Such a multiplicity of points of
view, embedded in the narrative, can be seen more clearly in the final section of this

chapter of the Istoriia, where one can find the following excerpt:

Uro mo-BUAMMOMY MOTJIO OBITH TOP)KECTBEHHEE, €IMHOMAYIIHEe, 3aKOHHee
cero HapedyeHus? U 4yTo Oyaropasymuee? IIpeMeHWIOCH TOJIBKO MM Laps:
BJIACTh JIEpP’KaBHAs OCTaBajach B PyKax TOTrO, KTO y)Ke€ JaBHO MMeEN OHYHO U
BJIACTBOBAJ CYACTIMBO JJIsl IEJIOCTH TOCYNapCTBa, JUIS BHYTPEHHETO
yCTpOMCTBA, /Uil BHENIHEH YecTH U Oe3onacHocTH Poccnu. Tak kazanoch; HO
ceil YeJI0BEYeCKOK MYJPOCTHIO HAJETICHHBI MPaBHUTENb JIOCTUT TPECTOJa
3noaeiictBoM... Kaznp HebecHast yrpoxana mapro-pecTyIHHKY M LAPCTBY
HECYACTHOMY.

Here the point of view of the naive “people” is present, to which Boris seemed
to be a good tsar. The point of view of the religious chronicler is also present, who
knew about the villainy of Boris. This chronicler’s view supposed a direct interference

of God into historical events for punishing sin, hence the words about “divine

8 Karamzin, Istoriia, vol. 10, 236-237.
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punishment.” Finally, one can suppose that such a simple explanation of a cause of the
collapse of Godunov’s reign is not accepted by Karamzin himself, who looks for
earthy causes of failure of this tsar (as, for example, the loss of people’s love; later we
will see an additional confirmation of this).

Let us remark that the technique of multiple points of view was developed in
sentimentalist literature, in particular, it was used by Richardson in Clarissa. In early
novels the form was used in the exchange of letters, with a clear separation of the
different characters, which were different in their style and had a limited scope of
knowledge about events (in contrast with the author and the readers, who knew the
full picture). Further on this technical device was abandoned, but the multiplicity of
points of view were preserved, thus a text, combined in a coherent narration, allows
separation into different excerpts, written as if from different points of view.
Accepting this interpretation, one can conclude that the unanimity of the people
during the election of Godunov is only one among a number of possible points of
view within the text, and therefore the downplaying of the resistance of grandees
means only that this point of view is not represented in the main narration. Instead, it
is represented in the notes, through the direct quotation of the chronicle.

The complexity of Karamzin’s position, and the impossibility of the reduction
of his worldview to a naive monarchist position (which is on the foreground in the
main text, but can be taken for its face value only by a naive reader) is confirmed by
the ability of the historian, in other cases, to distinguish clearly different social groups
and their specific positions, without their confluence into an artificial “common

opinion.”
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Karamzin writes, for example, the following about the introduction of serfdom

during the governing of Boris (not yet a tsar):

...0e3 comHeHHS JKemas Jo0pa HE TOJIBKO BIIAAeibIlaM, HO M paOOTHHKAM
CEJIBCKHM. .. 3aKOHOM YHHYTOXHJI CBOOOJIHBIN MEPEX0/1 KPECThsH. .. U HABEKU
YKpenui ux 3a rocrnojgamu. Uro x ObuIo cnencreueM? HeromoBanue 3HaTHOU
YacTH HapoJa ¥ MHOTHX BIaJeNbIieB Oorathix. KpecThsiHe ajenu o ApeBHen
CBOOOJIE. .. XOTA M HE CMAcAIUCh €€ MPAaBOM OT HACHJIMS TOCIIOJT BpEMEHHBIX,
663)K3JIOCTHI)IX K JIOO4M, I HUX HEIIPOYHbIM; a oorarteie BJIaACIbIbI, UMCA
HEMaJo 3eMellb MYCThIX, JUIIAINCH BBITO/BI HACENATh OHbIC XJIeOomamiamMu
BOJILHBIMH, KOTOPBIX OHH CMaHHBAJIH OT JPYTHMX BOTYNHHUKOB U MIOMEIIHKOB.
Tem ycepmHee Mornu Onarojaputh [ofyHOBa BIaAelblbl MeHee
U30BITOYHBIC, 0O YK€ HE CTPANIMINCh 3alyCTCHHS HU JIEPEeBEHb, HU TONEH
CBOMX OT yXOJ1a XHTelIel 1 paGOTHHKOB.

The interesting point here is not the apology of serfdom (quite natural for
Karamzin), but rather the indication of who won and who lost as a result of the ban on
the transfer of peasants. Peasants, even if they actually benefited from this law, as
Karamzin asserted, perceived it otherwise and were discontented. Rich landlords were
also dissatisfied. Who were the advantaged? They were ordinary nobles, petty
landlords, who constituted the basis of the army. They were these people who had to
support Boris later, as he conducted the policy in accordance with their interests (and
in the interests of the state, as it was in need of the strong army). So, it is natural that
Karamzin, who originated from the milieu of such ordinary nobility, expressed
sympathy to this layer, not to the rich landlords, who were interested in the
continuation of the peasants’ transfers. Thus, in regard to this issue, “unanimity” did
not exist, while interests of aristocracy and ordinary nobility were clearly different,
and, accordingly, their attitude towards Godunov was different as well. In such a way

the introduction of serfdom is outlined in the tenth volume of the Istoriia.

" Karamzin, Istoriia, vol. 10, 209-210.
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In the eleventh volume (Boris was already elected as a tsar) Karamzin adds

that the ban on peasants’ transfers also had “harmful” consequences:

3aKkoH 00 YKpEIUIEHHH CEeNbCKUX PaOOTHHUKOB, HENHUI0 CBOCIO OJIarompusSTHBIN
JUISL BIIAJICNTBIICB CPETHUX WIIM HEU3OBITOYHBIX... UMEN OJJHAKO X M JUIS HUX
BpeIHOE CJIEJCTBHE, YAaCTHIMH MOOEraMHM KPecTbsiH, OCOOCHHO W3 CeJCHHH
MEJIKOTO JBOPSIHCTBA: BIAACIbIBI UCKATK OCTIICIOB, KalOBAIKUCh JPYr Ha
Jpyra B WX YKPBIBATEIBCTBE, CYIWINCh, Pa3OpsUIMCh. 370 OBLJIO CTOJb
Benrko, 4ro bopuc... B 1601 rogy cHoBa J03BONMI 3eMJeeNblaM TOCIIO
MaJIOUUHOBHBIX, JIeTeH OOSPCKUX M IPYTHUX... IEPEXOJUTh B U3BECTHBIH CPOK
OT BIAJEIbIIa K BIaebIly moeo dce cocmosnus [italics in the original]... a
KpeCTbsAHaAM 60511’), ABOpPsSH, 3HATHBIX AbAKOB W KAa3€HHBLIM, CBATHUTCIILCKUM,
MOHACTBIPCKUM BeJIeN OCTaThCs 0e3 Mepexona... YBEpSIOT, YTO M3MCHCHHS
ycTaBa JIPEBHETO W HETBEPJOCTh HOBOTO, BO30YIWB HErOJO0BAaHHE MHOTHX
Troziel, UMeH BpEeJHOE BIUSHHUE U Ha OelcTBeHHYIO0 cyabOy ['omyHOBa; HO
cue moOomeiTHOEe cka3anue wuctopukoB XVIII Beka He ocHoBaHO Ha
U3BECTHSAX COBPEMEHHHUKOB, KOTOPBIC €MHOTIIACHO XBAJSIT MyIpOCTh bopuca
B JieJlax TOCYIapCTBCHHBIX.

In the note 121 Karamzin argues with Tatishchev (see above his point of view
in the section on Shcherbatov), quoting his comment to the respective article of the
Sudebnik and demonstrating, on the base of its text published by Tatishchev himself
that they were not wavering in the policy of Godunov, because transfers from petty
and medium to rich landlords were not allowed. Shcherbatov (as nearly always in
Karamzin) was not mentioned, but Karamzin argues not with “a historian” of the
eighteenth century, but with “historians.” Thus, probably, he also had in mind
Shcherbatov, but did not want to mention him. As for the lack of evidence among
“contemporaries,” to which Karamzin refers, this is quite natural that they did not
point out the connection between the introduction of serfdom and the following Time
of Troubles. The investigation of such causal connections was a natural task for

historians of the eighteenth century, who tried to explain pragmatically connections

8 Karamzin, Istoriia, vol. 11, 87-88.
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between events. For chroniclers, who regarded the Time of Troubles as a divine
punishment, not as a result of any governmental measures, such explanations were
excessive, as all could be explained by a direct intervention of divine or infernal
forces. Besides, the “state wisdom” of Boris was not always praised by
contemporaries. For example, Avraamii Palitsyn founded many occasions for
criticism (for example, the spread of taverns). In general, Karamzin on this issue
expresses the clear partiality for Boris, and this probably can be explained by the
historian’s sympathy towards the measure, advantageous for the petty landlords.

Let us turn now to Karamzin’s description of the reasons for the final “fall of
the tsardom” in the hands of the Impostor, as a result of the tragic death of Boris and
further elimination of his unfortunate heir.

In the description of this chain of events, in spite of Karamzin’s understanding
of Boris as a villain, indications of sympathy began to appear in respect to this ruler,
and in some respects he was benevolent towards his subjects.

It is worth mentioning that in one of the early publicist works of Karamzin he
even expressed doubt about Boris’ guilt in the murder of Dimitrii, and in this case the
entire theory of “guilt” could be destroyed, which apparently led Boris to tyrannical
behavior.

In this work the narrator, a traveler into the Troitsa (Trinity) monastery,

renders his thoughts, which emerged while he looked at Godunov’s grave:

...KTo He ocraHOBHTCA TYT MOAYMaTh O UyIHBIX AEHCTBHUSIX BIACTONIOOWS,
KOTOpO€ JeNaeT JIIoACH BEIMKUMH  ONarofeTesIMH  HW  BEIIMKUMH
npectynaukaMu? Ecnu Obl ['ogyHOB He yOMICTBOM OuYMCTHI ce0e MyTh K
NPECTONy, TO UCTOPHS Ha3Bajia Obl €ro CIaBHBIM IOCYIapeM; U LHapCKUe ero
3aCIyIU CTOJIb BXKHBI, YTO PYCCKOMY NATPUOTY XOTEJIOCh Obl COMHEBATHCS B
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ceM 3yolesHuM... Ho 4Yro mpuHATO, YTBEpXKIEHO OOILMM MHEHHEM, TO
JIeNIaeTcsl HEKOTOPOTO PoJia CBITHIHEIO; U POOKHUI MCTOPHK, OO0SICh 3aCIyKHUTh
UMl JIep3Koro, 0e3 KPpUTUKU MOBTOPSET JIETOMUCH. TakuM 00pa3oM HCTOpHUs
JIeNaeTcsl MHOIIAa 3XOM 3JI0CTOBUS... MbIiciap ropectHast! XoJOIHBIN memnen
MEPTBBIX HE MMEET 3aCTYIIHHKA, KpOME Halled COBECTH... UTO, €CIU MBI
KJIEBEIIEM Ha CeW Memels; eClM HECHpaBeUIMBO Tep3aeM MNaMsiTh YelIOBEKa,
BepA JIOKHBIM MHEHUSIM, IIPUHSATHIM B JIETONUCH OECCMBICITHEM U BPaXKA0I0?..
Ho s numy Teneps HE NCTOPHUIO, CIEACTBEHHO, HE UMEIO HYXKIBI PELIUTH JeIIa
u, Tnpu3HaBag [omyHoBa yOwuiinero cBaroro JumMuTpus, yIUBISIOCH
HebGecHomy mpaBocyanio, KOTOpOE€ Hakas3ajlo CHE 3JI0JIEHCTBO CTOJIb
YHKAaCHBIM U JIae dyIeCHbIM 00pasom.”

Here one can see a rhetorical device quite characteristic for Karamzin. He starts and
finishes with the orthodox approach, but in the middle allows himself some doubts
(which later on he prudently rejects). It is possible, however that this is a trick, created
in order to demonstrate to the reader that the case is actually not as simple as it seems
to be, and that the pious church tale can be only a calumny. It is as if Karamzin peeped
out from behind his mask of a prudent historian, characterizing himself as a “po6xuit”
one, who is afraid to be in contradiction with the “common opinion.” One can find
here a hint, which was later simply used by Mikhail Pogodin, who advanced the
version that Godunov was innocent in regard to the murder of the prince.

At the same time, it is true that Godunov certainly was guilty of calumny and
the physical elimination of his competitors, such as the hero of Pskov’ defense, lvan
Petrovich Shuiskii, the Romanovs, etc. But all this can be justified by the savage
customs of the time, while the murder of the prince was a crime, directly connected
with the usurpation of the throne.

However, what all Karamzin’s reasoning about the transformation of Godunov

into a tyrant is worth, if the key fact on which all his understanding is grounded that

81 Nikolai Karamzin, “Istoricheskie vospominaniia i zamechaniia na puti k Troitse i v sem monastyre,”
in O drevnei i novoi Rossii (Moscow: Zhizn’ i mysl’, 2002), 349-350.
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IS, Godunov’s feeling of guilt for the murder of the child, could be entirely wrong.
Could one interpret this in such a way that this understanding as a whole was only one
of the masks of Karamzin, the mask of a “poOkwmii ucropuk,” whereas he suspected
that the actual causes of the fall of Godunov’s dynasty were entirely different?

Let us look more attentively at Karamzin’s interpretation of Boris’ destiny and
the destiny of his state in the period when repressions against the Romanovs and
others demonstrated the real character of Boris to all “Russians.”

Boris is now transformed into an unmasked deceiver. But nevertheless he is a
legitimate tsar, altogether legally elected, therefore, though being a tyrant, he, for
Karamzin, deserves obedience. At the same time, his good deeds, although they are
praiseworthy from the point of view of the historian, cannot increase his popularity
among his subjects.

This is how, for example, Karamzin writes about the reaction of Russians to

Godunov’s help of the starving people:

B cue Bpems oOmieit HemoOBH kK bopucy, OH uMen ciydail T0OKa3aTh CBOIO

YyBCTBUTEIBHOCTE K HApOAHOMY 0enCTBUIO, 3a00TIMBOCTS, LIEAPOCTH

HCO6BIKHOBCHHYIO; HO U TEM YK€ HC MOT TPOHYTH CEPACH, K HEMY OCTI:IJ'IBIX.82
Karamzin relates the cessation of the hunger not to a natural order of things (good
harvest), but to the care of the government, which managed to deliver grain from the

regions untouched by the failure of crops.

Hakownery, gesTenbHOCTh BEPXOBHOM BJIACTH YCTPaHUIIA BCE NPEISATCTBUS, U B
1603 romy Majo-ioMaiy MCUE3i BCe 3HAMEHUS Y)KACHEHUIIIeTO U3 3018

82 Karamzin, Istoriia, vol. 11, 110.
& Ibid., 114.
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The description of the hunger and the activity of the government creates, it
seems, an impression that Karamzin regards this not only as one of Godunov’s usual
frauds in order to increase his popularity (as his good deeds were usually described
before), but a sincere concern for the people. For example, refuting the evidence of
foreigners (in particular, Petrejus) about Boris’ rejection of purchasing rye from
German merchants in order to hide the fact that the people were hungry, Karamzin

characterizes the behavior of the tsar as follows:

BOpI/IC, OKa3aB B CEM HECYACTHUHU CTOJIBKO AEATCIBHOCTU U CTOJIBKO MICAPOCTH,
4TOOBl YJIOCTOBepUTh Poccuio B JFOOBM HCTHHHO OTEYECKOH Iaps K
nmogdaHHbIM, HE MOI' SBHO JKCPTBOBATH HUX CIHACCHUCM TIIECIaBUIO
6esymHOMy. >
However, irrespectively of Boris’ intentions, his actions could not change his subjects’
opinion in respect to him, as the very fact of the hunger was perceived as a divine

punishment of the country for the sins of its tsar.

Ho BOpI/IC HE 00O0JIBCTHI POCCHAH CBOUMU 6)'[3.1"0)165[HI/I$IMI/I, nbo MBICJIb, JJIA

HEro CTpaliHas, roCrioACTBOBaJIa B AylIax — MbICJIb, YTO He06o 3a Oe33akonus
85

naps Ka3HUT HapCTBO.

Karamzin refers here to note 180, where the historian quotes Avraamii Palitsyn
as follows: “Cux pagu HukutndeB (POMaHOBBIX)... M3JIUSHHE THEBOOBICTPOE OBICTH
ot Bora (romox)... % I have already mentioned above this excerpt from Avraamii, but
in a different edition. Let us now look at the same excerpt in the version used by

Karamzin, for a more exact comparison:

8 bid., 116.
& hid.
% 1bid., 59, fn. 180.
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N sxo cux paou Hukumuues, made >k€ BCErO0 MHpa 3a IPEMHOTHA U
TMOYHMCIICHBIS TPEXH Hallsi U 0e3aKOHMA W HEMPaBIbl BCKOPE TOTO e JieTa
7109-ro (1601 e.) uznuanue eHesobvicmpoe Ovicmb om boea. Ompauun
Tocroas HeGo o6naxu. ..

In the edition quoted earlier it was expressed in a more clear way: “...3a Bcero
MHpa 663}/MHO€ MOJI4YaHHUE, €XKE€ O HCTUHEC K Hapro HE CMCIOLIEC TIjarojiatua o
HETIOBUHHBIX TIOTHOEIIM, OMPAaYX IOCIIO b He0O OOJIaKH. . 88

Thus, Palitsyn meant the punishment of Russians by God for their sins,
including their silence about the reprisals against the Romanovs, whereas Karamzin
puts emphasis differently, thus one can read this as if this is all about the divine
punishment of the people for the sins of the tsar. In other words, for Palitsyn
relationships between God and the people are in the foreground, whereas for
Karamzin relationships between the tsar and the people are more important; besides he
makes the impression that Providence is apparently perceived by the people as a force,
condemning Boris by the punishment of Russia.

This is similar to the idea of Shcherbatov that the loss of the tsar’s popularity
was connected to disasters which were beyond his control that is with a change of
fortune. At the same time, Karamzin emphasizes additionally that this change was
understood by Boris’ contemporaries as the loss of the divine sanction to power, as the
punishment for his earlier real and even imaginary crimes. The tsar, therefore, became
guilty for everything, including the bad weather, and if earlier, in favorite

circumstances, he was praised and loved, then in a new, opposite situation, he was

hated and damned, irrespectively of his actual guilt. This simple idea became more

8 Avraamii Palitsyn, Skazanie Avraamiia Palitsyna, chap. 2 (St. Petersburg; Imperatorskaia
Arkheograficheskaia kommissiia, 1909), accessed 31 Dec. 2011, http://www.stsl.ru/lib/palitsin/ch2.php.

8 Already quoted, see above fn. 60.
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complex as a result of Karamzin accepting the understanding that Boris had actually
committed the crime ascribed to him, the murder of the prince. This allows Karamzin
to claim that the initiator of the following Time of Troubles was Boris and his
ambition. However, besides this evident level of meaning, which is put by Karamzin
in the foreground, one can find a deeper level; the idea that, being an elected tsar,
Boris became a hostage of his own popularity. Once it had been lost, he lost
legitimacy, a common opinion that he had a right to supreme power.

So then, as a result of divine punishment, the Russian tsardom faced the threat

of a “fall”:

Tak roroBunack Poccus Kk yxacHeiliieMmMy U3 SIBICHHM B CBOEH HCTOpUU;
roToBWjIaCb JOJIIO: HEHUCTOBBIM THUPAHCTBOM ABaAlaTU UYCTBIPEX JICT
HoanHOBBIX, ajackor wurpoto bopucoBa BiacromoOus, OencTBUSIMHU
CBUPEINOr0 TrojioJJa W BCEMECTHBIX pa300eB, OXKECTOUCHHEM ceplell,

pa3BparoM HapoJa — BCEM, YTO NPEILIECTBYET HUCIPOBEPKEHUIO
rocyJlapcTB, OCYKJeHHbIX lIpoBuaeHneM Ha TuOens WM HAa MYYHMTEIbHOE
BO3POXKJICHHUE.

Let us note that Karamzin condemns not only Godunov. He also writes about
the consequences of loann’s tyranny, and about the depravity of the people (partially,
because of this tyranny).

The mechanism of the destruction of the state was, for Karamzin as well as for
Shcherbatov, such that subjects started obeying reluctantly, or entirely ceased to obey
the tsar. This is how Karamzin describes the behavior of the army assembled by Boris

against the Impostor.

MHorue u cambple OnaropomHEHIIMEe W3 POCCUSH, He o0 bopuca, HO
THYIIasICh W3MEHOK, XOTENH COOJIOCTH MaHHYH €My MpUCATY; IpyTue,
cemysl €MMHCTBEHHO BHYIIICHHIO CTPACTEH, TONMBKO JKEJIAIH WIIH HE YKEJIaau

8 Karamzin, Istoriia, vol. 11, 120.
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HepeMeHbl 11apsi U He 3a00THINCH 00 MCTHHE, O JI0JIr€ BEPHONOAJAHHOIO; a
MHOTHE HE MMEIH TOYHOro 00pa3a MbICJIEH, TOTOBSCH IyMaTh, KaK BEJIUT
Clly4ail... pacHONIOKEHUE YMOB ObUIO OTYACTU HECOTTIACHO, OTYACTH HESICHO U
HepemuTenbHo! Boiicko 1muto, moBHHYSACH IIAPCKOW BIACTH; HO KoJjeOaloch
COMHEHHEM, TOJIKAMH, B3aHMHBIM HEJTOBEPHEM.

Karamzin, in contrast with Shcherbatov, does not describe the situation as a hopeless
one for Boris. In general, the loyalty to the tsar and the state prevailed over dislike for
the particular person who occupied the throne. Karamzin describes the mood of the

Impostor after one of the battles in such a way:

Cus 6uTBa cTpaHHas J0Ka3ajla He TO, 4ero xorenock CaMo3BaHIly: pOCCHUsHE
CpaxkaJlich C HUM Xy[llo, 0e3 ycepaus, HO Cpakaluch; O€Xanu, HO OT HEro, a
He K HeMy. OH 3Hai, 4To 06e3 ux 0o0LIero npenaTeabCTBa HU JISIXH, HA KO3aKH
e ceepruyT Bopuca...”

The description of the situation is in accordance with Karamzin’s theory about
the attitude towards a tyrant, as it is presented in the Memoir on Ancient and Modern
Russia in respect to the tyranny of Paul 1. Boris’ subjects behave with loyalty,
although not too zealous, expecting that God will solve the problem. The situation,
therefore, is suspended until a direct divine intervention, or, from a less religious
position, until and occasion will shake the scales, on which the power of the vicious
tsar is weighed. Thus, in the manner of an ancient play, the plot is finished by an
unexpected turn of fortune, which can be interpreted as an expression of divine
justice, but also chance.

This is how the circumstances of the death of Godunov are described.

Jymra cero BiracToir001a JKIIa TOT/Ia Y>KacOM M TPUTBOPCTBOM... ['0yHOB

CTPAlIWIICS.  JKECTOKOCTBEO ~ YCKOPHUTH  OOINYyI0 HW3MEHYy: eIlle  ObLI
caMoOJIepKIleM, HO UYyBCTBOBaJ OIICTICHEHHWE BJIAcTH B PYKE CBOGH H C

% 1bid., 161-162.
% 1bid., 164-165.
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IpecToIa, enie OKPY>KEHHOTO JIbCTUBBIMH PadaMu, BUIEN OTKPHITYIO I ce0s
O6e3any!.. OH He WMeN yTEeIIeHWs YHCTEHIIero: He MOT MPEeAaTbcs B BOJIO
Cesaroro IIpoBuaeHus, ciyxa TOJBKO HIONY BIACTONIOOHSA: XOTEN elle
HaclaxaaTeesl IogoM JuMuTpueBa yOuWeHHS M Jep3HYN Obl, KOHEUYHO,
pEIINThCS Ha 3JI0JESIHHE HOBOE, YTOOBI HE JIMIIUTHCS HPHOOPETEHHOTO
37I0ACHUCTBOM. .. '0yHOB Monuiicsi — bory HeyMoauMoMy Il TeX, KOTOpbIE
HEe 3HalOT HH Ao0pojaerenu, HU packasHusa! Ho ects mpemen mykam — B
GPEHHOCTH HAIIEr0 eCTECTBA 3eMHOro! %

Karamzin describes further the unexpected death of Boris, without mentioning its
reasons, but making a guess that Boris could “ucrommrts CBOM TeleCHBIE CHIIBI
nymeHsIM crpaganuem.” It is characteristic that Karamzin, in contrast with
Shcherbatov, rejects the story of the tsar’s suicide on the ground that he hardly could
voluntarily give his wife and heir the will of his enemies (it was evident, for Karamzin

that they were unable to keep power in their hands).

U TopkectBo Camo3BaHIa ObUIO JIM BEPHO, KOT/Ia BOWCKO €Ille HEe M3MEHSIIO
[apIo JICJIOM, €llIe CTOSIIO, XOTs U 0e3 ycep/us, Moj ero 3uaMmeHaMu. Toabko
cmepth bopucoBa pemmna ycmex obmana [deception by the Impostor]...
BCETO BEpPOSITHEE, YTO yJap, a He sl MPEeKpaTil OypHbIe THU BOpHCOBHI... OH
yMep, 1o KpaiiHell Mepe Ha TPOHe, He B y3ax mepej OeribIM JHAKOHOM, Kak
OBl emie B BO3JasHUC 3a TOCYIapCTBEHHBIC ero OmaroTBopeHusi; Poccus xe,
JMIICHHAsT B HEM I[aps YMHOTO M TIOTCYHTEIILHOTO, CIeIaiach T00BIUCO
310/1elicTBa Ha MHorHe Nera.*

Therefore, the last word of Karamzin about Godunov can be summed up as a
contrast between his evil motives and good deeds for Russia. Evil motives created the
torments of the conscience, despair, the desire of new crimes. All this accelerated the
death of Boris. But this death in such an improper moment was not predestined and, in
accordance with Karamzin’s logic, would it have happened later, Boris still could win

over the Impostor. Thus, the idea of divine punishment for a tyrant’s sins is asserted,

%2 1bid., 178-179.
% bid., 179.
% 1bid., 181.
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but at the same time it is questioned. Karamzin apparently reserves the possibility of
supposing that if Boris was actually innocent in respect to the death of the prince, then
his own death could be understood not as a divine punishment for this sin, but as
simple chance.

Let me draw some conclusions. Karamzin depicts Boris as a tyrant, more
exactly as a ruler, who “ne 6bu1, HO 6bIBan THpanoM.”* In contrast with Grozny, who
in accordance with Karamzin, liked cruelty as such, Boris destroyed potential
competitors by necessity, in order to acquire power or to keep it. Therefore he appears
to be a tyrant of the Machiavellian type, combining the qualities of a lion and a fox.
Karamzin tries to demonstrate that the sad end of such a ruler depends on fortune,
which can be understood as a “will of Providence.” But such an end is not
predetermined; it is not necessary that the villain has to be punished in this world, and
the fall of Godunov’s power was not an automatic consequence of his subjects’
disloyalty. Moreover, the most “noble” among them, for Karamzin, kept their loyalty
to the tyrant although they disliked him. Thus, the tyranny appears to be an unstable
type of regime, but at the same time, the aversion of the subjects towards tyranny does
not mean that they are ready to rebel against the ruler. All in all, the task of preserving
the state, for Karamzin, happens to be more important for “reasonable” Russians,
especially in the situation, when the ruler keeps the ability, though out of non-virtuous

motives, to promote the accomplishment of the “common good.”

% 1bid., 182.
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Godunov—Comparison and Conclusions

Shcherbatov and Karamzin inscribe the story of the accession of Boris Godunov to
power and the steady weakening of his power up until the destruction of his dynasty in
a classical scheme, which explains the reasons for the fall of the states. A similar
reasoning can be found in Montesquieu and d’Holbach. Besides, both Shcherbatov
and Karamzin had access to a number of sources, Russian and foreign, in which this
story was already inscribed in the scheme of crime (usurpation of power) and
inevitable retribution for it, stemming from God or Fortune. One particular crime, for
which Boris was mainly punished, was different in the various sources. Part of it put
into the foreground the murder of the prince, while for the other part the main guilt
was the repression against the Romanovs. But in any case Boris was portrayed
everywhere as a villain who was ready to do anything to take and keep his power.
Accordingly, his downfall was linked with the idea of the punishment of the ruler as a
result of his lack of virtue.

Along with such moralistic narrative, which both Shcherbatov and Karamzin
partially preserved, they have extended their interpretation of events by introducing
the society as an important actor in this story. Shcherbatov more straightforwardly
depicts Godunov as usurper and tyrant. He was not deprived of positive qualities as a
statesman, but the main feature of his character was an unlimited lust for power. As a
consequence, and because of the unforgivable weakness of tsar Feodor, Godunov
initially acquired a monopoly of power, pushing back other grandees. This caused

irreconcilable struggles against him, which did not stop in spite of retaliatory
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measures by Boris. Finally, Boris, having occupied the throne, inevitably became a
tyrant. He tried to rely on the support of the common people, but his popularity, for
Shcherbatov, appeared to be on shaky ground. In the case of “Fortune’s blows” which
sooner or later appeared to be unavoidable, the people turned away from the tsar,
whereas the hatred of grandees surrounded him from the very beginning. As a result
he did not have any support at all, and he was easily dethroned by an even more
impudent cheater, a lucky usurper, who presented himself as a miraculously saved
prince.

Thus, in Shcherbatov’s scheme the main actors are the ruler, grandees, and the
people, and the latter can be a constructive force only under the guidance of natural
leaders from the aristocratic layer. The monopoly of the governor for power during the
reign of Feodor destroys this link, alienates the people and aristocracy from each
other. As a result, after the elimination of Boris, the people dared to have an open
uprising without any leadership from above, which led, for Shcherbatov, to a general
madness, and essentially the ruining of legitimate state power. This is how the Time of
Troubles began.

The personal government of Boris in the reign of Feodor was, for Karamzin,
more good than evil because it relieved Russia from disasters of oligarchic rule. Boris
was described as almost an ideal ruler, and Karamzin found almost no mistakes in his
policy, except the elimination of some virtuous aristocrats, such as lvan Petrovich
Shuiskii. However, having found himself at the height of power, Godunov appeared to
be so bold (pride was combined in his soul with malice) that he invented an evil act of

the murder of the prince in order to occupy the throne himself. Despite the villainy,
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Boris managed for some time to charm the people, and in the first years of his own
reign he appeared to be a tsar who enjoyed the general support. However, he was
restrained by his own willingness to commit crimes, which he suspected also in
others, and therefore he let himself commit tyrannical actions, and to encourage a
system of spying which spread over the entire society and led to the alienation of the
people from the tsar. This was aggravated by external factors like hunger, and as a
result Godunov lost popularity to such an extent that any other good actions he
committed could not improve the situation. Nevertheless, the reasonable part of the
Russians still kept their loyalty to the tsar, though they did not like him. Godunov’s
death appeared to be partially a result of an accident, partially a result of his own
psychological frustration. Without his leadership under a weak heir, the state
inevitably collapsed and fell into the hands of the Impostor.

Most importantly, what attracts Karamzin in this story is the relationship
between the ruler and the people. The ruler is described as a person whose soul is torn
by the struggle between reason (which is not virtuous but urges one to commit the
actions for the sake of the common good) and passions (caused by a guilty conscience
and fear, which create excessive measures of repressions, alienating the people). Thus,
Godunov himself destroys his support, is deprived of popularity among the people
through his own fault. Aristocracy in this scheme almost does not act, but seems to be
paralyzed and only passively follows the common motion, whereas the main actor,
aside from the ruler is the society, which is understood as a unitary whole, possessing
“common opinion.” The main focus for Karamzin is on the evolution of this opinion,

on the issue of how and why the people steadily deprived the ruler of its “love.”
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Thus, using the material of the same history on tsar Boris, Shcherbatov and
Karamzin were concerned with different theoretical questions. Shcherbatov is
interested first of all in the mechanism of proper functioning or, on the contrary,
dysfunction and destruction of the state. He connects all events mainly with the
destiny of the aristocratic layer. In the first case, its honor can be directed towards
achieving the common good, in the second case, the destruction of the proper
functioning of society takes place and grandees struggle with the ruler who tries to
withstand this challenge using the support of the common people. As a result the
situation goes out of control, similarly to the destruction of a wrongly constructed
water-wheel under the force of water flow, which normally performs a useful task. For
Karamzin, in the foreground is a complex psychological conflict, which tears apart the
soul of the vicious tsar. The people react to this conflict by initial trust in the tsar, but
later they deprive the monarch of their support. In both cases the story told by
Shcherbatov and Karamzin cannot be reduced to the history of the tsar, his vices, and
the divine punishment for it, but it also describes the reaction of the society. However,
the society is described differently. In one case the layers of aristocracy and the
common people are sharply separated, and the former is understood as carrier of
statehood or a political machine, whereas the latter is understood as a source of
energy, which can be chaotic and destructive in the case that it is not organized by the
state machine. Karamzin, by contrast, emphasized the people’s acts as a united
political organism with the common opinion. However, interests of different layers are
differentiated in the narrative (for example, poor nobility and rich landlords) while the

sympathy of the author belongs to the petty and middle nobility. “Common opinion”
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is understood not as a combination of rational interests, which are different for
different groups, but rather as feeling, as enthusiasm of love or hatred and, depending
on the coloring and direction of these feelings, the political support of the ruler is
either present or not.

From the point of view of the construction of the narrative, the story of
Shcherbatov appears often more schematic, yet he cares to separate his guesses from
the material, borrowed from the sources. Karamzin’s narrative appears to be much
more consistent, more logical. On the surface one can see an intentionally “naive”
point of view, which seemingly masks itself as the voice of the chronicler, explaining
events by divine punishment for the sins of the tsar Boris. However, on a more subtle
level, which is available only for an attentive reader, Karamzin hints at Boris’s guilt,
implying that it could be exaggerated. In this case autocracy, as it is represented by
him, appears to be nearly an ideal form of government. The problem for Boris was
that he did not manage to behave in accordance with his high position and allowed
himself to become too afraid and to commit crimes, which he could have avoided. As
a result, the support of the people was lost, Boris’ dynasty fell, and the Time of

Troubles began.
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CONCLUSION

The aim of this dissertation was not just to compare the interpretation of the events in
Russia in the second half of the sixteenth and beginning of the seventeenth centuries
as represented in the narratives of Shcherbatov and Karamzin, but rather to arrive at
some general conclusions on the character of the change of the mode of historical
writing at the turn of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. To what extent is it
possible to draw such conclusions on the ground of a comparison of the works of the
two historians? In order to answer this question, it is necessary to rise above the
personal differences between these two historians and try to emphasize the change of
historical paradigms in the context of the transformation of the political, social, and
cultural environment in the period of transition from the Age of Enlightenment to Pre-
Romanticism.

To begin with, it is striking how differently Shcherbatov and Karamzin each
perceive the purpose of the comprehension of Russia through its history. Shcherbatov
is mostly interested in how the state must be organized in order to be more effective
and useful for its citizens. Generally, Karamzin was also concerned with this question,
but he was more focused on how the authorities should behave in order to be
supported by the public opinion.

Such a difference of perspective was partially connected with the diverging
positions of Shcherbatov and Karamzin regarding power. Shcherbatov belonged to the

aristocratic elite, though to that part of it which had essentially lost its influence by the
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middle of the eighteenth century, despite its claims for participation in governing. The
main discontent of Shcherbatov therefore targeted the practice of favoritism, which,
for him, led to relegating from power those who by their birth had a claim to
participation in the state administration. As a consequence, Shcherbatov also
condemned the supreme power, which allowed this process and generally carried out a
fallacious policy as it listened to flatterers instead of lending an ear to sensible and
“firm” grandees. Shcherbatov saw the solution to the problems of Russia in the
cultivation of a layer of “virtuous” aristocrats who were to govern the state together
with the monarch. He did not suggest any formal institutions, similar to the British or
Swedish parliament, but rather the idea that aristocrats ought to occupy administrative
and judicial positions, though sometimes Shcherbatov argued for the division of
administrative and legislative powers. For the creation of laws he suggested a special
commission of a bureaucratic type, but with the participation of representatives of
those social layers, which were affected by the consequences of proposed laws.

Thus, Shcherbatov argued primarily as a statesman; referring to historical
examples he tried to demonstrate that the state machine worked properly when
aristocrats were taking part in its operation, and worked improperly when for some
reasons “virtuous” aristocrats were pushed back from participation in policy-making.
In the time of Ivan the Terrible this was connected with his policy of repressions,
which was conditioned by his personal offences on boyars and general mistrust
towards his entire surrounding. In the time of Godunov tensions between the
aristocracy and the monarchy were caused by the hostile attitude of aristocrats towards

the governor, and later to the tsar Boris, as a consequence of his usurpation of the
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throne, to which he had no legal right by his former status in the hierarchy of
grandeur.

Karamzin, on the other hand, regards the activity of the state as an observer,
rather than participant, and he is interested in its results, rather than a mechanism of
their accomplishment. Literally speaking, Karamzin considers the power from a much
greater distance than Shcherbatov, but rather as a spectator observing the play of
actors than a participant acting on the stage. Nevertheless, the actions of authorities
certainly affect the life of society, changing the living conditions of its members. But
society, according to the model of society constructed by Karamzin, behaves as a
spectator in an auditorium; it does not interfere directly in the action on the stage, but
only expresses its approval or disapproval to protagonists of the play. At the same
time Karamzin advocates the idea that there must be a feedback between the people
and authorities, and the government generally has to try to deserve the people’s
approval. Karamzin regards himself as a spokesman of the public opinion; he plays
the role of the “tsar’s friend,” whose mission is to bring to the throne the opinion of
the “people” about the actions of the government. By people he means here certainly
neither mob, nor crowd, but rather “reasonable Russians,” that is, the part of society
(nobility, in the first hand) which is capable of expressing sensible, enlightened
judgments.

Partially, because of this kind of position in regard to authorities, the
discussion of the relationship between power and the people is carried out by
Karamzin in terms of “feelings” rather than in terms of any rational evaluations based

on understandable pragmatic criteria. Feeling, contrary to rational judgment, could be
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unfair in particularities, but in general Karamzin proceeds from the thesis “vox populi,
vox Dei,” and the society as a whole intuitively judges correctly the actions of the
government.

The histories of the reign of Grozny and Godunov are constructed in
accordance with this idea about the unity of power and people. Grozny during the
initial period of his rule is depicted as an ideal ruler, who justly enjoys the love of the
people. In the period of tyranny he seems to “go mad” and chooses the path of evil.
The people are terrified, but stay loyal, as it is better to endure the tyranny of a
legitimate ruler than to plunge into anarchy. As it was demonstrated in the third
chapter, there is a paradox in Karamzin’s position. On the one hand, he advocates the
idea of unconditional obedience, even to a tyrant. On the other hand, Karamzin
himself demonstrates that autocracy, which he seemingly defends, is a highly unstable
political regime, depending on the whims of one man. As a result the volumes of
Karamzin’s Istoriia devoted to the reign of Grozny make an ambivalent impression.
As Alexander Pushkin asserted, who in his youthful years was close to Karamzin, the
claims of the latter in defense of autocracy are refuted by his own true narration of
events. Yet, this is only one of possible interpretations. It is likely that Karamzin
intentionally took a definite position in order to keep the trust of authorities, on the
one hand, and to refute the opinion held about him in the liberal circles of noble
society as a defender of tyranny, on the other. In this way, by paradoxes, he tried to
keep the balance necessary for playing the role of “mediator” between society and

government.
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In respect to Godunov, Karamzin was freer in his judgments, because, on the
one hand, the story was about a usurper who was regarded by the Church as the
murderer of a saint, and, on the other hand, Godunov was still a legitimate monarch.
Karamzin transforms the story of the rise and fall of Godunov into a moral lesson with
the conclusion that it was necessary for a monarch to be virtuous. This narration can
be regarded as a dispute with Machiavelli, who assumed that it was enough to pretend
to be virtuous in order to maintain power, while in practice it was allowed and
sometimes necessary to transgress the limits of common morality. Karamzin puts such
a Machiavellian ruler in the situation when his actions are judged by public opinion.
He demonstrates that, despite the fact that Godunov managed to deceive the people for
a while and to win their sincere love by his benevolent actions, such popularity
obtained by deception appeared to be shaky. As a usurper, Godunov had to continue
his fight for power, encouraging denunciations, and his suspicions in the long run
undermined the people’s love towards him. The main reason for the loss of this love
was Godunov’s character features, which were the effects of his secret crimes.
Hardships which Godunov could not have prevented (for example, famine) caused
general disappointment and just as he had been loved without merit, now he became
undeservingly hated. The loss of power appeared in these circumstances as a matter of
time, though Karamzin does not consider it as determined, but rather a matter of
contingency or fortune.

Generally, this is quite a complex judgment, more complex than
Shcherbatov’s, who did not idealize Godunov at all, even for his “benevolent actions.”

What mattered for Shcherbatov was that Godunov occupied the throne unlawfully.
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Karamzin would have been satisfied by Godunov’s policy, disregarding his way of the
acquisition of power, yet (as shown by his way of assuming power) Godunov was
vicious and as a result he lost the people’s love. Thus, the people intuitively felt what
God knew in advance: the viciousness of the ruler. It simply took some time for this
feeling to surface.

The difference in the interpretation of this plot was connected with different
attitudes toward power. Karamzin was ready to idealize any power, provided that it
acted in the interest of people, disregarding inner conflicts within the government. The
supreme power was surrounded by a shining halo obscuring the details of the behavior
of its bearer. It is the result of action that is important, rather than the means of
accomplishing the aim. But if the supreme power itself does not trust the society, if it
is fearful, it loses the halo which provides its bearer the immunity from criticism. And
in this case everyone can see that a monarch is not so virtuous, and makes mistakes,
that his power will not last for long. Shcherbatov in this sense has a more rational
attitude toward the supreme power and its bearers. From the outset he assumes that the
bearers of power are people similar to all others, therefore he wants to create a state
mechanism, based on the participation of an aristocratic elite, which would not be
dependent from the whims and vices of one person.

All this has already been formulated above; here | only generalize the ideas
which were exposed in detail in the previous chapters of my work. But let me draw
some conclusions regarding the transformation of the mode of historical writing.

The main conclusion is that the construction of a particular interpretation of

history gradually became a tool for an intentional ideological manipulation.
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This can be connected, first of all, with the fact that Shcherbatov wrote his
Istoriia for a small circle of readers, mainly for those whom he regarded as worthy of
participating in the management of the affairs of the state. And, on the other hand, the
Istoriia by Karamzin was deliberately written with the expectation that it would
acquire a wide circulation in the society. In other words, the intended audiences of the
histories were different social layers, and, accordingly, each of the historians tried to
meet the expectations of his readers. Moreover, Shcherbatov wrote his Istoriia partly
for himself and partly for future generations of aristocrats (for those who prepared
themselves to occupy the highest positions in state service). Therefore, his primary
agenda was scholarly, rather than ideological. Certainly, he expressed his own
ideological preferences, but he did not consider his aim to be to manipulate the
opinion of others or impose on their minds a particular ideology. This is connected
with the presumed isolation of a social group, the aristocracy by birth, whose opinion
he took into consideration.

By contrast, Karamzin, as a playwright, expected to exert by his play a certain
influence on the audience, to inspire it with a certain mood. The “people” he addresses
are an open “imagined community” and generally anyone who possesses a sufficient
level of education and can accept on an emotional level the ideas advocated by the
author can be included. Therefore, though Karamzin addresses primarily the nobility
as the most enlightened layer, he does not exclude from his intended audience the
representatives of other social strata, i.e., raznochinzy (people of different ranks),

merchants, city dwellers, and even literate peasants.
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We can see therefore that the transformation of the mode of historical writing
reflects a certain social shift, which took place in the Russian educated society at the
turn of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. It is possible to assert the
“democratization” of this society and its transformation from a “closed” to an “open”
one. But at the same time, because of the inclusion in this society of wide layers of
nobility, the educated society became more pro-autocratic, more loyal towards the
supreme authority. And this is partly connected with the distrust of the wider layers of
nobility towards the grandees, with the attempt to appeal to the monarch for protection
from the “mighty” who oppressed the ordinary nobles. Hence Karamzin’s propagation
of the idea of “popular monarchy” as opposed to the idea of “monarchy, restricted by
the participation of aristocracy in governing the state.”

In accordance with the change of purpose, which the historian puts himself, his
means of expression have also been changed. From rational judgments about the
proper and improper organization of power, the historian shifts to emotional
judgments, which are expressed on the pages of the Istoriia by the people, playing the
role of the ancient choir, conveying the moral judgment of heroes. In this way, the
historian prompts the reader toward those ideas, which, in his opinion, should be
shared by “sensible Russians” in regard to certain historical events, perceived as an
example (positive or negative) for contemporaries.

With all the differences of the historical narratives of Shcherbatov and
Karamzin, they have much in common, and this allows us to formulate a number of
observations on the specificity of the Russian Enlightenment. According to the

traditional Marxist view, the difference between Russia and Europe was that in Russia
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the leading role in the cultural sphere was played by the nobility in this period. In
most of Europe, first of all in France, the major figures of the Enlightenment belonged
to the rising third estate and were distinguished by historical optimism and adherence
to the theory of progress. In historiography this was expressed by the idea of the
gradual development of society, and this partially influenced Russian historiography
as well, in the form of special digressions about the “condition of society” in different
epochs, which were included in the histories of Shcherbatov and Karamzin. In this
work, however, we put aside these digressions, because it was not these that expressed
the specificity of the Russian historiography in that period, but rather the main text,
rendering the historical events as such. As we demonstrated, this main text fits into the
framework of another historical paradigm, linked to the classical historiography not of
the Enlightenment, but rather the Renaissance or even classical Antiquity. This
paradigm was especially convenient for the rendering and interpretation of the events
of the reigns of Ivan the Terrible and Boris Godunov, because it was already present
as a ready-made interpretational scheme, suggested in the narrations of foreigners,
contemporaries, and participants of the described events (in particular, Petrei et al).
The major scheme which could be used for the organization of the events in the
framework of this paradigm was the idea of cyclical movement, the wheel of Fortune,
the rise and fall of monarchs and monarchies. The same idea was common for certain
European historians of the Age of Enlightenment, especially in respect to the Roman
Empire (Montesquieu, Gibbon). In a more complicated way this idea could be used as
a cycle within a cycle, where the greater circle represented the historical evolution of

the Russian monarchy, while minor circles referred to the development of events
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within the reign of a particular tsar. Such a scheme was conveniently applied to the
reign of lvan the Terrible, which could be perceived as rising and falling, whereas the
period of foreign successes of Russia, the annexation of Kazan’, and the initial period
of the war in Livonia were related to the first phase, while the period of defeats in the
Livonian war was related to the second one. Accordingly, the transition from “true
monarchy” to tyrannical rule, deliberately accomplished by Grozny, could be
perceived as a turning point, as a culmination, after which the fall began. On the larger
scale, within the framework of the greater cycle, the rise of the Russian tsardom from
the victory of Dmitrii Donskoi on the field of Kulikovo up to the reign of Ivan the
Terrible (including the first part of his rule) could be understood as the “rise,” while
the forthcoming events, with the fall into the abyss of turmoil in the Time of Troubles,
were a partial destruction of a social organism. After that there should have followed a
new rebirth (“as after a hard disease,” in Karamzin’s words), but neither Shcherbatov
nor Karamzin managed to reach this part of their narrations, limiting themselves to the
descending phase of the “crisis” of the Muscovite tsardom.

The historiography of this period was distinguished by the lack of
“historicism” in the later Romantic sense, i.e., the contemplation of the uniqueness of
each epoch and the impossibility to draw analogies between the epochs. On the
contrary, such analogies were customarily drawn and the events of the present could
be comprehended as a repetition of the events of the past, yet in another form.
Therefore, for the historians of this period the question was quite appropriate: Could
the “fall” of tsardom, preceded by the reigns of Grozny and Godunov, be repeated

again? Such a perception of the contemporary period cannot be characterized as
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“pessimism,” as the tragic end of Imperial Russia was not predetermined either for
Shcherbatov or Karamzin. Nevertheless, the possibility of such an outcome, in the
case that the monarchs engaged in “wrong” policies, caused anxiety on their part. And
this partially reflected a feeling of the inner fragility of a noble civilization in Russia.
This feeling was connected with the fear that, contrary the theories of Montesquieu,
the Russian monarchs were inclined to rely in their policy not on the traditional
nobility, but rather on other social layers. In particular, Peter | already in the
beginning of the eighteenth century started to create the new nobility, the nobility of
service, which entirely depended on the generosity of the crown.

On the other hand, from the beginning of the reign of Catherine Il, due to the
Manifest on the Freedom of Nobility, there emerged the layer of country gentlemen in
Russia. After several years of service the representatives of this layer retired to their
estates and engaged in running their household, thus becoming economically
independent from the crown. This imbued the nobility as an estate with the feeling of
independence, but at the same time, gave rise to the concern that the government
would conduct its policy in contradiction to the interests of nobility. The social group
which was perceived as an alternative to the nobility as the social base for the
monarchy in these conditions was not the bourgeoisie in a European sense (it was too
weak in Russia until the late nineteenth century), but the officialdom. Indeed, already
in the reign of Nicholas | (1825-1855) Russia was transformed into a bureaucratic,
rather than noble monarchy. Although formally and often by origin the officials of the
higher ranks belonged to the noble estate, this was neither an aristocratic layer, relying

on landed property independent from the crown, which Shcherbatov dreamed of, nor
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the noble society united with other petty landlords whose “common opinion”
Karamzin pretended to express. Even being formally noblemen, Russian officials
perceived themselves as a special corporation. Its members had more in common with
their fellows, who had not yet been promoted to the rank of hereditary nobility, than
with country gentlemen or heirs of aristocratic families, who spent the fortunes gained
from revenues of their Russian households.

Thus, the Russian noble historians of this period, first of all Shcherbatov and
Karamzin, who wrote about the epoch preceding the Time of Troubles, pondered their
own age, trying to direct the policy of the monarchy toward what they thought the way
of alliance with the nobility of birth was, or, conversely, criticized the evil policy of
“despotism.” The latter was understood first of all as reliance not on the nobility of
birth, but rather on the will of the monarch, surrounded by “flattering” courtiers, who,
as Shcherbatov put it, were deprived of “firmness.” In practice the anxiety was about
the intentions of those who occupied the throne, to rule without consulting the nobility
of birth, ignoring its basic interests. Such concerns Shcherbatov expressed in his
criticism of the institute of favoritism, whereas Karamzin criticized mainly what he
thought was “inappropriate” reform (which was conducted relying on the favoritism
of those promoted from lower ranks, like Speranskii, rather than considering the
advice of the conservative noble “public opinion™).

The reference to the categories borrowed from ancient or Renaissance political
theories allowed for the comprehension of this situation, where trying to find the
means, if not to prevent then at least to slow down the direction of events, which the

nobility did not approve of. In this respect one can say that Shcherbatov and Karamzin
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aspired for the same aim to prevent “despotism,” but they evaluated the condition of
Russia differently and, therefore, suggested different ways to reach this aim.

The relationship between the monarch and society was regarded, in accordance
with classical theory, as a relationship between a political body, consisting of

29 ¢¢

“citizens,” “sons of fatherland,” and the ruler, who was considered as a magistrate, as
an official (in accordance with, for example, a Roman model), who bears (at least,
moral) responsibility regarding the political body authorizing him, even if his power is
formally unlimited. It is not limited by the power of any other political institution but
that which originates from the political body (and not, for example, by God). In this
sense one can recognize the influence on both Shcherbatov and Karamzin of an
understanding of the theory of social contract which was characteristic for Rousseau.
In other words “sovereignty,” for both historians belongs not to the monarch, but to
the “political body.”

However, one can object in accordance with the traditional view that
Shcherbatov was an advocate of a limited monarchy, while Karamzin advocated
unlimited autocracy. To this we can respond that this distinction is rather formal and
depends on another more essential difference, though in the framework of the same
paradigm. Both for Shcherbatov and Karamzin, Russia was in a condition similar to
the situation of the transition of ancient Rome from the republic to the empire. This
transition was connected with the moral condition of society, with its growing
corruption. Corruption is understood as a loss of virtue, i.e., the ability of citizens to
prefer the “common good” to their individual vested interests. The more virtuous

citizens are, the easier it is to preserve the republican form of government. But if
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luxury, the aspiration for riches and individual pleasures has spread to such an extent
that everyone cares only of himself, ignoring the needs of others, the republic cannot
exist and, therefore, only a despotic form of government is possible. Despotism allows
citizens to engage themselves quietly in their private affairs disregarding the common
good, though the price for this could be the loss of personal security, because the
despot can easily resort to terror as a means of retaining his power. This way of
thought reminds one of the division of forms of government by Montesquieu (republic
requires virtue, monarchy does not), but actually it is more ancient and can be traced
back to the Republic of Plato.

By a certain modification of this scheme one can assume that there is no need
for all the inhabitants of a particular country to be virtuous (or to be citizens or sons of
the fatherland). It is enough to preserve virtue in the governing minority, while the rest
can be kept by fear and the habit of obeying the laws. But still, there is a need to be
virtuous for those who have to execute the judicial power and to enact the law. It is
also necessary for a monarch to be virtuous, as he plays the role of the chief
magistrate who provides a model for all subjected powers. If we add to this model the
idea of the preservation of virtue by family upbringing on the examples of the virtuous
behavior of ancestors, which is maintained by the concern for preserving family
honor, we approach Shcherbatov’s understanding. According to Shcherbatov,
corruption in Russia, starting in the time of Peter I, became widely spread, leading to
the destruction of social ties, the loss of virtue, and lost concern for the common good.
But noble families still remained, which could become the basis for future moral

restoration. Therefore, a certain virtuous aristocracy is possible, which can provide a
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basis for a peculiar republican monarchy. This monarchy does not presuppose any
constitutional limitation of the power of the autocrat. Its republican component would
consist only in that the major positions in the administrative and judicial branches of
power would be occupied by the representatives of a virtuous aristocracy. The laws
would be adopted by a special commission, which would also consist of aristocrats,
but with the participation of representatives of other social layers. The law would be
obeyed without exceptions, and the monarch would provide an example of such
obedience.

Such a construction of a political ideal was rejected by Karamzin as an
unfeasible dream. He rejected the republican form of government for Russia not
because he did not appreciate it as such, but because he did not believe that the
political system in Russia could be based on virtue. In other words, Karamzin
proceeds from the same model of transition from republic to monarchy as
Shcherbatov, but understands this transition as having already occurred long ago (in
particular, in the time of the fall of Novgorod), and therefore in Russia’s present
condition, only an unlimited monarchy is possible and beneficial. This form of
government (with the idea in mind that a monarch is a magistrate who bears
responsibility to the political community) can be stable only in the case that the
monarch is virtuous. In other words, the requirement of virtue remains, but it does not
refer to any social group, but only to one person. Yet, later Karamzin’s reasoning goes
as follows: because the monarch should not have private interests (he already
possesses all possible goods), his (reasonable) interests coincide with the interests of

society. Consequently, it is advantageous for him to be virtuous. He can lose virtue
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and become a tyrant, but only in an exceptional case, if he were to lose his reason and
cease to understand where his true interests lie. The same virtuous behavior should be
prompted by feelings, as it is better to be loved than hated.

Karamzin believes least of all in the virtue of the aristocracy. For him, the
“mighty” always tend to suppress the weaker; the grandees encroach upon the rights
of ordinary nobles. The only person who can protect the weaker from violation is the
monarch, provided that he is just and equally loves all his subjects. In other words,
Karamzin is in the position of a man, who having realized the irreversible corruption
of society openly rejected the idea of republic and advocated empire with a strong
central power, which is only capable of maintaining the corrupted subjects from doing
harm to each other through fear.

Yet, Karamzin does not stop there. His description of the destiny of Boris
Godunov can be regarded as an example which disproves the idea that the usurper,
who shamelessly uses terror and intrigue against his political adversaries while
pretending to be virtuous in the eyes of the people, is capable of keeping the people in
deception and staying in power as long as he wants. Karamzin demonstrates that this
is possible only while favorable circumstances assist such a ruler. But in case of
unfavorable circumstances (and their rise is inevitable sooner or later, no ruler can
prevent them), the deception would inevitably be revealed and the vicious ruler would
be condemned even for those crimes that he did not commit. Such a ruler would
certainly lose legitimacy and would be easily overthrown by a more successful

pretender.
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Thus, Karamzin “provides a lesson” to the monarch. For him, being autocratic,
one is restricted by moral obligations toward society and enjoys the love of the
“people” as long as these obligations are fulfilled. In case these obligations are
violated, love can be turned into hatred, and the ruler can lose the support of his
society, easily losing his power (though Karamzin does not approve of conspiracies).
Let us note that according to Karamzin, “the people” play an ambivalent role. On the
one hand, each member of the society is self-interested and corrupted to some extent,
which provides the justification for the unlimited power of the monarch. On the other
hand, taken as a whole, as a carrier of “public opinion,” the “people” are regarded as
the legitimate source of moral judgment, which can evaluate a ruler as virtuous or
vicious. In the Istoriia gosudarstva rossiiskago the people are represented as an
indiscernible whole, as a crowd on a square. But when Karamzin writes about
contemporary times, he clearly separates the opinion of the mob from the opinion of
“sensible Russians,” that is, the conservative circles of noble society.

In general, one can say that both Shcherbatov and Karamzin, in opposition to
the bureaucratizing absolutist state, proposed a kind of conservative utopia, based on
the participation of noble society in governing the state, either through delegating their
representatives for the occupation of positions on the state service (as for
Shcherbatov) or through directing the policy of the monarch by the approval or
disapproval of his actions through “public opinion.” The absolutist state’s encroaching
upon the political rights of the nobility, pushing back the power of the representatives
of this estate by more obedient people coming from the lower strata, is perceived as a

consequence of the “corruption of morals,” that is, the growing spirit of self-interest
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and individualism, which is evaluated not as progress, but as moral regress, and
potentially as a way to the final destruction of the state and the complete disintegration
of all social ties. Karamzin, however adds to this dramatic picture the idea that even
such a society could be preserved from destruction for a long time, but only in the
case that it was fastened together from outside by a strong and virtuous supreme
power, acting in alliance with a conservative “public opinion.”

On the basis of these reflections one may infer that the social ideal of the
Russian nobility, expressed in different ways by Shcherbatov and Karamzin, is a
“reactionary” one—a criticism of enlightened absolutism “from the right,” as argued
by the Marxist historiographer Rubinshtein. But such inference would be one-sided.
Regarding the ideas of Shcherbatov and Karamzin in the perspective of the further
evolution of the relationship between society and state in Russia, it is possible to say
that both historians, though they thought in the framework of another paradigm,
anticipated the contemporary ideal of society, consisting of citizens who take
responsibility for the future of their country. Here one can observe a number of
paradoxes stemming from the circumstance that proceeded from our network of
concepts, while we try to reconstruct the image of the mental world of the people
whose concepts were different from ours. In particular, they sought the realization of
their ideals in the past, rather than in future, and regarded the possible evolution in the
desired direction as the restoration of the past, rather the than the creation of a future
which had never existed before.

Political freedom, the participation of citizens in the affairs of the state, was

regarded as the heritage of the past, as something which is under threat in modern



CEU eTD Collection

372

times, while the vested interests of grandees and the unconditional obedience of
officials had become a widespread phenomenon. We find opposed to these “new”
phenomena the ideal of a nobility independent in its judgments, which is loyal but at
the same time has its own opinion that does not obviously coincide with that of the
government. This is similar to the opposition of the protagonists of the play by
Griboedov Gore ot uma (“The disaster from wit”). On the one hand there is
Molchalin, who declared that “B mou JieTa He 70KHO cMeTb // CBOE CY)KIEHUE UMETh”
and, on the other hand Chatskii, who advocated his personal ideal of an “honest man”
in a society, who is plunged into the rush for individual success at any price and is
accustomed to regard any ideal as a kind of mental disease.

Referring to the past, describing the surrounding reality in terms borrowed
from the ancient republicans, Russian nobles created a new worldview, which saw the
gradual emergence of the idea of the responsibility of the holders of power towards
society, an idea which had never occupied the minds of any significant number of
people in Russia before. Moreover, under the influence of the ideas of the European
Enlightenment this new civic worldview acquired the idea that power could be just
only if its actions are based on the firm observation of the law, including the law
which prevents the arbitrary actions of authorities. Hence, some liberals of the
beginning of the twentieth century, in particular, Kizevetter, noted the “liberal”
features of Shcherbatov’s worldview. Certainly, this is not liberalism in its modern
meaning; it is not an aspiration for political freedom for everyone, disregarding his or
her social standing. Shcherbatov is rather concerned with the rights and privileges of

the hereditary aristocracy. But at the same time, he remarked that in “well-ordered
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states” nobody would be punished without trial—not the well-born and privileged, nor
the ordinary citizens.

Karamzin, being an advocate of unlimited autocracy, reasoned in terms not of
political but rather inner spiritual liberty, which was possible even under despotism.
But at the same time, he was one of those who considered it scandalous to have an
independent judgment. As he was in a certain sense a court historian, he did not
regard it as proper to express directly freedom-loving ideas on the pages of his
Istoriia. However, advocating unconditional obedience even to a tyrant he, at the same
time, defended the ideal of an independent public opinion, which would not be afraid
of a despot and would be opposed to him, though not by action but by the power of
common hatred and contempt.

Considering the evolution of the political outlook of the nobility from the
aristocratic “monarchical republicanism” of Shcherbatov to the “popular autocracy” of
Karamzin, one can note that Russian society during several decades, which separate
the times of the writing of their two histories, acquires a certain maturity. On the one
hand, the hopes that it would be possible to “reeducate grandees” in order to make
them virtuous were rejected. On the other hand, the public opinion was now supported
by wider social circles, in contrast to the relatively isolated group of hereditary
aristocracy to which Shcherbatov appealed. In the latter’s worldview one can easily
recognize tragic overtones, partly because he could hardly expect to find like-minded
people. Karamzin’s official position was widely supported by the conservative

provincial nobility. However, he had to make excuses to his young friends, the future
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Decembrists, who regarded him as too subservient to authorities, almost justifying the
lack of (at least political) freedom.

During the years of writing of the Istoriia gosudarstva rossiiskago, public
opinion had strengthened so much in its independence from the opinion of authorities,
that even Karamzin’s political ideal now looked backward and obsolete. And, at the
same time, one can assert, that in Russian society the very possibility of the
emergence of different ideological positions, especially conservatism, in opposition to
superficial “liberalism” (a simple disagreement with the official policy, whatever it
was) also reflected the growing maturity of Russian society. In this sense the
“paradoxical” conservatism of Karamzin, which was in opposition to power in certain
issues, while also opposing the despotism of an “advanced” public opinion, appeared
to be more “modern” than the already outdated (for the beginning of the nineteenth
century) political ideal of, in Pushkin’s words, “young Jacobeans,” which was based
on the emulation of the republicanism of classical Antiquity. Karamzin, who regarded
skeptically the expediency of the direct participation of citizens in the execution of
state power, was closer to the idea of “negative liberty,” that is, the liberty from the
interference of the state into the peculiar public-private sphere, where the creative
activity of the human spirit is exercised. The state should provide internal and external
security, without intervention in the private life of the citizens, and thus leaving space
for the free expression of individual initiative. This feature of Karamzin’s worldview
brings him closer to modern liberalism, advocating respect for the personal choice of
everyone, irrespective of his origin or social surrounding, rather than to the

“liberalism” of Shcherbatov, who insisted primarily on the idea of “positive liberty,”
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that is, political participation, as a privilege which should belong to the then hereditary
nobility.

The transformation of the character of the public space in which Karamzin had
to act corresponds to the transformation of the technique of historical writing. It was
already mentioned above that Karamzin’s text was used as an instrument of
ideological manipulation. But in order to accomplish it, Karamzin to a larger extent in
comparison to Shcherbatov, had to “master his material.” The verb “master” here
means not only to “know,” but also to be able to subject this material to the aim of
constructing his own narrative. The emergence of the public space, which enabled
ideological discussion, the involving of readers into the range of adherents of a certain
ideological position, led to a peculiar “subjectivization” of historical narration. And, at
the same time, it led to attempts to mask the subjectivity of the historian through a
special “naive” style, which seemed only to reproduce the “unsophisticated” narration
of a chronicler. In this sense, Karamzin managed to mislead many of his
contemporaries. He was even called the “last chronicler.”

At this point the comparison with Shcherbatov becomes especially illustrative.
The latter tries, as precisely as possible, to reproduce the meaning of his source,
although he uses paraphrase, rendering the content of the source by his hard style. And
only after such rendering in the text of the Istoriia does he put in to the text an excerpt
of his own criticism. This excerpt includes his reflections on whether one has to trust a
given source (for example, Kurbskii’s story). It may also be Shcherbatov’s reasoning
about the suggested evidence, relating it to his ideas of the right or wrong policy, or to

his ideal model of the stable organization of the state. Therefore, Shcherbatov’s
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narration acquires a peculiar “ragged” character, a smooth sequence Of events is
always interrupted by breaks and different parts of the narrative contradict each other
as they are based on contradictory sources. Only in the end of the chapter,
characterizing the main protagonist of his story, does Shcherbatov try to put together
all his features dispersed in the text. But such characteristics inevitably become
contradictory, composed by the principle of combining sharply contrasting features, in
which Shcherbatov tries to find, not always successfully, an inner psychological
coherence. Besides, as Boltin already noted, Shcherbatov’s text is overloaded with
facts of secondary importance, the historian is seemingly trying to preserve trivial
details for the reader. It gives the impression that he is not able to sort out what to
include or exclude, he does not understand what is important and what is not. But it is
exactly this that makes Shcherbatov’s text more interesting for a professional
historian. Shcherbatov does not smooth over contradictions in his sources. When he
comes across something incomprehensible, he directly confesses it. Certainly, for a
reader who read the history for moral instruction or easy entertainment, it was
torturous to struggle through such a text, as if through a primeval forest.

Karamzin’s narration is constructed in an entirely different way. Pleasant,
roundish periods lend themselves to easy reading. Those wishing to learn about minor
details or contradicting evidence could resort to the notes. This is, however, intended
mainly for specialists, whereas the unsophisticated reader could easily follow the
course of narration, without digression to minor facts or contradictions. Unclear issues
are blurred over, and many may skip them unnoticed. The textual prompts on how the

“people” reacted to a certain action of the hero provide the reader with a hint as to the
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kind of sentiment he or she should feel: excitement, anger, or melancholy. It is similar
to a music which accompanies the action of the play, prompting to the reader a
necessary emotion. The smooth flow of events (which are connected, as Miliukov
remarked, sometimes occasionally) engages the reader and involves him/her in the
dramatic development of the situation and Karamzin sometimes intentionally
strengthens the dramatic tension of the plot, eliminating some features which prevent
a contrasting perception. Thus, Grozny, the “hero of virtue” of the first act of the
“drama,” becomes an “insane villain” as the dramatic action develops; although he
committed ferocities in the first period of his reign and retained the features of a wise
monarch during the second period. Karamzin sometimes incidentally hints at this, but
puts in the foreground precisely what he needs for the development of dramatic action.
In this respect he indeed has “mastered” his material, as a conductor of an orchestra
“masters” it, emphasizing the nuances of sounds which he needs, while downplaying
the others. Such a narration, certainly, does not put aim at an “objective” rendering of
events. A story, constructed on the ground of specially chosen and purposefully edited
sources becomes distinctly ideological; in the very structure of its plot, a political
message is implied, swallowed by the reader who, without a distinct analysis, cannot
realize that somebody is manipulating his thoughts in a quite sophisticated way.
Generally, this dissertation is far from being a comprehensive comparative
analysis of the histories by Shcherbatov and Karamzin. | have tried to take only the
first step on a path which could be further pursued, opening deeper semantic layers in
the texts of the Russian historians of the Age of Enlightenment and its aftermath. The

most important finding of this dissertation is the demonstration that a semantic unity is



CEU eTD Collection

378

present in both histories: the structure of the narrative is well-considered and
corresponds to a particular theoretical and, sometimes, ideological task. Therefore,
despite the opinion of the historians of the nineteenth and the beginning of the
twentieth centuries, the explanation of events by their predecessors cannot be reduced
to a simple psychological pragmatism, either rational or sentimental. On the contrary,
in order to disclose it one must cease to believe in a “course of history,” in the
teleological character of the historical process, and, ultimately, in the idea of
inevitable historical progress. Only having understood, following Hayden White and
other contemporary theorists, that historical narration is not a reconstruction of
“objective historical process,” but a result of creative construction, accomplished by a
historian, is it possible to begin a detailed analysis of this creative activity, and to
understand, however imperfectly, its purpose and the means of attaining it. At the
same time, contrary to Hayden White, we have demonstrated that a historian
constructs his plots not from separate historical events, but from already created
“stories” written by others (even the immediate witnesses of events, creating original
sources, had also been based on telling stories). Therefore, the work of the historian is
similar not to the mechanical assembling of a whole out of separate parts, but rather in
weaving a cloth out of separate threads from separate stories, which a historian
subjects to the general direction of his own plot. In this process the meaning and
ideological message of these separate stories could be fundamentally changed. For
example, the Renaissance idea of the “wheel of Fortune,” contained in the narrations
of the Europeans about Godunov which were created soon after his death, is

transformed by Karamzin into a simple enveloping frame for his own story. The
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narrative of Russian chroniclers, who explained the fall of Godunov as divine
punishment for his sins, is also used by Karamzin, but with the supplement that this
was so “in the opinion of contemporaries.” The story for Karamzin seems like a
braiding together of all these plots, but it is more complex in its meaning. It is about a
vicious ruler who is at the same time wise and benevolent to the majority of his
subjects: a ruler, who behaves as the Machiavellian prince. For Karamzin, Godunov
(though he fell under fortune’s blows) deserved a better destiny due to many of his
qualities, and his rule was interrupted not by “Divine interference,” but rather by a

tragic accident.
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