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Munuctp ucnopeganuii A.B. Kaprames n koH(eccHOHAIbHAS NOJUTHKA
BpeMennoro npaBurteabcTBa™

Minister of Confessions A.V. Kartashev and confessional policy of the
Provisional Government

Aunnomayus. B craThe paccMaTpUBAIOTCS B3TJSABI BBIJAIOLIETOCS OOTOCIOBa, MUHHUCTPA
ucnoBenanuii Bpemennoro mnpaButenbctBa A.B. KaprameBa Ha 1epKOBHO-TOCYIapCTBEHHBIE
OTHOIIEHUS W TpeJularaeMble UM Mepbl 1Mo uX pedopmupoBanuto. KaprameB BbicTynmal He 3a
MOJTHOE OTJIeJICHHE LEPKBH OT TOCY/AAapPCTBA, a 33 TAKOE «OTHAJICHUE» WX JIPYT OT JIpyra, KOTOpoe
naBajgo Obl [lpaBocimaBHON pPOCCHUUCKOM IIEpPKBH CBOOOMY, a TOCYIapCTBY IIO3BOJISIIO OBITH
CBETCKMM, a HE OJHOCTOPOHHEE KOH()ECCHOHANBHBIM. 3a HeOONbIION mepuox padoThI
MUHUCTEpcTBa ucnoBenanuii A.B. KaprameB cTpeMuscss yCTpaHUTBCS OT IIEPKOBHOTO
AAMUHUCTPUPOBAHUA, OTCTauBaJl B MPABUTCIIBCTBE MHTCPEChI AYXOBHOTO BEAOMCTBA H
MOJJICPKUBAT psifl TpeioxkeHuii [lomectHOro cobopa. KaprameB mpuCTynmwi K peanu3ariu
IOPUANYECKOTO 0(hOPMIIEHUSI CUCTEMbI MHOTOKOH(ECCHOHATBHOTO TOCYIapCTBa, MOCIEI0BATEIBHO
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Ncecnenosanus
1 KOH(heCCMOHanbHas nonuTuka BpeMeHHOro npaBnTeNbCTBa

oTrcranBan MHTEpechl [IpaBociiaBHONM LEpKBU IEepesa APYTMMH MHUHUCTEPCTBAMU M BEIOMCTBAMH.
OH mNOCTEeNeHHO OTXOAWI OT JOKTPHUHAJIBHBIX YCTAaHOBOK BpeMeHHOro mpaBuUTElIbCTBA 00
OTJIEJICHUHU IIEPKBU OT rOCYAapCTBa, CKIOHSICA K YCUJICHUIO BIMSHUS IIEPKBU B )KM3HU OOIIECTBA,
yCMaTpuBas B €€ ACSITEIbHOCTH 3aJI0T 1yXOBHOro cnacenus Poccun. Takol moaxox He cOBIagan ¢
MPEJICTABJICHUSIMH O POJM UEPKBU B KU3HU OOIIECTBA, CIOXKHUBIIMMUCA B JUOEpPATbHBIX U
COLIMAIIMCTUYECKUX Kpyrax, M TMPUBOJWI K HECOOTBETCTBHIO Jekiapauuid BpemenHoro
MIPaBUTENLCTBA TEM MEPONPUATHSAM, KOTOPbIE OHO MPOBOAMIIO B IIEPKOBHOI cdepe. PaccMoTpeHsl
npuunHbl, mo3BoisBie A.B. KaprameBy mNOpoBOIUTh CBOIO JMHUIO B KOH(ECCHOHATHHON
nojauTuKe. BaxHelas W3 HUX 3aKI04alacb B TOM, YTO HM BpemMeHHOE NpaBUTEIBCTBO, HU
KaJIeTCKasi U 3CEPOBCKas MAPTUU HE OTHOCUIIU IPOOJIEMBI LIEPKOBHO-TOCYJAPCTBEHHBIX OTHOLICHHIMA
K 4YMCITy NPUOPUTETHBIX, paccMaTpuBas UX B KOHTEKCTE OOIIMX MPOoOJIeM J1eMOKPATUYECKOTO
npeoOpazoBanus Poccun M OTHOCS UX OKOHYATEIIbHOE PEIICHHE K KOMIIETEHIIUU Y YPeIUTEIIEHOTO
coopanus. [lomuepkuBaeTcsi, 4TO B HadIEKTpU30BaHHOW oOctaHoBke 1917 1. HU Bpemennoe
MpaBUTENbCTBO, HU [IpaBociaBHas poccuiickas LEpKOBb HE XOTENU UATH Ha KOH(JIUKT APYT C
apyrom. B Takoil cutyauuun komrmpomuccHas nonutvka A.B. KaprameBa moiaHoCTbIO ycTpauBalia
o0e CTOpOHBI M CMsSTYaja HETaTUBHOE OTHOIICHHWE IICPKOBHBIX KPYIOB K JIEATEIBHOCTH
BpeMeHHOro npaBuTenbCTBa.

Kniouesvie cnosa: Bpemennoe npaBurtenbcTBo, A.B. Kapramies, [IpaBocinaBHas poccuiickas
uepkoBb, CBareimii CHHO, KOH(ecCHOHANbHAS TTOTUTHKA.

Abstract. The article considers the views of A. Kartashev, an outstanding theologian, Minister
of Confessions of the Provisional Government, on relationship between church and state in Russia
and the measures he proposed in order to reform them. What Kartashev advocated was not the
complete separation of church and state, but rather such a “growing distance” between them which
would give the Russian Orthodox Church independence and would allow the state to be secular
rather than unilaterally confessional. During the short period when the Ministry of Religious
Confessions was working, Anton Kartashev tried to be less involved into church administration,
defended the interests of the religious department in the government, and supported a number of
proposals from the Local Council. Kartashev began to implement the legal registration of the multi-
confessional state system and consistently defended the interests of the Orthodox Church in other
ministries and government departments. He gradually moved away from the doctrinal guidelines of
the Provisional Government on the separation of church and state and became inclined to strengthen
the influence of the church in the life of society, seeing its activities as a guarantee of the spiritual
salvation of Russia. This approach did not coincide with the ideas about the role of the church in the
life of society which had developed in liberal and socialist circles of that time and led to a
discrepancy between the declarations of the Provisional Government and the activities it carried out
in the church sphere. The article considers the reasons why Kartashev was able to pursue his line of
confessional policy. The most important of these reasons was that neither the Provisional
Government nor the Constitutional Democratic Party or the Socialist Revolutionary Party
considered the problems of church-state relations a priority. They treated such problems in the
context of general problems of the democratic transformation of Russia and attributed the right to
solve them to the Constituent Assembly. It is emphasized that in the tense atmosphere of 1917
neither the Provisional Government nor the Russian Orthodox Church wanted to conflict with each
other. In this situation, the compromise policy of Anton Kartashev suited both sides and softened
the negative attitude of the church circles towards the activities of the Provisional Government.
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Bsenenue

AHTOH BrnagumupoBnu KaprameB XOpomo W3BECTEH KaK BBIIAIOLIMNACA
GOrOCIIOB, MBICIIUTEIh, HCTOPUK PYCCKOM HEpKBH . Ero MONMTHYECKas AeSTElbHOCTD
B poiM mocienHero obep-mpokypopa Casareidimero CHHOZa M MUHHUCTpa
UCIIOBEaHUN BpemMeHHOro NnpaBHUTENBCTBA U3y4YE€HA IOpPa3/io MEHbIIE, YTO CBA3AHO
Kak ¢ HEOOJBIIMM CPOKOM €ro HaxoKJeHus y Biactu (rjaaBod CuHoAa OH ObLI
12 nHelt, a MUHHUCTPOM — MEHEE TPEX MECAIIEB), TAK M OTHOCUTEIHHON N3y4E€HHOCTHIO
KOH(ECCHOHATBHOI IONUTHKH BpPEMEHHOTO mpaBHTENbCTBA’. IIpH  HANMYHH
OOLIMPHOTO Kpyra JUTEepaTyphl MO UCTOpUU LIepkBH B 1917 r. ucTopukM nosaraiu
U3JIUIIHUM OTJeNbHOe oOpamieHue kK ¢purype A.B. Kapramiesa, 4To HEyAMBUTEIBHO!
€ro pojib OTMEUAIach B TI000H Cepbe3HOil paboTe 110 JAHHOI TeMaTHKe .

Aumowenxko A.B. Vctopuorpaduueckuit 0030p HCCIEIOBAHUN JKM3HU M TBOPYECTBA
A.B. KaprameBa // VYuensle 3amucku IleTpo3aBoJcKOro rocynapcTBEHHOIO YHHMBEpPCHTETA. —
2019. — Ne 4 (181). — C. 26-33.

2 Cokonos A.B. I'ocynapctBo u I[IpaBocnaBHas nepkoBs B Poccun, despans 1917 — sHBapb
1918 rr.: guc. ... n1ok. uct. Hayk. — CankTt-IlerepOyprckuii rocygapcTBeHHbIN yHUBepcuTeT, 2014;
Kogvipszun K.B. Poccuiickasa IIpaBocimaBHass LlepkoBb W IOMCKM IPUHIMUIIOB LIEPKOBHO-
rOCYJapCTBEHHBIX OTHOLIEHWH mocie DeBpabCKOil peBONIONMU: aBTOped. AMC. ... KaHA. HCT.
HayK. — [IpaBocnaBHbIii CBATO-TUXOHOBCKUI rymaHuTapHbiil yHuBepcutet, 2010; Pedvkuna O.FO.
Bepoucnoseanas nonutuka Bpemennoro npasutenbctBa Poccun (peBpans — okTsi0ps 1917 roga):
aBToped. IUC. ... KaHJ. UCT. HayK. — Poccuiickas akajemusi rOCyJapCTBEHHOM CIyXObl IMpHU
[Mpesunente Poccuiickoit ®Denepanmu, 1996; Smolitsch J. Die Russische Kirche in der
Revolutionszeit vom Marz bis Oktober 1917 und das Landeskanzil 1917 bis 1918 (Zur Geschichte
der Beziehungen zwischen Staat und Kirche in Russland) // Ostkirche Studien. — 1965. — Ne 4. —
S.3-34 u np.

% Pocosuwiii 11T HepkoBuast peomonusi 1917 rona (Beicuiee nyxoBeHcTBO Poccuiickoit
IlepkBu B 60pb0e 3a BiacTh B enapxusx nocie despanbckoil peBomonun). — Cankr-IlerepOypr:
Jlukn Poccum, 2008; Ilocnenosckuu /[.B. Pycckas npaBociaBHasi epkoBb B XX Beke. — MockBa:
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Ha3panne [1aHHOM CTaTbM Ha TMEPBBIM  B3MVISLA  MOXKET  ITOKA3aThCs
napajoKCaJbHBIM — 3a4eM pa3lelisiTh KOH(PECCHOHAIBHYIO TOJMTHUKY BpeMeHHoro
MPAaBUTEIBCTBA M TOTO YEJIOBEKA, KOTOPBIM MPOBOAWI €€ MO CBOEH JOJLKHOCTH?
Opnako, Takoe pasleleHHe BIIOJHE YMECTHO. B coBpemeHHoOU wuctopuorpabuu
CIIPABEJIMBO OTMEUYAETCS, YTO MO3UIUS MUHUCTPOB BpeMEHHOI0 NMpaBUTENILCTBA MO
OTHOIIICHHIO K KOH(peccruoHanbHoU noautuke A.B. KapTamieBa «BbIMISIUT JOBOJIBHO
CTpaHHOM, IIOCKOJIbKY Tipejjiaraemas pedopma ObUla BechbMa Jajieka OT HX
MapTUMHOTO JIO3YHTa O “pEJINTUM KaK YaCTHOM JIeJie kaxnoro”»”. IL.H. MuIoKkoB B
OMUTPAHTCKUX paboTax, ocyxkaas TpeboBanus [IpaBociaBHON IIEPKBH «IIEPBEHCTBA
Il ce0st mepen  APYTMMHM  HCIOBEAAHUSIMU», MOJYEpKUBaI, 4YTO BpemeHHoe
MIPABUTEIBCTBO «HE MOTJIO YJIOBJIETBOPUTH ITUX Tpe6OBaHm”I»5, HO 1IEJIBIM PsiJT 11aroB
Kapramesa OblT HampaBiieH MMEHHO B ATy cTOpoHy. Hoselimume wucciemoBaHus
KOHCTaTUPYIOT «OMPEICIICHHYIO MPOTUBOPEYMBOCTh KOH()ECCHOHAIBHON MOIUTUKU
BpeMeHHOTO MpaBUTENBCTBA», MPU3HAKOT, YTO «IIPOJACKIAPUPOBAHHOE PABEHCTBO
KOH(pECCHii He OBITO YCTAHOBICHO» .

[TapamokcalbHYIO TIO3UIIMIO 3aHUMAaeT IIEPKOBHAs HCTOpUOTpadus — PE3Ko
KpUTHKYsl BpeMeHHOe MpaBUTEILCTBO 3a €ro KOH(PECCHOHAJIBHYIO IOJUTHKY, OHA
n30eraeT HEraTMBHBIX BBICKA3bIBAaHUM B  aJpec MHUHHUCTpA HUCIOBEIAHUMH,
MPOBOJIUBIIETO 3Ty nonmm<y7. Mano Toro, B I1EPKOBHOM ucTOpuorpaduu
BCTpeyaroTcsl npoTruBonocTaBieHus A.B. Kapramesa BpeMeHHOMY NpaBUTEILCTBY,
YTBEPKIACTCS, YTO MHUHUCTP HWCHOBEHAHWM 3aHSUI  IIO3UILMUIO, TOJHOCTBIO
OTPa’KABIIYK) HHTEPECHI HepKBI/IS. Takne OLEHKM MPOTUBOPEYAT MHEHHUIO CaMOI0

Pecnybnuka, 1995; Kawesapos A.H. IlpaBocnaBHas Poccuiickas ILlepkoBs u CoBeTckoe
rocynapctBo (1917-1922). — MockBa: W3nmatensctBo Kpyrtuikoro moaBopes, OOIIecTBo
narobutenei nepkoBHoi uctopuu, 2005 (Cepus «Matepuansl o ucropuu llepkBu», kH. 35);
Dupcos C.JI. Pycckas LlepkoBb HakaHyHe nepemeH (koHen 1890-x — 1918 rr.). — MockBa: /lyxoBHas
oubmoreka, 2002; Benigsen G.M., Rev. The Year 1917 in the History of the Russian Church //
St. Vladimir’s Seminary Quarterly. — 1963. — Ne 3. — P. 115-125; Smolitsch J. Geschichte der
russischen Kirche. 1700-1917. Bd. 2. — Berlin: [w.p.], 1991; Schulz G. Das Landeskonzil der
Orthodoxen Kirche in Russland 1917/18 — ein unbekanntes Reformpotenzial. — Goéttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1995 u ap.

* Coxonos A.B. I'ocynapctBo u IlpaBocnaBHas nepkoBb B Poccum, ¢espans 1917 — sHBapb
1918 rr. — C. 442.

> Muniokos IT.H. Ouepku o0 UCTOPUU PYCCKOM KyIbTyphl: B 3 T. — Mocksa: [Iporpecc, 1994. —
T.2,u4. 1. - C. 206.

® Kongeccnonanbuas monuTiKa BpeMEHHOT0 MpaBUTENbCTBA POCCHI: COOPHUK JTOKYMEHTOB /
cocraButens M.A. babkun. — Mocksa: POCCIIBH, 2018. — C. 38.

" Cm. [einun B. Wctopust Pycckoit IlpaBocnaBuoit [lepkBu: CHHOIANbHBIA W HOBEHIIUH
nepuoabl, (1700-2005). — Mocksa: Cperenckuii MoHacTsipb, 2006. — C. 329-335.

8 Mumpoganos I'., nporouepeil. Mcropus Pycckoit IlpaBocnaBuoii Llepksu, 1900-1927. —
Cankr-IlerepOypr: Catucs, 2002. — C. 88-90.
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AHTOHa BnagumupoBnua, 3alMINABIIETO M ONPABIBIBABLIETO B HOMHUrPALUU
KOH(ECCHOHATBHYIO IPABUTEIECTBEHHYIO TIOTHTHKY .

Takum o00pa3oM, HECMOTpPss Ha JOBOJBHO OOIIMPHYIO HCTOpHOrpaduio 1o
npobsieme B3auMOOTHoweHUH IIpaBociiaBHOW poccuiickod LEepkBH W BpemeHHOro
MIPaBUTEIbCTBA, JHCKYCCHOHHBIE BOMNPOCHI OCTAKOTCS. 3a4acTyl0 HCCIEAOBATENN
paccmarpuBaroT BpemeHHOe paBUTENBCTBO, MIPUMEHUTEIBHO K KOH()ECCHOHAIBHOU
IOJINTUKE, KAaK HEKOe €IMHOE ILenoe. BO3MOXKHO, 3TO CBS3aHO C XapakTEpOM
COXPaHUBIIMXCS MCTOYHHUKOB. B MeMmyapax OCHOBHBIX JeATENeH IPaBUTEIbCTBA
(ILH. MwmokoB, A.®. Kepenckuii, B.M. UepHoB u mp.) LEpPKOBHAs TeMaTHKa
NpUMEHUTENbHO K 1917 1. mpakTUUeCcKH MOJHOCTBIO OTCYTCTBYET, a JKYpHAJbI
3aceaHnil BpeMeHHOro npaBuTENIbCTBA (IIPOTOKOJIOB U CTEHOI'PAMM HE BEJIOCH) HE
¢ukcupoBaJiM pa3HOIJACUil MeXAy MuHUCTpaMu. [IpuumHYy 3TOro OOBSICHUI
yropasisitouui genamu Bpemennoro npasurensctBa B.J[. Habokos:

Uro kacaeTcs CyKJIEHUH, MPOUCXOAUBIINX B 3aCEJaHUAX, TO Cpa3y pelieHo ObLIo
ux (opMaTbHO HE 3alKChiBaTh, a TaKKe HE OTMEYaTh pa3HOIVIACUU MpHU
rOJIOCOBAHUAX, HE BHOCUTh OCOOBIX MHEHHH B KypHal U T.J. VIcXOQHON TOYKON

IIpH 3TOM OBLI0 CTPEMIJICHUC I/136€FHYTB BCCTO TOr0, 4YTO MOTJIO HAPYHIUTb CAUHCTBO

10
IpaBUTCIILCTBA 1 OTBETCTBCHHOCTD €T0 B LICJIOM 3a KAXKJA0C IIPUHATOC PCHICHUC .

KoneuHo, cieapl 3THX «CYKIEHHW» W «OCOOBIX MHEHMI» YacTUYHO
MIPOCIIEKUBAIOTCSI B JIEJONPOU3BOJACTBEHHONM JOKYMEHTallMKM U B  Oolee
uH(popMaTUBHBIX MaTepuanax HOpuauueckoro cosemanusi (€ro MPOTOKOJIBI U
CTEHOTPaMMBbI TOXKE HE BEJIMCh), HO KpailHE CKYIHO.

Kpome Toro, monumasi NeIMKaTHOCTh KOH()ECCHOHAJIBHBIX BOIPOCOB, UJICHBI
BpemeHHOro mnpaBUTENBCTBA HE BBIHOCHWIIM PA3HOTJACHs 1O HUM HA CTPAaHULBI
MIPECCHl U HE COOMPATTUCH MPOBOJAUTH B 3TOM cepe cepbe3HbIX MPeoOpa30BaHUA, TIO
KpaiiHell mepe, 710 YupeauTenbHoro cobpanus. Hemapom rimaBa mepBoro cocrasa
Bpemennoro nmnpasurensctBa KHA3b [.E. JIbBOB OTKpOBEHHO mpU3HAJICA
A.B. Kapramey BecHoil 1917 r., yTo «OouTCsl B 3TOM 00J1aCTU BCAKOTO HOBOIO
TBOPYECTBA, YTOOBI HE YBEJIIMYUTH U 0€3 TOr0 PaclyCKaeMbIX BparaMu KJEBET, OYATO
Ob1 BpeMeHHOE IPaBUTENBCTBO “HACHUITYET HGpKOBB”»ll.

B Takoii cuTyamuu wuccieaoBaTeNd CyAWJIM O KOH(ECCHOHANBbHOW IMOJUTHKE
BpemeHHOro npaBuTeNnbCTBA, NMPEKIE BCETO, MO €ro AeKiIapauusM U IpOorpaMMHBIM
3asBJICHUSIM, HE NPHUIABasi CYLIECTBEHHOI'O 3HAYEHHMS PACXOKIACHUIO 3asBICHUMN C

’ Kapmawes A.B. BpeMeHHOE MPaBUTEIBCTBO M PyccKasi 1epKoBb // COBpeMEHHBIE 3alMUCKH. —
[Mapmx. — 1933. — Ne 52. — C. 369.

% Habokos B.J]. BpemeHnHoOe NpaBUTENLCTBO // ApXuUB pycckoil peBomtoruu: B 22 1. T. 1. —
bepmun: Cnoso, 1921. —C. 33.

1 Kapmawees A.B. BpeMeHHOE IPaBUTENBCTBO U pyccKas HepkoBb. — C. 378.
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KOHKPETHBIMU  JIEUCTBHSIMH. B  HaHHOM cTaThe pAacCMATPUBAKOTCS  B3IJISBI
A.B. KapramieBa Ha 1IepKOBHO-TOCYJAapCTBEHHBIC OTHOIICHUSA W MpeJiaraéMble UM
MephI MO0 UX PeHOPMUPOBAHUIO, YTO MOXKET OOBSICHUTH NMPUYMHBI HECOOTBETCTBHUS
JeKnapanuii BpeMeHHOro mpaBUTENbCTBA €r0 MEPOIPHUSITHAM, MPOBOJUBIIMMCS B
IIEPKOBHOI cdepe.

OcHoBHas YacTh

B xone ®eBpanbckoit peBostoun ooep-npokypopom Caareiiniero CuHoIa cTal
nenytar |V TocynapcrBennoit nymsl B.H. JIbBoB. OH pEIIMTENBHO YBOJBHSII
€IMCKOIOB, IMOJYyYMBIIMX CBOM JOJDKHOCTH Ipu noxanepxkke [.E. Pacnytuna wim
CUMTABILIUXCA €r0 APY3bsIMH, MBITAJICSA MOJHOCTbIO KOHTPOJIUPOBATh U PETYJIUPOBATH
BaXHEHIIME 1IEPKOBHBIE J€la, 4YTO MPHUBEIO0 K  HEU30eKHOMY KOHQIUKTY C
nepapxamu. CTpeMsach yKpenuTb cBoe TmojoxkeHue, B.H. JIbBOB mbITasicss HauWTh
XOpOILIHX MMOMOIIHUKOB, UMEBIIUX aBTOPUTET B PEIUTHO3HBIX Kpyrax. OH oOpaTui
BHUMaHU€ Ha 1Mpencenarens nerepOyprckoro  «Pemurunosno-dunocodckoro
obmectBa» A.B. Kapramepa, Xopomo H3BECTHOIO CBOUMH CTaTbsIMH IO
PEJIUTHO3HBIM U LIEPKOBHBIM BOIPOCAM, B KOTOPBIX 00CYKJIAIUCh UAEH OOHOBJIECHUS
LEPKOBHOM  XU3HH, peOpPMUPOBAHME OTHOUIEHUI MEXAY LEPKOBBIO H
rOCyJIapCTBOM.

13 wmapra 1917 r. A.B. KaprameB HampaBuwl mHUCbMO BpeMeHHOMY
IPaBUTEIbCTBY C U3JI0KeHHWeM KoHuenuuu CoBera oOlecTBa IO BOMNPOCY
B3aMMOOTHOIIEHUM rocynapcTBa U IIpaBocinaBHOW POCCUUCKOM LIEpKBU. B mmceMme
COZEpKANIC TPU3bIB K HOBOW BJIACTU B3ATh KypC Ha OTACICHUE LEPKBU OT
rocygapcrBa, TaK KakK »dTO €IMHCTBEHHAas TapaHTUs «peajbHON CBOOOIBI
PEJIUTHO3HON COBECTH». 1'0CyapCcTBO paccMaTpUBAJIOCh Kak pecnyOiMka, Tak Kak
MOHApXWYECKU CTPOMl NPHUBOJUT K CMEIICHHIO «HAdajdl TOCYIapCTBEHHBIX H
LHEepKOBHBIX». [Ipemnarasioch CHATh «BCEX HEPAPXOB, COCTABIABIIMX OIUIOT
caMoJep:KaBus» W OTMEHHTh  BBelIeHHYH lletpom 1 kosermanpHO—
Oropokpatnueckyro (Gopmy yIrpaBieHuUs LIEPKOBbIO. B mucbMe coniepikaiach KpUTHKA
o0ep-MpoKypopa 3a HeNocieN0BaTelIbHbIE IIard B JieJ€ OTICJIECHUS LEPKBH OT
rocynapcTsa (BBEICHHE B TEKCT HOBO IPHCATH «PEITUIHO3HOTO dIeMeHTa 1 11p.) 7.

JlaHHBIE MOJIOKEHUST YCTpauBalIu Kak riaBy npasutensctBa [.E. JIbBoBa, Tak u
B.H. JIsBoBa. B utore A.B. Kaprames Obu1 HazHaueHn 20 mapta 1917 r. ToBapuiem
o0ep-mpokypopa Cunoma. OH Buaen 3anady NPaBUTENbCTBA B OKa3aHUM MOMOIIU
LIEPKBU B €€ IEepexoAe «OT IIOJHEBOJBbHO-TOCYIAPCTBEHHOIO IIOJIOKEHUSA K
cBOOOHOMY BBIOOPHOMY CTpOIO». JlJisi 3TOTO MIaHUPOBAIOCH JTUKBUINPOBATH 00€p-
MIPOKYpaTypy, CO34aB BMECTO HE€ MUHUCTEPCTBO MCIIOBEAAHUM, KOTOPOE BPEMEHHO

12
KOH(I)CCCI/IOHaJIBHa}I IIOJIMTHKA BpeMCHHOFO HMpaBUTCIILCTBA Poccuu: C60pHI/IK

nokymeHnToB. — C. 178.
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NoJyuynsio Obl MpeXHHE O0ep-MPOKYPOPCKUE TMOTHOMOYHMS JIsi MPEOI0JICHUs
CONPOTHUBJICHUS E€NMCKONAaTa, HE MPUHSBILETO PEBOJIFOLMOHHBIC U3MEHEHHUS B CTPAHE
U BpaxJIeOHO OTHOCHUBIIErocs K MpUHOMIY coOopHOCTH. HOBBII MUHUCTP
WCIIOBEJAHUM JOJHKEH ObUT IMKBUAUPOBATH CO3/IAHHOE MPEKHEN BJIACTHIO LIEPKOBHOE
yIpaBlieHUE U OOBABUTH O BHIOOpAX HOBOM LIEPKOBHOW BiacTu. JIJis MOATOTOBKHU K
[TomectHOMy cobopy mpeniaraiock chopMupoBaTh «BpeMeHHBI CBSIIEHHBIN
Cunon» (B mapamiens BpeMeHHOMY TIpaBUTENbCTBY) IIyTeM TelerpadHOro
TOJI0COBAHMS MPABOCIABHOrO emuckonara™. Ilpemtoxennss A.B. Kapramesa He
HAILJIM TOAJIEPKKU BO BpeMEHHOM IIPaBUTENIBCTBE, HE HACTPOEHHOM Ha PE3KUU CIIOM
OTHOILIEHUH, CIIOKUBIINXCS MEXAY F'OCYIapCTBOM U LIEPKOBBIO.

A.B. KaprameB mnonaran, uro ®eBpanbckas peBoMOLMS  OCBOOOAWIIA
IIpaBoCnaBHYI0 LEPKOBb OT BCAKUX <«JIOTOBOPHBIX CBSI3€» C BIAacThlO W,
CJIEA0BATEIbHO, LEPKOBb IMOJY4YWJIA IOJHOE IMPAaBO 3aABUTh O «XUPYPrUYECKOM
OTpBIBE» OT rocyaapcrBa. Ho oHa 3Toro He caenana «B CWIYy WHEPLUH CBS3HU C
rocyapCTBOM, UMYILIECTBEHHOW M ()MHAHCOBOM 3aBUCHUMOCTH OT HEro», a TaKKe
HESICHOCTU JIaJIbHEHMILIEro pa3BUTHs PEBOJIOLMOHHBIX COOBITHI M XapakTepHOU uis
Bcex IIpaBociaBHBIX LIEPKBEH JIOAIBHOCTU 110 OTHOILIEHUIO «KO BCEM IOJIMTUYECKUM
peskiIMam» .

[Tocne deBpanbckor peBoonny o Poccuu npomen nenbi psax enapxXxualbHbIX
ChE3/10B, YYACTHUKH KOTOPBIX YETKO BBICKA3AJIUCH 10 BOIPOCY B3aMMOOTHOIIECHUN
LEPKBU U rocyaapcTBa. CBAIIEHHUKN BBICTYNAIM 3a MOJIHYIO CBOOOAY LIEPKBU B €€
BHYTPEHHUX JI€JlaX, 32 HE3aBUCUMOCTb OT CBETCKUX BJAacTE€W, HO MpPU 3TOM ObUIU
KaTeropuyecKu MpOTUB OTIEIEHUS LIEPKBU OT rocyaapcrBa. OOOCHOBaHUEM JAAHHOU
MO3UIMHU CIIY)KWUJIM KaK MCTOPUYECKHUE 3ACIYyrH LIEPKBH B JEJE TOCYIAapCTBEHHOTO
CTPOMTENBCTBA, TAK U MpeobiiajjaHie B CTPaHe MPABOCIABHOTO PYCCKOIO HaceJleHUs
(nopsinka 70 %). Ilpu sTom IlpaBocnaBHasi EpKOBh, «HE TMOCSTas HA TpaBa APYTUX
LEPKBEN M MCIOBENAHUM, AOHKHA OBITh MEPBOM MEXKIY PaBHBIMU, MO3TOMY rjaBa
rOCYZapCTBa, KTO OBl OH HH OBLI, JOJDKEH OBITH MPAaBOCTABHEIM» . CYIICCTBEHHOE
3HAQYEHUE B TMO3ULUMHA LEPKBH HMMEN MaTEpPUAJbHBIA BOINPOC. BBICKa3bIBAINCH
ONAaCEHHUsl, 4YTO HEMEIJICHHOE OTIEJIEHHE LEPKBU OT TIOCYyAapCTBa IOJOPBET €€
(¢uHaHCOBOE TOJIOXKEHHE, a B JajbHEHIIEM «MaTepuajbHas MOMOIIb LIEPKBU CO
CTOPOHBI TOCYAAPCTBA AOJKHA OBITh MOHMMAaeMa Kak JOJII rocyJapcTBa B BHUIY €€

13 Kapmawes A.B. BpeMeHHO€E MPaBUTEIBCTBO U pyccKas iepkoBb. — C. 377.

1 Kapmawes A.B. Peomonus u cobop 1917-1918 rr. (Habpocku mis ucropum Pycckoit
IlepkBu Hammx gHeW) // Jleno BeMMKOro CTPOUTENHCTBA IIEPKOBHOTO: BocmoMuHaHUs YI€HOB
Cesimennoro Co6opa IlpaBocnaBnoit Poccuiickori tepkBu 1917-1918 romoB / coctaBUTENb
H.A. KpuomeeBa. — Mocksa: [IpaBocnaBHblii CBATO-TUXOHOBCKUI TYMaHUTAPHBIA YHUBEPCHUTET,
2009. - C. 487.

1o Pycckas mpaBocnaBHas 1iepkoBb u DeBpanbekas peBononust 1917 roma / myOnukanus u
BBOHAs ctaTthst M.A. babkuna // Bonpocsr nctopuu. — 2004. — Ne 5. — C. 9.
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JIyXOBHO-TIPOCBETHTENBCKON  PaboThi»°.  EmapxuambHble  CHE3bl  MOKA3alIH
HEIMPUATHE JYyXOBEHCTBOM IIPUHIIMNA OTAEJICHUS LEPKBH OT TOCYJAapCTBA «HA
HAYaNIaX TOTOBBIX 3aaIHBIX 0OPA3IIOB» .

B 9T0il CBsA3M MOHATHO, YTO KOH(ECCHOHANbHAs TOJUTHKAa BpemeHHOro
IIPABUTENIBCTBA BbI3BAJIa TPEBOTY CpeIr AyXOBEeHCTBA. HeyauButenbHO, 4TO mocie
HazHaueHus A.B. KapraieBa 1epkoBHbIE U€papXy BOCIPUHSIIA €r0 KaK CTOPOHHUKA
OTJIEIICHHS LIEPKBH OT TOCYIAPCTBA, KAK «KPAilHE JIEBOTOY', 4TO OOBACHSIIOCH €ro
CTaThSIMU B TIPECCE, B KOTOPBIX COACPKAJICA NPHU3bIB K JUKBUIALUUHA MPEKHUX
I1ePKOBHO-TOCYAAPCTBEHHBIX OTHOMICHHHT . HO JIOBOJBHO OBICTPO IEPKOBHbIC
BJIACTH YOEIUJIUCh B €r0 CIIOCOOHOCTH MATH HAa KOMIIPOMHUCC U yYUTHIBATh MHEHHE
nepkBu. Mutpononut Enoruit (I'eoprueBckuii) mucan: «C A.B. Kapramebsim
MOYHO GBLIO JOTOBOPHTBCS» .

12 uronst 1917 r. otkpeul cBoto paboty IlpencoOopHbId COBET, CO3BAHHBIN IS
noarotoBku [lomectHoro cobopa. Ha HeM onpenenunch pa3inyHble TOUKU 3PEHUS
Ha Oynyuyro GopMy ILEpKOBHOrO ympapieHus. OIHAa MCXOAMJIA U3 HJIEU TOJHOIO
OTJEJICHUS LIEPKBU OT rOCYJapCTBa M NPUHATHS CHUHOAAIBHO-COOOPHOU CTPYKTYpHI
LEpPKOBHOIO ympasieHus. [pyras Touka 3peHus, Onuskas KaprameBy, npusHaBas
IIPUHLNIN OTAEJICHWS LEPKBU OT TOCYAAapCTBa, BBICTYINAJA 34 IPEIOCTABIICHHUE
MIPaBOCJIABUIO KaK HAlMOHAIBHOU LIEPKBH, ChITPaBLIEH OTPOMHYIO POJIb B UCTOPUHU U
KynbType Poccun, ocoboro cratyca — «1epBoii cpeid paBHbBIX).

13 wmtons 1917 r. IlpeacoGopubiii coBer mpuHsia «llonoxeHus o MpaBOBOM
nosioxxenun IlpaBociaBHol nepkBu B Poccnm» Uit BHECEHUS B YUPEAUTEIBHOE
coOpanue mnocne obOcyxknaeHuss Ha I[lomectHoM cobope. JIOKyMEHT HCXOAWI U3
HEOOXOJIMMOCTH coxpaHeHusi 3a I[IpaBociaBHOW IIEPKOBBIO KakK BeIUYaimieit
HApOJIHOM CBATHIHEH M penurheil OONBIIMHCTBA HACEJICHUS MPUBHICTUPOBAHHOTO
myOJIMYHO-TIPAaBOBOTO MOJIOXKEHUSI Cpeau NMpodux BepoucnoBenaHuil. OObsABIsAIACH
aBTOHOMMS 1IEPKBU B €€ BHYTPEHHHX J€JIaX, OCHOBHBIE MPABOCIABHbIE NMPA3THUKU
MOJy4YajJu CTaTyC TOCYAapCTBEHHBIX, IJaBa Pycckoro rocymapctsa W MHMHHUCTP
WCIIOBEJAHUN JIOJDKHBI OBUIM HCIIOBEIOBAaTh IMPABOCIABHE, a T[OCYJapCTBO —

16 Pycckas npaBocnasHas nepkoBb U deppanbckas pesomonus 1917 roga. — C. 15.

7 Tam xe. — C. 16.

8 Jho6umos H., npoTtornpecBuTep. JHEBHUK O 3acefaHusX BHOBb chopmupoBaHHOro CuHOMa
(12 anpens — 12 wions 1917 1.) // Poccuiickas IlepkoBb B Toasl peBosrorum (1917-1918 rr.):
coopuuk / myonukanus M.M. OnpunnoBa. — MockBa: Kpyrunkoe [latpuapiiee noasopse, 1995. —
C. 26.

19 Kapmawes A.B. Cunon m Bpemennoe mpaButenbctBo // Pycckoe cmoBo. — 1917. —
20 anpest. — Ne 87. — C. 2-3.

2 Eenoeui (T'eopruesckwuit), murpornonut. I[lyte Moeii xu3Hu: Bocnomunanus Mutpononura
EBnorus (I'eoprueBckoro), H3JIOXKEHHBIE MO ero pacckazam T. ManyxuHoid. — Mocksa:
MockoBckuit pabounii, BceiepkoBHoe npaBociaBHOE MOJIOJEXKHOE IBHKeHue, 1994. — C. 269.
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OKa3bIBaTh LEPKBH MATEPHATBHYIO MOMOMb . Kak OTMedaeTcss B COBPEMEHHOI
uctopuorpadun, IlpaBocnaBHas IEpPKOBb CTPEMWIACh MaKCHUMAJIbHO OCJIa0UTh
aAMUHUCTPATUBHYIO  3aBUCUMOCTh  LIEPKBH  OT  TOCYJapCTBa,  «COXPaHUB
OJHOBPEMEHHO BCE IPEHMYIIECTBA €€ MPEKHETO MOABEIOMCTBEHHOTO COCTOSHHS) .,

A.B. KaprameB chirpain OOJIBIIYI0O POJib B pa3paOOTKEe JaHHOTO JOKYMEHTa,
MMCHHO €My MPUHAIICKAT OKOHYATCIbHAS PENAKLMS PSad KIIOYEBBIX IYHKTOB .
KapramieB Buzmen B HEM HE CUCTEMY OTIEICHHUS LEPKBH OT rOCyJapcTBa, a JHIIb
TaKoe «OTAAJIEHUE» WX APYT OT Jpyra, KoTopoe «aaBano Obl u LlepkBu cBoboIy, U
rocyaapcTBy  IO3BOJISUIO OBITb  CBETCKHM, a HE  OJIHOCTOpOHHEE
KOH(pEeCCHOHATbHBIM» ', OH ToJarai, d9ro 5TOT TPOEKT MOI  «HECKOJIBKO
“KIEpPUKATU3UPOBATECA » B XOAE€ OOCYXIeHUs JyXOoBeHCTBOM Ha I[lomectHOM
cobope, a 3areM  «‘‘CEKYyJSIpU3UPOBATHCA® B YUpeauTelbHOM coOpaHuu». B
pe3ynbTaTe JOKHA Oblia cHOpPMUPOBATHCS CHCTEMa «B3aWMHON HE3aBUCHMOCTHU
coOopHoii LlepkBM M TpPaBOBOro rocynapcTBa MPU MX MOPAIbHOM KYJbTYPHOM
COTPY/IHHYECTBE) .

B osmurpamun  A.B. KaprameB ormewan, uro mnonutuka BpemenHoro
IIPaBUTENLCTBA B IEPKOBHOM cepe BecHol—eToM 1917 r. Bo MHOTOM orpenensiiach
IBMYKCHHUEM KIIMPa U MUPSIH Ha MECTax:

YroObl M30erHyTh OECMOPSIOYHOIO BOCCTAHUS HU3IIMX CJIOEB B LEPKBU MPOTUB
BBICILIUX, HYXKHO OBLIO “KaHAJIM3UPOBATH PEBOJIOLUIO B IIEPKBH, JaTh IIPABUJIbHBIC

2
3aKOHHBIC q)OpMBI JJIA BBIPAKCHUA O6H.[€CTB€HHOFO MHCHU 6.

OnHako coBmageHue noaxonaoB KapramieBa ¢ MHEHHEM IIMPOKHUX KPYTOB
JIyXOBEHCTBA HEJb3sl OOBSICHUTH TOJIBKO €ro TakTudeckou nunueil. Eme B depane
1916 r. Ha cobpanuu penurno3Ho-gpuiaocodckoro obmectBa KaprameB orseprai
CXEMbl OTAEJCHUA ILEPKBH OT rocyaapcrtsa, 3amuinaembie [1.H. MumrokoBeiM u
M.H. Tyran-bapanosckum. OH noJsara, 4Tro

noJjiHoe, *uBoe [IpaBociaBue B TOM ke Mepe HEUCTPEOMMO TEOKPATUYHO, B KAKOU
27
OHO UCTHHHO LepKoBHO. 160 TeokpaTus u LlepkoBb — NOHATHS HEpa3yyHble” .

2! Kapmawes A.B. Pepomrorus 1 cobop 1917-1918 rr. — C. 497.

22 Cokonos A.B. I'ocynapctBo u IlpaBocnaBHas uepkoBs B Poccuu, despans 1917 — sHBaph
1918 rr. — C. 431.

5 Hokymentsl Csmiennoro Co6opa IIpaBocnaBnoii Poccuiickoit Llepkeu 1917-1918 ronos. /
noxa penakmueit A.M. MpamopnoBa u ap. — MockBa: HoBocmacckuii moHacTeip, 2012. — T. 1
(K. 2). — C. 794-798.

24 Kapmawes A.B. BpeMeHHOE IPaBUTENBCTBO U pycckas 1epkoBb. — C. 382.

% Kapmawes A.B. BpeMeHHOE PaBUTENBCTBO U pycckas 1epkoBb. — C. 383.

2% Kapmawes A.B. Peomorms 1 cobop 1917-1918 rr. — C. 494.
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KaprameB mnpusbiBan <«JIOpPOKUTh TEOKPATUYECKMM HA4yajJOM, HE CMYLIAsiCh
HECOBEPIICHCTBOM, AK€ YPOTMBOCTHIO €r0 BOILIOMICHHH» ",

B 10 xe Bpems A.B. Kaprames nonaras, 4To rocy1apcTBO U LIEPKOBb HE JOJDKHBI
CIMBAaTBhC HA WHCTUTYLHOHAJIBHOM YpPOBHE, a IIOTOMY IOJAEpKal KpaiHe
HEIMOMYJISIPHOE B LEPKOBHBIX Kpyrax peuieHne BpeMeHHOro npaBUTENIbCTBA O
nepenade LEPKOBHO-IPUXOACKMX IIKOJ B BEJICHHE MHMHHCTEPCTBA HAPOIHOIO
IpocBelleHus. BeictynaBmmuii nmpotuB nanHoro peuieHus B.H. JIbBOB oTkazaics ero
NOJJIEPKATh U JIEMOHCTPATUBHO HE IIOIIE HA 3acelaHHe IpaBUTEIbCTBA 20 HIOHS
1917 ., Ha KOTOPOM JTOJKHBI OBLIM MPUHATH TaHHOE MOCTaHOBJIeHHE. BmecTo cebs
o otnpaswi A.B. KaprameBa (310 ObUIO €AMHCTBEHHOE 3acenaHne BpeMeHHOro
OpaBUTEIbCTBA, Ha KoTOopoM KaprameB 3ameman JIbBoBa), KOTOpBIH Kak
opuumaneHelii npeacraBuTens CHUHOAA MOAJEPKal IMOCTAHOBJIEHHE O IIEPKOBHO-
NPUXOJCKUX MIKOMax~ . Ha 5TOT wrar oH mourer He 1o npockde JIbBOBA, a HCXOIS U3
CBOMX YOEXJEHUI B MPaBWIBHOCTU JaHHOro pemenus. 11 okta0ps 1917 r. o
roBopui aeneratam [lomectHOoro cobopa, 4To LHEPKOBHO-TIPUXOJACKUE MIKOJIbI ObLIH
CO3JaHbl CaMOJEPKABUEM, IIPEXKIIE BCETO, IS UICOJIOTHYECKOTO YKPEIUIEHNs CBOEH
Bractu. IloaToMy mnpocuth BpemMeHHOE NPABUTENBCTBO COXPAHUTH IPEKHEE
OTHOIIEHHE K OTHM IIKONAM «SBJSIETCS I€TOM OE3HaIeKHBIMY» . B smurpaimn
Kapraimes noguepkuBai, 4To JaHHBIA BONPOC ObLT «0€3BO3BPATHO» PELIEH PYCCKUM
OOIIECTBEHHBIM MHEHHEM KaK MOJUTHUYECKUM, a HE PEIMTHO3HbIN:

IIIxose! 5TH CO31aHbI OBLIIM HE B YHCTO HCPKOBHLBIX, 4 B TOJJUTUYCCKUX LCIAX, 1 HC
OCPKOBBIO, a TOCYAApCTBOM MW HC Ha MNOEPKOBHBLIC, a@ Ha TOCYAApCTBCHHBLIC
ACCUT'HOBAaHUsA... CBETCKOC BHeKOH(I)CCCI/IOHaJ'H)HOG MMPaBUTCIBCTBO HC MOTJIO
BIIPpCAb aCCUTHOBATb OYCHDb KPYIIHBIC CYMMBI Ha 9TH IIKOJIbI, IIPECAO0CTAaBIIAA HepKBI/I

.31
CB0O0O/1y CO3/1aBaTh 3aHOBO CBOM YKCTO LIEPKOBHBIC, 0€3 MOTUTHIECKHUX uenen3 )

B ycnoBusix moiauTH3anudyd poCCHMCKOTO OOIIECTBA B PEBOIOIMOHHOM 1917 T.
0001 OOIIECTBEHHO-TIOJIUTUYECKUN JIeATeNb CEPbE3HOTO YPOBHS JOJIKEH ObLI
3apy4YuThCSl TOAJACPKKOM TOM wiaum uHOM maptur. HauOonee Onm3koit aiis
A.B. Kapramea Obl1a KajgeTckasi mapTusi, B psiiax KOTOPOM MMEIHUCh CTOPOHHUKH

2 Kapmawes A.B. Pedopma, pedopmanusa u ucnonnenue uepksu. — Ilerporpan: KopaOib,
1916. - C. 15.

28 Kapmawes A.B. Pedhopma, pepopmarus u ucnionaerue nepksu. — C. 16.

2 XKypnans! 3acenanuit BpeMeHHOro npaBuTenscTBa, MapT—oKTAOps 1917 roma: B 4 1. T. 2/
orBeTcTBeHHBIN penaktop b.d. [lononoB. — Mocksa: POCCIIOH, 2002. — C. 299. (Apxus
HoBeiimei nucropun Poccun. Cepust: [Tyonukarmu. T. VIII)

%0 JoxymenTsl CsmenHoro Cobopa IlpaBocnaBnoit Poccuiickoit Lepku 1917-1918 ronos.
T. 5 / otBeTcTBeHHBIE peakTOphl cBsieHHUK Anekcuit Komuepun, A.J1. MpamopHOB. — Mockaa:
HoBocnacckuit MoHacTbIpb, 2015. — C. 461.

3 Kapmawees A.B. BpeMeHHO€E MPaBUTEIBCTBO U pyccKas iepkoBb. — C. 380.
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€ro B3MVISII0OB Ha ILIEPKOBHO-TOCYJAapcTBeHHBbIE OTHowmeHus — .M. Hosropoaues,
C.A. KotnsipeBckuil u np. IMEHHO OHM, 1O BCEW BUAMMOCTH, U TMOBIIMSIIA HA €rO
BbI0Op. B ntone 1917 r. KapraieB BcTynuil B KaIETCKYIO MapTUIO U CTaJl YICHOM €€
LK, Boiins B rpymnmy B.A. MaknakoBa, A.C. Usroesa, I1.11. HoBropoauesa, kotopsie
BOBIVIABISUIN MPABOE KPBIIO MAPTHH .. B TO e BPEeMs ero HUKAK HEJb3sl OTHECTH K
YO /ICHHBIM KOHCTUTYLHOHHBIM JeMOKpaTtam . Xapaxrtepuo, uro C.H. Bymrakos
Ha3Ban A.B. Kapramesa, kak [I.1. Hoeropoauesa u I1.b. CtpyBe, «ciaydailHbIMU»
KaJIeTaMHU, KOTOPbIC «IIEPEPACTAIOT CBOH KaJeTH3M) .

Jlo  ®eBpanbckoil  peBoOdOLMU  NpobOjieMa  LEPKOBHO-TOCYAAPCTBEHHBIX
OTHOLIEHUH B MpOrpaMMe KaJEeTCKON mapThH Oblia Npe/CTaBlieHa JUIIb B CAMOM
oOImeM BHUJE: TMOCIE €CTECTBEHHOrO JIEKJIapUPOBaHUs CBOOOJABI COBECTH U
BEPOUCIIOBEIaHHUSI TOBOPWIOCH: «lIpaBocinaBHas LIEPKOBb M APYrM€ HCHOBEIAHUS
JIOJDKHBI OBITh OCBOOOXKIEHBI OT TOCYAapCTBEHHOMU omexm»>°. Tlocre PEBOJIIOLIAN
ATOT OOIIMI MPUHLMII JTOJDKEH OBbUT MOJYYUTh KOHKPETHOE BOIUIOUIeHHE. B wurone
1917 r. A.B. Kaprames, C.A. Kotmapesckuii u I[1.1. HoBropoanes mnoaroToBuin
IIPEUIOKEHHs 110 M3MEHEHUIO KaJETCKOW IIPOrpaMMbl IO LIEPKOBHOMY BOIIPOCY,
onupaBmuecss Ha no3unuio [IpencodbopHoro cosera. 26 wurons Hosropoaues
BBICTYNHII ¢ 3TUMHU uaesiMu Ha [X cwezne [lapTum HaponHoi cBoOOABI, MOJYEPKHYB,
YTO OHW OINHPAIOTCS HA MHEHUE LEPKOBHBIX KPYrOB M HEKOTOPBIX YJICHOB NApTHUH.
OH roBOpWJI, YTO TOCYAApCTBO JOJDKHO CJIEIO0BaTh MPHUHIMILY «CBOOOJHOIO
camoycTpoeHust llepkBu Ha Hayame COOOPHOCTM UM HE3aBUCHMOCTH  OT
rOCyJapCTBEHHOM oOneku». HOBropoaues mNpemIoKuil BKIIOYUTHE B IIPOrpamMmy
MapTUX CIEAYIONIME TOJIOKEHHUS: OTHOLIEHHUE rocynapersa K [IpaBocinaBHON LepKBU
U K JpPyIMM BEpPOMUCIIOBENAHUAM «IOJDKHO ONPENEIATHCS IOCIEN0BATEIBHO
IPOBEJCHHBIM HAYaJIOM CBOOOJbI BEPOMCIIOBENAHUS M KyJIbTa»; MPaBOCIAaBUE Kak
UCIOBelaHue OOJBIIMHCTBA HAceNeHUs JOKHO 3aHATh B Poccuu mepBeHCTBYyOIIEe

2 0 nonuTHyeckoil nestensHOCTH A.B. Kapramesa B psgax kazxerckod naprtuu B 1917 r,
BKJIIOYAsl BEPCHIO O €ro ydacTuu B 3arosope renepana JI.I'. Kopauiosa, cMm.: Eeopos A.H. Kanetsl n
BoicTymuieHue reHepana JI.I'. Kopauiosa: quckyccuoHHsie mpo0aemsl ucropuorpaduu // Bompockt
ucropun. — 2005. — Ne 8. — C. 157-166; Eeopos A.H. Anton Bimagumuposud Kaprames: «Msbl ObuH
clumKoM [‘amimeraMm M He MOIVIM YrHaTbcs 3a KaTacTPOPHUUECKUM XOAOM COOBITHH...» //
Poccuiickuii nubepanus3m: uaew M JIIOOU: COOpPHUK cTaTei / 2 W3M., MCHp. U JOI., MOJ oOIeil
penakmueit A.A. Kapa-Myp3bel. — MockBa: HoBoe uznatensctso, 2007. — C. 831-842.

% 06 srom TOBOPUT €ro MOJUTUYECKas 3BOJIOIMS B ronabl ['paxaaHckoir BOWHBL CM.:
Eeopose A.H. «JleMOKpaT 1O HeJOpa3yMEHMIO»: MOJUTHUYECKas nesTesnbHOCTh A.B. Kapramesa B
roasl ['paxnanckoil BoitHbl // Historia provinciae — >xypHan peruoHanbHoi uctopun. — 2020. —
T.4.—Ne 3. —C. 929-973.

3 byneakose C.H. XpucTuaHCKWi comuaym3M: COOpPHHK / pPEIaKTOp-COCTaBUTEINb
B.H. Akynunun. — HoBocubupck: Hayka: Cubupckoe otaenenue, 1991. — C. 300.

» [Tporpammsel noautndeckux naptuit Poccun. Konerp XIX — nauano XX BB. / OTBETCTBEHHBIH
cocraButenb B.B. Kpusenwknii, H.H. TapacoBa. — Mocksa: POCCIISH, 1995. — C. 327.
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nosioxkenue; [IpaBocnaBHasi HEPKOBH MPU3HAETCA UHCTUTYTOM ITYOJIMYHO-TIPABOBOTO
XapakTepa, KOTOPOMY «TOCYJapCTBO OKA3bIBAET IMOKPOBUTENBCTBO U MATEPUAIIBHYIO
noAnepKKy»; IIpaBocnaBHass LEpPKOBb TOJNB3YETCA IPABOM  «CaMOYCTPOEHHUS
COIIaCHO y4deHuro camoil ILlepkBM W 10 mOCTaHOBIECHHUIO Bcepoccuiickoro
[TomectHOoro Cobopay; Bce y3aKOHEHHs, CTABAILNE BBICHIEE LIEPKOBHOE YIIPABJICHUE
B IOJIO’KEHHUE MOJIYMHEHHOTO OpraHa roCyJapCTBEHHOTO YNPABJICHUS U MPUIAOIINE
€My XapakTep BEIOMCTBAa, OTMEHSIOTCS; HAA30p TOCYAApCTBEHHOW BIIACTH
OTpaHUYMBACTCS JIUIIb HAOJIOCHUEM 32 3aKOHHOCTBIO aKTOB IEPKBH; JJIsI ITOTO, a
TaKKe I OCYLIECTBIICHHS T'OCYJAapCTBEHHOM IOAACPKKM M IOKPOBUTEIBCTBA
PEIUTHO3HBIM OPTraHM3aLMAM YUPEKIACTCS JOJDKHOCTh MUHHMCTPA MCIOBEIAHUM; C
JyXOBEHCTBA CHUMAIOTCSI «OOSI3aHHOCTH IO BEJEHUIO BCAKUX AKTOB I'PAXKIAHCKOIO
cocTosHMs» . EMHCTBEHHOE pasindhe MEXLy mokmagom HoOBropoxuesa u
MHeHueM [IpencoOopHOro coBeTa 3aKiI04anoch B OTCYTCTBUM B AOKIIAJI€ TPEOOBAHUS
K rnaBe Poccuiickoro rocymapctBa W MHMHHUCTPY HCIIOBENAHUM HCIIOBEIOBATH
IIPABOCIIABHE.

Joxnan I1.M. HoBropoauesa BbI3BaJI JUCKYCCUU Ha Che3e. OTAENbHbIE KaJEThI
YBUJEIX B HEM OTCTYIUICHHME OT IIPUHLMIA OTACJIICHUSA LEPKBU OT I'OCYIapCTBa,
OOBSIBICHHOTO MApTHEH B MOMEHT CBOErO 00pa3oBaHms . OIHAKO OOIBIIMHCTBO
MOAACPKAIO JOKJIAZ, OCHOBHBIE IIOJIOKEHHSI KOTOPOrO BOLUIM B HW3MEHEHHYIO
napTuiiHyro mnporpamMmy. B uctopuorpadgum 310 00BACHSETCS TaKTUYECKHUMHU
3a/1a4aMu KaJIeTCKOM IMApTUM — IONBITKON 3aKJIIOYUTh BHEIIHUHN CO03 C LIEPKOBBIO,
YUUTBIBAS MOMNTHYECKYIO CHTyalmio . A.B. Kapraies OLEHHI HOBYIO LEPKOBHYIO
nporpammy IIHC kak «coBmnajgeHue auOEpasbHON TOJUTUYECKOHM MBICIH C
3aKOHOMPOEKTOM I[EPKOBHBIX KPYTOB» .

bykBanbHO HakanyHe noknana IILLM. HosropoameBa Ha KageTCKOM CbheE3Jle
A.B. Kapraies 3ansi1 10omKHOCTh 00ep-ipokypopa Cesreiiniero Cunona. B cBsizu ¢
stuM pemenns X cwezma [IHC nmpunummch kak HENb3sl KCTaTH. OHU IO3BOJIWIIN
KaprameBy B CcBOoeil LIEpKOBHOW IOJMTHKE ONHUPAThCS HAa  O(QULIHAIBHO
npoBo3riameHsbie ycranoku [THC.

25 wurona 1917 r. npu popmMupoBaHHM BTOPOTO KOAIMIIMOHHOTO BpeMeHHOTro
npaBuUTeNbCTBa MUHUCTP-TIpeAcenaTensb A.D. Kepenckuii Haznauun A.B. Kapramesa
BMmecto B.H. JIbBoBa HOBBIM 00ep-npokypopom Casreitmiero Cunoaa. Ilpuyunsl
ATOM 3aMEHBI 3aKTIOYAINCH KaK B HEMPUATUHU JIbBOBa HOBBIM COCTaBOM BpeMeHHOTO
MPAaBUTEIIbCTBA, TAK U B JIMUHBIX CBA3siX Kepenckoro m Kapramesa. IlepBsiii cocTa

% Cpesnpl u KOH(EepeHIIMH KOHCTUTYIIMOHHO-AeMoKkpaTudeckoil maptuu: B 3 1. T. 3. Ku. 1.
1915-1917. — Mocksa: POCCII3H, 2000. — C. 705.

¥" Tam xe. — C. 706.

%8 Coxonos A.B. I'ocynapctBo u IlpaBocnaBnas uepkoBb B Poccuu, eBpans 1917 — sHBapb
1918 rr. — C. 439.

% Kapmawees A.B. BpeMeHHO€E MPaBUTEIBCTBO U pyccKas iepkoBb. — C. 381.
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Bpemennoro mnpaBurenscTBa BOcOpuHMMan JIbBOBa Kak CBOEro COpaTHUKA —
nenytata |l u IV T'ocynapctBeHHbIX nyM, wieHa Oropo [IporpeccuBHoro 61o0ka. Bo
BTOPOM COCTaBE€ BpEeMEHHOTO IPaBUTEIBCTBA OH BBITVINEI YKE UYyKEPOIHBIM
AJIEMEHTOM — KaK TOMEIIWK, OBIBIIMKA OKTAOPUCT M HAIMOHAIWCT OH Kazaycs
CIVIIKOM TPABbIM COLMAIMCTHUYECKOW YACTHU TPABUTEIILCTBA, & €r0 BIIACTHBIN
XapakTep ¢ JAMKTATOPCKUMHU 3aMallkaMH $SIBHO HE CIOCOOCTBOBaJ BBIPAOOTKE
KOMIIPOMHCCHBIX PEIIECHUMN.

Unen IIK kanerckoid mapTuW, BXOISIIEH B IPABUTEIBCTBEHHYIO KOAIMIIHIO,
CKJIOHHBIA K KOMIIpOMHCCHBIM pemeHussM A.B. Kaprames, oueBUAHO, OoJblie
MOAXOAWJI K pabdoTe B NPABUTENIBCTBE, CHAEIABIIEM IMOJIUTHYECKHH KOMIIPOMHUCC
omHUM u3 cBoux npuHIUNOB. A.D. KepeHckuldi mnucan B OSMUTPALMH, YTO
npencrosiumii [lomectHeiil cobop TpedoBan ot O6ep-npoKypopa «ocodoro Takra u
JENUKATHOCTH, a TaK)Ke TIIyOOKOro 3HaHUsl MCTOpUHU LepkBH. Ham ka3anoch, 4To Ha
Takol 1MocT Oojee NOAXOAUT BUIAHBIA uneH [lerepOyprckoil  akagemMuu
A.B. KapraiieB, KOTOpbI M MOJYYWIT 3TO HazHaueHHe» . 110 Bceil BHAMMOCTH,
OTpeNeeHHYI0 poJib chirpana u Apyx6a Kapramea ¢ KepeHnckum B
JOPEBOJIFOLIMOHHBIE TOJIBI.

Bo3moxno, ogHa u3 npuuuH HasHadeHuss A.B. Kapramea kpoercs B ero
MAaCOHCTBE. Bpemsi ero BCTyIUIEHHsS B OpPraHU3alMIO0 BOJIbHBIX KAMEHIIMKOB TOYHO
YCTAHOBUTH IOKA HE MPEACTABISAETCS BO3MOXKHBIM, HO M3BECTHO, 4TO K 1916 T. OH
ObLT OJTHMM U3 PYKOBOJUTENECH CTOJIMYHBIX MacoHOB. Hampumep, korjga netom
1916 r. cocTosuics MOCIeAHUM MacOHCKUI KOHBEHT B Poccun, AHTOH BrnagumupoBuy
6bLT OXHEM 13 |1 [eeraToB OT CTOMIEI . Haxanyne deBpaibCKOW PEBOIOLUHA OH
BXOJIWJI B TPU CTOJIMYHBIE JIOKHU — B «JIuTeparypHyto», B 10Ky MeEpeKKOBCKOTO U B
noxy BepxoBHoro Cosera Benukoro Boctoka HapogoB Poccun™. B 1o *e BpeM,
HET HMKAKUX OCHOBAHUU MpPEYyBEIMYMBATH POJIb MAaCOHCKUX cBaA3e Kapramesa —
0e3yCJI0BHO, €ro aesTenbHOCTh B 1917 1. omnpenensiachk MNOJUTUYECKUMU U
MHPOBO33PEHYECKMMH  B3IJISIIaAMU, a4 HE HEKMMHM MAaCOHCKMMHM YCTaHOBKaMHU.
HemanoBaxnyto pons B npuriamennu Kapraimiesa B mpaBUTEIBCTBO ChITpajia U €ro
MPEXKHsIST OOLIECTBEHHAS JIEATEILHOCTh, a TaKKe OJlarokenaTrelibHOe OTHOIIEHUE K
HEMY IPaBOCIABHOIO IyXOBEHCTBA.

B mpasurensctBe A.B. KaprameB BBICTYNWI ¢ WHULMATUBOM YIIPa3JIHEHUS
TOJKHOCTH 00€ep-TIPOKYpOopa Kak MepexuTKa BPEMEH Lie3ape-nanu3Ma U MpeiioKul
co3gaTh MMUHHCTEPCTBO HCIOBENAHUN I pa3pabOTKU 3aKOHOB, KaCAIOIIUXCS

“0 Kepenckuii A.@. Poccus Ha uctopuueckoM mnoBopote. Memyapsl. — MockBa: Pecny6inuka,
1993. - C. 238.

' Hukonaescxuii  B.H. Pycckne wmacoHsl © peBosomus /  peIaKTOP-COCTABHTEIb
1O. ®enpmrtunckuii. — [Mocksa]: TEPPA, 1990. — C. 67.

42 Ceproe A.U. Pycckoe maconctBo. 1731-2000 rr.: sHIMKIONEIUYECKHUM cloBapb. — MockBa:
POCCIISH, 2001. — C. 380-381.
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IIEPKBU M YypEryJupOBaHUS B3aUMOOTHOIICHUN BCEX PEIMTHO3HBIX KOH(pECCHd u
rocynapctsa. 29 urons 1917 r. FOpunnueckoe coBelaHWE HE PEIIMIIOCH YTBEPIUTH
npoekT KaprameBa o co3zmannn MwuHUCTEpCTBAa MCHOBEJAHWN BBUAY €r0 SIBHOTO
HECOOTBETCTBUSL KypCy Ha OTJAEJIEHHE LEPKBU OT TOCYyAapCTBa M IMEPEalo €ro Ha
nopaGoTky Gapory b.D. Hombae™, koTopbiii GyKBanbHO 4epes ABa MHS MPEICTABUI
Ha pacCMOTpEHHE coBellaHus fopadotanHbiii npoekT (A.B. KapramieB orenun ero
KaK «CKATHIA U AeTbHEIH» ). O6cyxkaeHne Ha IOpHINIecKOM COBEIIAHNN JAHHOTO
JOKYMEHTA TIOKa3bIBA€T CTOJKHOBEHUE PA3JIMYHBIX IO3MIUH, 3aKOHYUBIIEECS
KOMIIDOMUCCHBIM ~ BapuaHToM. C  OZHOW  CTOPOHBI,  JIEKJIIApUPOBAJIACH
HEJOIYCTUMOCTh ~ TIPHU3HAHUA  «OJHOTO  KAakoro-iubo  BEpPOMCIOBEIAHUSA
FOCMOACTBYIOIHMY °, ¢ APYroif — B MOCTAHOBJSIONICH YaCTH KOHCTATHPOBANACH
HEOOXOIUMOCTh JIJII MUHUCTPA UCHOBEAAHUN U €ro TOBAPHUIICH MPUHALIEKATh K
«IPAaBOCTABHOMY HCIIOBEIAHMIO» . ['0CYIapcTBO IOIKHO OBLIO OTKAa3aThCS OT
OTIEKM HaJl BCEMH LIEPKBIMHU U BEPOMCIIOBEIAHUSIMHU, JaB UM MPABO CAMOCTOSITEIBLHO
pemarb BONPOCHI CBOEr0 BHYTPEHHErO YCTPOWCTBA 0€3 CAaHKIHMH «CO CTOPOHBI
rOCYIapCTBEHHOI BIACTH»', HO B TO K€ BPEMsI MHHHCTP HCIIOBEJAHHI JOKEH ObLI
MOJIYYUTh TIpaBa U OOS3aHHOCTH «HBIHE NpPHUHAIEKAIINE O00ep-TIPOKYpOpy
Cearenmero IlpaBurensctByromero CHHOINA W MUHUCTPY BHYTPEHHHUX JEJ, IO
IPUHATSKHOCTH» .  KOMIIPOMICCHOCTh  ITOCTAHOBJICHHS OTYEPKUBANACE €TI0
BPEMEHHBIM XapakTepoM — 10 pemeHuir Bcepoccuiickoro IlomectHoro cobopa u
YupeaurenbHOro coopaHusi.

5 aBrycra 1917 r. Ha 3aceganun BpeMeHHOTr0 NpaBUTEILCTBA MO MPEACTABICHUIO
npeacenarens Opunnueckoro cosemanus H.M. JlazapeBckoro Obul  OpUHST
3aKOHOMPOCKT 00 yupexiaeHuu MuHUCTepCTBA HCHOBeAaHU. BpemeHHoe
MIPABUTEIBCTBO COTIACHIIOCH C TipeasioxkeHrneM A.B. Kapramesa o TOM, 4TO MUHUCTP
MU €ro 3aMEeCTHUTENIM JOJKHBbI HCIOBEAOBATh MpPaBOCIaBHE. JTUM IOJYEPKUBAIACH
ocobasi «rocyaapcTBooOpasymomias» posb IlpaBocinaBHoil 1epkBu B Poccum.
JlosokHOCTh  00ep-nipokypopa Casitedimiero CuHoAa ympa3AgHsiIach, a MHUHUCTPY
MCIIOBEJaHUN BPEMEHHO — JI0 IPUHSATHUS TOCYJaPCTBEHHOM BJIACThIO HOBOT'O 3aKOHA O

*® Bammcn xoma 3acenamnmii FOPHIMUECKOTO COBENIAHMS NPH BpeMEHHOM MpaBHTENBCTBE.
Mapt—okTs16pp 1917 roma: B 2 1. / orBercTBeHHbI penaktop b.®. JlomoHoB. — Mocksa:
POCCIIDH, 2019. — T. 2. — C. 125. (ApxuB HoBe#mel ucrtopun Poccun. Cepusi: Ilyonukanuu.
T. XI1I1.)

“ Kapmawes A.B. BpeMeHHOE MPaBUTENLCTBO M PyccKas 1epkoBb. — C. 384

*® Zammen xoma 3acenammii IOpunnueckoro cosenjanuss npu BpeMeHHOM NpaBUTEIBCTBE.
Mapt—oxTs6ps 1917 roga. — T. 2. — C. 126.

“® Tam xe. — C. 134.

" Tam xe. — C. 126.

* Tam xe. - C. 134.
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nojoxeHun IIpaBociaaBHON IIEPKBH B CTpaHe — IME€pPeJaBaiiCh €ro IpaBa H
oOs3aHHOCTH ™.

JluxkBumanusi 00ep-MpPOKypaTypbl HMMENa U CEPbEe3HOE MOPAJIbHOE 3HAYCHHE.
KapraiieB BnocneacTsuu nucai:

Henpunuyno Obuto, B BuAy mnpubOamxkaromerocs cpoka oTkpeitusg Cobopa,
COXpaHATh CTAapyl0 JODKHOCTh M CTapoe HMMs «00ep-IpoKypopa» — CHMBOJIA
200-neTHero «mieHeHns» LlepKBI rocy1apcTBOM .

B kagectBe oOep-mpokypopa, a 3aTeM MUHHCTpa ucnoBemanuii A.B. Kaprames
MHOTO caenal st oTkpeiTust [lomectHoro cobopa Pycckoii nepkBu. OH mosarai, 4to
Pycckas unepkoBr Ha IlomecTHOM coOope AOKHA MOATOTOBUTH COOCTBEHHBIE
«TpaBUiIa», KOTOPBIE MOTOM, BO3MOXXHO C HEKOTOPBIMHM J10pa0OTKamMH, YTBEPIUT
BpemenHoe npaBUTENbCTBO. Takol MOPSAAOK IOPUINYECKH O0OeCTieurBall IPOBEICHUE
MIOCJIEA0BATEIBHOTO JIEMOHTAXKA CHCTEMBl LEPKOBHOTO YIPABJIEHUSA, CO3AAHHOMN
JyxoBHbIM persiameHTOM Ilerpa I, u mepenady BiacTh B LIEPKBU HOBBIM OpraHam,
copmupoBanHbIM [lomecTHbIM coOopom. Ilomyyast oT mpaBUTENBCTBA pa3pelieHue
Ha BBEJEHUME B JeWcTBUE COOCTBEHHOTO  YCTaBa, IIEpPKOBb  oOpeTana
CaMOCTOSATENIbHOCTh U IpeKpalliaia ObITh TOCYAAPCTBEHHBIM BEIOMCTBOM.

15 aBrycra 1917 r. B mpazguuk Ycnenus IIpecBsatonn boropomnusr B Mockse
OTKpBLJICS TEpBbIN MosHONEHHBIN [lomecTHbIlt cobop 3a 217 ner. OT BpemenHnoro
IIPaBUTEIBCTBA HAa OTKpbITUU NpucyrcTBoBaM A.D. Kepenckuii u A.B. Kapraiues.
16 aBrycra 1917 r. AnTOH BiianumMupoBUY OT IMEHM MPABUTENBCTBA ITPUBETCTBOBAI
otkpbiBIIMiica Cobop: «BpemMeHHOe NpaBUTENBCTBO TMOPYYMUIIO MHE 3asiBUTH
OcBsilleHHOMY €O0OpYy, 4YTO OHO TOpPAO CO3HAHUEM BHUAETb OTKPBITHE CEro
LIEPKOBHOT'O TOP’KECTBA MOJI €r0 CEHbIO M 3amuToi». OH rosopui, 4to BpemenHoe
MIPABUTEIBCTBO BUAMUT B HACTOSIIIEM COOOpE HE OOBIUHBIN ChE3]l YACTHOTO OOIIECTBa,
a «IOJIHOMOYHBIM OpraH LEPKOBHOTO 3aKOHOJATENbCTBA», KOTOPBIM JOJIKEH
pazpabotatb W TmepeAarb BpeMEHHOMY MpPaBUTENLCTBY 3aKOHOMNPOEKTHl 00
OTHOIICHMAX IEePKBM M rocyaapcra’. Kak mumucTp Kaprames 3asBui, dTo
KOHTPOJIb MHUHHMCTEPCTBA HaJ LIEPKOBbIO Oy/leT MUHHUMAaJbHBIM, HO JI0 BBIPAOOTKU
HOBBIX OTHOILIEHUI LIEPKBU U rocyaapctsa Oyaer coxpaneH CuHop (0e3 AOIKHOCTH
0o0ep-mpoKypopa), B BEICHUM KOTOPOTO OCTAaHYTCS BCE JieJla BHYTPEHHETO
LIEPKOBHOTO YMNpaBieHUs. MHOTME COBPEMEHHUKH BOCHPHUHSJIM 3Ty pPEYb Kak

“ XKypnansl 3acenanuii BpemMeHHOro mnpaBuTenbCTBa: MapT—oKTsAOps 1917 roma: B 4 1. /
otBeTcTBeHHBIN penaktop b.®. Jlogonos. — Mocksa: POCCIIOH, 2004. — T. 3. — C. 253. (Apxus
HoBeiimei ucropun Poccun. Cepust: [Tyonukarmu. T. 1X.)

%0 Kapmawes A.B. Peomorust u cobop 1917-1918 rr. — C. 497.

>l KoueccuonanbHas —MOMMTHKA BpeMEHHOro NpaBHTENbCTBA  POCCHH:  COOPHHK
nokyMeHToB. — C. 221.
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rOCyIapCTBEHHYIO JEKJIapaluyi0 MO OTHOWEHHI0 K I[IpaBociiaBHOW pPOCCUUCKOU
LEPKBHU.

B 10 ke Bpems Hamumch W Kputuku noaxona A.B. KaprameBa k pemieHuro
npoOJeM B3aMMOOTHOLIEHUs LEpPKBU M rocyiapcrtBa. BeicrynuBmmuii Ha Cobope
npodeccop C.H. bynrakos ¢ BO3MyIIeHHEM FOBOPHII O MJIaHaX MPABUTEIbCTBA!

Cobop BbIpabaThIBa€T 3aKOHBI, KOTOPbIE OH BHOCHT Ha yBakXeHHE BpemeHHOro
npaBuTeabcTBa. ClleOBAaTENIbHO, MPABUTEIBCTBO MOXKET YBAKUTh, & MOXKET U

COBEPILIEHHO HE YBaXXHUTh COOOPHBIX ITOCTAHOBJICHHHU... DTO IOCIEIHEE CIOBO

o 52
HU3BPAICHHOU IIPAKTUKH .

BnopoueMm, peanbHas mpakThKa IOKa3aja «yBaxkeHue» KapramieBbiM pemieHui
[TomectHOTO COOOpA.

A.B. KaprameB craii B rjazax OOIIECTBEHHOTO MHEHHUS Kak Obl OJHHM U3
cumBoJI0B [lomecTHOrO cobopa. Ocun MaHaenpIITaM NOCBATUII €MY OJJHO U3 CBOMX
CTHXOTBOPEHHH TOH mopsl («Cpean CBSIEHHHKOB JIGBHTOM MOJOBIM...»").
Brneuatnenus xe camoro A.B. Kapramesa o CoOope ObUIM JajdeKko HE CaMbIMU
nyuminmu. B aBrycre 1917 r. nHa 3acenanun LK kageTckol mapTum OH TOBOPHIIL, YTO
pemienuss CoOopa «OjegHbl W BSUIBI, OTAAIOT OOJBIIMM MPOBUHIIMATUZMOM),
npeobiiajaHie MUPSH BbI3bIBAET 0011[€€ HEJAOBOJIBCTBO, EUCKONBI MOJIYAT, HUKTO HE

3HAET KaK pearupoBaTh Ha pa3pyxy B apmuu. B urore,

PYKOBOJIMMBINM ydeHbIMU OorocioBamu, CoOop, Mo-BUAUMOMY, HE MPUMET PE3KUX
pelIeHU W JIOKHBIX MAros... HoO BCEpPOCCHICKOrO CO3HAHMS JAXKE B ITO
UCKJIIounTeNbHOE BpeMs B Cobope He duyeTcs M KaxeTcs, 4TO ecilu Obl ero
BBICTYIIJICHUS! OBUIM TMpaBee MU OIMMOOYHEE, HO HMCKPEHHEE, BCE K€ ObLIo Obl
nyame™,

AKTHUBHOE ydacTue B pabore BpeMeHHOro npaBUTEIbCTBA HE A0 BO3MOXKHOCTH
KaprameBy npuHuMars noctosiHHoe yyactue B padbote IlomectHoro cobopa.

6 centsops 1917 r. A.B. KaprameB B cneuuaibHOM 3anucke BpemeHHOMY
MPABUTENIBLCTBY OOOCHOBAJI CBOE BHJIEHUE IIEPKOBHO-TOCYIaPCTBEHHBIX OTHOILLIEHUI.
[Ipenmnonaranocs NpeaoCTaBUTh BCEM BEPOUCIIOBEAAHUSIM aBTOHOMUIO BHYTPEHHETO

%2 Hwut. no: Kawesapos A.H. IlpaBocnaBuas Poccuiickas [{epkoBs n CoBeTCKOE TOCYIapCTBO
(1917-1922). - C. 82.

¥ Manoensumam 0.9. A.B. KaprameBy («Cpeau CBSIIEHHUKOB JIEBUTOM MOJIOJBIM...» /
0.2. Manpgensmtam. Coumnenusi: B 2 T. / cocraButens [I.M. Hepnepa. — Mockaa:
XynoxxecTBeHHas jmreparypa, 1990. - T. 1. - C. 117.

> Tporokonsr IlentpamsHoro KommTeTa M 3arpaHHYHBIX TPy  KOHCTHTYIHOHHO-
neMokparudeckoil maptuu: B 6 T. T. 3 / orBercTBeHHbIN penaktop B.B. IllenoxaeB. — Mockaa:
[Iporpecc—Axkanemust, 1998. — C. 396.
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YIOPABJICHUS, COXPAaHUB 3a TOCYJapCTBOM «HU3BECTHYIO [OJIIO YYacTHsl B Jeliax
LEepKOBHBIX» . CTENeHb JTOr0 «y4acTHs» IOHMMANach KapTamreBbIM JOBOJBHO
mupoko. Tak, B MUHUCTEPCTBE MpEANoiaragoch cHOpMUPOBATH HHCIEKTOPCKUMN
OTJeNI, KOTOPBIA MOJKEH ObUT CHEeNMaTU3UpOBAThCA Ha JeNaX «JIUI, 3aHUMAIOLIIX
opuIMaTBbHOE TIOJIOXKEHHE B PYCCKOM W TPY3UMHCKOM wepkBsix». I[lpu sToMm
«CIy’Kallye B MPAaBOCIaBHOW LIEPKBU JIMLA OyIyT HYKIATbCs B YTBEP)KIECHUU UX B
JOJDKHOCTM WJIM B COIVIACMM HAa MX HAa3HAYCHUE M YBOJBHEHHE CO CTOPOHBI
rOCY/IapCTBEHHOI BacTH» . [LIAHUPOBAIOCH CO3aTh (PMHAHCOBBI OTHEN, KOTOPBIii
JIOJDKEH Obl1 00CYXJaTh BOMNPOCHI TOCYJAPCTBEHHON NOIIEPKKH PYCCKOW H
I'PY3UHCKOM NPaBOCJIABHBIM LIEPKBSM M pEIIaTh LIEPKOBHBIE XO35AWCTBEHHbIE €A,
MOJ/IEKAIME KOMIICTEHIIMN TOCY/IapCTBEHHOM BiacTh® . KaprameB momarai, drto
LIEPKOBHAsl aBTOHOMHUSI HE OCBOOOKIAET rOCYAAPCTBEHHBIE BJIACTH OT KOHTPOJIA «3a
3aKOHOMEPHOCTBIO JIEWCTBUM LEPKOBHBIX BJIACTEM, a B HEKOTOPBIX CIIy4asx H
BMEIIATENLCTBA B NCHCTBHS OTHX BiacTei» . IIOHATHO, dTO, KOHTPOJIUPYS
LIEPKOBHBIE KaJpbl U MPEAOCTABIIAS ACCUTHOBAHUS, TOCYJAPCTBO COXPAHSIIO 32 COOOM
CEPbE3HBIE MEXAHU3MBI BO3/ACHCTBUS HA LEPKOBB.

6 cenrsa6ps 1917 r. ucnonmHsrouwMi 00S3aHHOCTH MHUHUCTPAa HAPOIHOTO
npocsemiennst C.C. Canazkun 0e3 cornacoBanuss ¢ A.B. KapramessiM BHec
3aKOHOIIPOCKT, MO KoTopomy 3akoH boxuli mnepectaBas ObITh 0053aTEIbHBIM
IpeIMETOM B ILIKOJIbHOM OOyueHuH. BpeMeHHoe NpaBUTENBCTBO NEPENAT0 3TOT
JIOKyMEHT Ha paccMorpenne IOpuamdeckoMy cosemanmio’ . A.B. Kaprames Gbui
BO3MYLIEH TEM, YTO JIaHHBIA 3aKOHOIIPOEKT, HANPSMYIO 3aTParMBaBIIMI HHTEPECHI
LEPKBH, 00Cyx)aayncs 0e3 MUHUCTPA UCIIOBEJAHUM, U BbICKa3aJl MHEHHUE, UTO B 3TOM
BOMpPOCE HEOOXOAMMO ydUMTHIBATh MO3uImio IlomectHOro codopa®. 23 ceHTAOps
1917 r. na 3aceganuu Cobopa apxuenuckon Tam6oBckuii Kupusn roBopui:

3a 3akoHoM boxuuM HEOOXOIUMO COXpPaHHUTH TOCIOJACTBYIOIIEE IIOJIOKEHUE B

mIKosie. JTO TOYKa 3peHus |15 MWIIMOHOB NPaBOCIABHOIO PYCCKOTO HApoAa, OT
61

nu1a Koroporo rosoput Codop .

> Tlo MIPOEKTY IITaTOB MHUHHUCTEPCTBA HcHoBenaHuil // Poccuiickuii rocymapcTBEHHBIN
ucropuyeckuit apxus (nanee — PTUA). — @. 1276. — Omn. 14. — /1. 640. —JI. 7.

% Tam xe. — J1. 9.

> Tam xe. — JI. 10.

* Tam sxe. — JI. 14.

> XKypHansl 3acenanuii BpemeHHOro mnpaBuTenbCTBa: MapT—oKTsOps 1917 roma: B 4 T. /
otBeTcTBeHHBIN penaktop b.d. JlomonoB. — Mocksa: POCCIIBH, 2004. — T. 4. — C. 154. (ApxuB
Hosetmein ucropun Poccun. Cepust: [lyonukanun. T. X.)

%0 [Ipu sToM cam A.B. Kaprames ckioHsuics K 100pOBOJIbHOMY M3y4eHHMIO 3akoHa boxus B
mikone (Kapmawes A.B. PeBomtonus u co6op 1917-1918 rr. — C. 496).

oL Hokymentsl CasimenHoro Cob6opa IlpaBocnasnoit Poccuiickoii Llepksu 1917-1918 ronos.
T.5.-C.255.
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[Tocne storo CoGop mpuHs1 oOpamieHne kK BpemeHHOMY NpaBUTEILCTBY C
npockOOM CcOXpaHUTh 3akOH bokuii B KauecTBE O00S3aTEIBHOIO IIKOJIBHOIO
npeaMeTa JUisl IPaBOCIaBHBIX YUEHHUKOB.

2 oktsa6pa 1917 r. A.B. Kaprames coobmun A.®. KepeHckoMy O peuieHUH
[TomecTHOTO COOOpa COXpaHHWTH O0s3aTeNbHOE NpenojaBaHue 3akoHa boxus u
NONPOCHJI «HE W3JaBaTh [0 CEMY IMPEAMETYy HHUKAKUX 3aKOHOAATEIbHBIX
MOCTAHOBJICHHH... 0 MONYYCHHS COOTBETCTBEHHBIX MOCTaHOBICHHH CoBopa»®.
BpemeHHOE MNpaBUTENBCTBO BBIPA3UIO TOTOBHOCTH K KOMIIPOMHUCCY II0 3TOMY
Boripocy u 3akoHomnpoekT C.C. CanaskuHa ObLT BO3BpallleH B MUHHCTEPCTBO
HapogHoro mnpocBemenus. 11 okrsOps 1917 r. KaprameB 3aBepun neneraToB
[TomecTHOTO COOOpA, YTO MOKETAHUS LIEPKBU 110 3TOMY BOMPOCY «OYIyT MPUHSATHI K
JOJKHOMY COOOpa)KeHMIO, KOrja BbIpabaThiBaeMblii ['0Cy1apCTBEHHBIM KOMUTETOM
3aKOHOMPOEKT TOCTYIIUT HA PACCMOTPEHHE MPABUTEIBCTBA -,

[locne cozmanmsst MuHHCTEpcTBa HcnoBenanuil A.B. KaprameB npaktuuecku
yCTpaHuiica OT pykoBojcTBa IIpaBocnaBHOM LIepKOBbIO, MpeaocTtaBuB [loMecTHOMY
cobopy caMOoMy pelaTh KIIOuYeBble MpoOJemMbl. borocioB u  CBALIEHHUK
B.B. 3enbkoBckuii (MuHuCcTp ucnioBenanuii B npasurenberse [1.I1. Ckopomanckoro)
Ha3BaJl TaKOW moJMTHYECKMA Kypc Kapramea mno3unuen  «IacCUBHOTO
TOKPOBHTENBCTBA» ILEPKBU . CHUHTas €ro HeMpaBHIBHBIM, OH BCIOMHHAI, 9TO
LEJBbIA PSAJ CBSIIEHHUKOB OCYXIAJIH IOJUTUKY MUHHCTPA UCHOBEAAHUMN, «KOTOPBIN
COBEpIIEHHO cTylIeBaiics nepen Beepoccuiickum Co6opom, 3a0bIB, YTO JyXOBEHCTBO
HE yMEJIO M HE YMEET BECTH LEPKOBHYIO JKU3HbY». JTH CBSIICHHHUKH, MTOAIECPKUBAS
TEOPHIO0 CBOOOJBI LIEPKBH, YKa3bIBAJIM, «YTO CEWyac, MOCIE CHATHUS MHOTOBEKOBOM
OMEKU roCyJapCcTBa, CAENATh LIEPKOBb COBEPIIEHO CBOOOAHOW — 3HAUUT MPECTYITHO
OCTaBUTH “0€3 MpHu30pa” 1EPKOBb, KOTOPYIO TaK JOJITO Jep>Kalld B IUJIEHY, a TETepb
XOTAT OCTAaBHTh B MONHOH CBOGOJE, T. €. HeOpekeHHm»' . 3eHBKOBCKMII CUMTAI
OTHOUIEHUE MUHHUCTPA MCHOBENAHMM K «(PakTy cCOOOPHOCTHU» YHMCTO (HOpPMaIbHBIM,
YTO TPOSIBWIOCH «B TIOJHOW maccuBHOCTH KaprameBa Kak BCEPOCCUHCKOTO

MUHHCTPA HCIIOBETAHUIN .

62 Kondeccuonanbnas nonuruka Bpemennoro npasutensctBa Poccun. — C. 232.

% Joxymenter Csimennoro CoGopa ITpaociasHoii Poccuiickoii Iepksu 1917-1918 rogos.
T.5.-C. 462.

* Bocnomumanus B.B. 3eHBKOBCKOro O €ro mpeObIBAHHH B JIOIKHOCTH MHHHCTDA
BEpPOHUCIIOBEaHNN B cocTaBe mpaBuTenscTBa rermana [LII. Ckopomaackoro // I'erman
ILIT. Cxoponanckuii. Ykpanna Ha mniepenome. 1918 roa: cOOpHUK JOKYMEHTOB / OTBETCTBEHHBIN
penaktop O.K. UBannora. — Mocksa: POCCIIOH, 2014. — C. 350.

% Tam xe. — C. 255.

% Bocrmomunanms B.B. 3eHBKOBCKOrO O €ro NpeGbIBAHMM B JOIKHOCTH MHHHCTpA
BepoMCIIOBEAaHUH B cocTase npasutenberBa retMana [LI1. Cxopomagckoro. — C. 293.
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B nebonbmoit mepuoa pabotel MuHUCTepcTBa ucnoBedanuii A.B. Kaprames
CTPEMWICS YCTPAHUTBCA OT ILEPKOBHOIO aJIMHUHHUCTPUPOBAHMS, OTCTauBal B
[IPABUTENIBCTBE HHTEPECHI JYXOBHOI'O BEIOMCTBA U MOIACPKUBAI PS NIPEIIIOKEHUN
[TomectHorO CcobOopa. KaprameB mnpucTynmwin K peaqu3alud  FOPUIRYIECKOTO
oopMIIeHHsI CHCTEMbl MHOTOKOH(ECCHOHAJIBLHOTO TOCYIapCTBa, MOCIEI0BATEIHHO
oTcranBayl MHTepechl IIpaBocnaBHONW LEPKBU INepel APYTMMH MHHHCTEPCTBAMH U
BegoMcTBaMu. OH Bce 00JIbIlIe OTXOAWI OT JOKTPUHAIBHBIX YCTaHOBOK BpemMeHHOro
IPaBUTEILCTBA 00 OTAEIEHUM LEPKBU OT TOCYJIApCTBa, BCE OOJbIIE CKIOHSICS K
YCWJICHHUIO BJIMSIHUS LIEPKBU B KM3HHM OOIIECTBA, yCMaTpuBass B €€ JIE€ATEIbHOCTU
3asior nyxoBHoro cnaceHus Poccnn. Hemapom B 1920 r. Ha ciencrBun B BUK ero
copatnuk  C.A. KotnsipeBckuit  koHctaTtupoBain:  «KaprameB 3asBun  cels
IPOTUBHMKOM OTJIEJIECHUS LEPKBH OT rocymapcrsa B Poccum, 1o KpaiiHeld Mepe, B
HACTOSIIIIEE BPEMSL. .. »

['otoBHOCTE A.B. KaprameBa kak MHUHHCTpa HCIIOBENAHUN K IMOJIUTUYECKOMY
nuanory ¢ IIpaBocinaBHOW pOCCHUHCKON LEPKOBBIO, €r0 KOMIIPOMHUCCHAs IMOJUTHUKA,
HECOMHEHHO, CMATYaJld B I€JIOM HETaTHBHOE OTHOLIEHUE LEPKOBHBIX KPYIOB K
NEeATENBHOCTH BpemenHoro IIPaBUTENBCTBA. Mutpononur ~ AHacTacuii
(I'pubanoBckuit), ynpekas BpemMeHHOe MpaBUTENBCTBO B HEMOCIEAOBATEIbHON
MOJINTUKE 110 OTHOUIEHUIO K LEPKBH, MOJAYEPKUBAIL, YTO €r0 YIPEKH HE OTHOCATCA K
KaprameBy, KOTOpbIi «HECOMHEHHO, HCKPEHHE COJEHCTBOBAJ] KaHOHUYECKOMY
OGHOBIICHMIO HALIEr0 IEPKOBHOrO CTpos»’°. IIpHXOX K BIACTH OOJBIICBUKOB
npepBasl  kypc Kapramesa Ha corpyanuyectBo IIpaBocnaBHOM LEpKBU U
rocyJ1apcTBa.

3akioueHue

N3yuenne nonutuueckoil nearenbHoctr A.B. KaprameBa mokaspIBaeT, 4To €ro
B3IUISI/Ibl HA 1IEPKOBHO-TOCYAPCTBEHHBIC OTHOIIEHUS U MpeJjiaracMble UM MEpHhI 10
ux pedhOpMUPOBAHUIO SIBHO HE COOTBETCTBOBAIM MPEJCTABICHUSM 00 OTACICHUU
LIEPKBU OT TOCYAapCTBA, CJIOKUBIIMMCS B JUOEpPaIbHBIX U COLUAIMCTUUECKUX
Kpyrax. VIMEHHO B O3TOM 3aKJIIOYaeTCsl BaXKHEWINAs MPUYMHA HECOOTBETCTBUS
NeKJapaunii BpeMeHHOro mpaBUTENbCTBA €r0 MEpPOIPUSATHUSIM, MPOBOJAMBIIMMCS B
nepkoBHOM cdepe. OTcroa BO3HHUKAET €CTECTBEHHBIM BOMPOC — IMOYEMY
A.B. KaprameB monyuun — oOmnpefeieHHyl0 CcBOOOAYy B  MPOBEACHUU  CBOEH

o Kpacnas kaura BUK: B 2 1. / nayunsiii penakrop A.C. Benngosa. — Mocksa: [lonutuszar,
1990. - T. 2. - C. 147.

% Anacmacuii (I'pubGanoBckwmii), mutpomonut. M3Gpanme u mocraBnerne CBsiTeifimero
[Tatpuapxa Tuxona. XapakTtep €ro JIMYHOCTU U JEATENBHOCTH // [leno BEIMKOro CTpOMTENhCTBA
nepkoBHoro: Bocnomunanust wienoB CesmenHoro CoGopa IlpaBocnaBHoi Poccuiickoil 1epkBu
1917-1918 romoB / cocraButens H.A. KpuBomeeBa. — Mocka: IlpaBocnaBubiit CBsiTO-
TuxoHoBckuil rymanutapusiii yausepcurert, 2009. — C. 531.
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KOH()ECCHOHATBLHOW MOJIUTUKH, TIOYeMy HU ero JuuHblid npyr A.®. Kepenckuii, Hu
IpYru€ MHHHUCTPBI ITPAaBUTEIbCTBA, HU PYKOBOJCTBO KaJETCKOM maptuu, wieHoM LK
KOTOPOH SIBJISUICS. MUHUCTP HUCIIOBEJAHUI, HE NIPEISITCTBOBAIM €MY J€1aTh TO, C YEM
ObLIM HE COTJIACHBI?

[To HameMy MHEHHIO, JaHHBIN MapagoKc OOBACHSIETCS TeM, 4TO HU Bpemennoe
IPaBUTEIbCTBO, HU KaJETCKas M JCEPOBCKas MapTUU HE OTHOCHIU MPOOIEeMbl
LEPKOBHO-TOCYJAPCTBEHHBIX OTHOLIEHUI K YUCIIY IPUOPUTETHBIX, pacCMaTpHUBas UX
B KOHTEKCTE 00IIUX MpoOIeM JeMOKpaTHYecKoro npeodpazoBanus Poccumn u oTHoCS
MX OKOHYATEIbHOE PEIICHUE K KOMIIETEHIUH Y YpEeIUTEIbHOr0 COOpaHusl.

B OypHoii o00CTaHOBKE pPEBOJIOIMOHHBIX TMOTpsiceHuit 1917 1. Bemgymum
HOJUTUKAM OBLJIO MPOCTO HE 0 LIEPKOBHBIX MpoOieM. Tak, MUHHUCTP BHYTPEHHHUX
nen acep H.JI. ABKCEHThEB, MOANUCHIBAs aKT O nepenade JlemapraMeHTa JyXOBHBIX
7€l MHOCTPAaHHBIX HCIOBEJAHWM B MHUHUCTEPCTBO HUCIIOBEJAHUM, CKaszal
A.B. Kapramey: «[loxanyiicta, 6epure, ¢ IOJHBIM yAOBOJILCTBUEM!», IBHO JaBas
MOHSTh, YTO €r0 CaMord 3TO He I/IHTepecyeTﬁg. [1.H. MuIrokoB BCIIOMHHAIL, YTO KOT/AA
B KoHIle aBrycra 1917 r. Kaprames nogan B OTCTaBKy, LEPKOBHBIMU MpoOIeMaMU
HHUKTO HE XOTEJ 3aHMMATHCS M Ha €r0 MECTO MPOCTO «HE HAIUIOCH KaHIHaaTa» . B
okTsi0pe 1917 1. Ha 3acemanum IlomecTHOro cobGopa apxuenuckon TamOOBCKUI
Kupunn xanoBanica, uro ayaueHuus aeneramuu CoOopa y MpeMbep-MUHHUCTpA
nponoixkanace Bcero 40 munyt. 3arem A.D. KepeHckuii, e€ro aablOTaHTBl U
IPUCYTCTBOBABIINE TPU Pa3rOBOPE MHUHHUCTPBI «HAaYaId OOHAPYKUBaTh MPU3HAKU
HETEePIICHHS 1 XKEJIAHNS OKOHYHTh JalbHEHIIHH pasrosopy . IIpicyTCTBOBABIIHMIA Ha
aynueHuuu uieH aeneranuu Co6opa H.Jl. Ky3nenoB npsimo roBopui, 4to cyanbba
LIEPKOBHO-TIPUXOJICKUX IITKOJ U BOOOIIE MOJOKEHUE U JAesATeNbHOCTh [IpaBociaBHOM
LIEPKBU

MO-BUJMMOMY, OYE€Hb Majl0 MHTEPECYET TJIaBY HBIHEIIHErO MPaBUTEJIbCTBA U HE
OoOHapyXMBaeT Yy HEro JJOCTaTOYHOTO TIOHMMaHUs JaXe TOCYAapCTBEHHOTO
3HauyeHus 3TOro Aena. [locie Hame BCTpeur C IJIaBOW MPABUTENILCTBA CEIATIOCH
SICHO, 4TO BpeMmeHHOe NpaBUTEIBLCTBO KO BCEMY ATOMY, MO MEHBIIEH Mepe,
paBHO):[anHO72.

o9 Kapmawes A.B. BpeMeHHOE PaBUTENBCTBO U pycckas 1epkoBb. — C. 385.

" Munioxos I1.H. Hcropus BTopoil pycckoit peBomounu. — Mocksa: POCCIIOH, 2001. —
C. 445.

& JHoxymenTsl Csmennoro Cobopa IlpaBocnasnoii Poccuiickoit LepkBu 1917-1918 ronos.
T.5.-C. 468.

2 HokymenTsl CasimenHoro Co6opa IIpaBocnaBnoit Poccuiickoit Lepksu 1917-1918 rogos. —
T.5.-C. 470.
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besycnoBHo, wuHmuddepeHTHOE  OTHOIIEHHME  MHUHUCTPOB  BpemenHoro
IPaBUTEILCTBA K IIEPKOBHBIM IpobiieMaM cyiiecTBeHHO nomorsio A.B. KapramieBy
IPOBOJUTH CBOM KypC.

Barnsasr A.B. KapraiieBa Ha B3auMOOTHOIIIEHUsI rocyiapcta u [IpaBociaBHoM
poccuiickou nepkBu B 1917 r. monyunnu npusHaHue B psaax KaJeTCKOM NapTUU U BO
BpeMEHHOM IpPaBUTENBCTBE TOJIBKO B BHUJE TAKTUYECKOW NPOrpaMMbl JEHCTBH,
PacCUMTAHHONW HA TEKYIIWW ITOJIMTHYECKUMM MOMEHT — JI0 CO3bIBA YUpPEIUTEIBHOIO
coOpanusa. B HasnekTpusoBaHHON oOctaHOBKe 1917 r. BimacTM SBHO HE XOTENU
BCTYMAaTh B KOH(JIUKT C IEPKOBBIO, CTAHOBUBIIHUNCSA HEN30€KHBIM MTPHU TON MO3UIIHUH,
KOTOPYIO 3aHSUITM emapXuajibHble cbhbe3abl BecHbl 1917 1. m IlpeacoOGopHbIii coBer
(umenHo nostomy A.®D. Kepenckuii no mnporecty IlomectHoro cobopa oro3Bai
3aKOHONPOEKT 00 OTMEHE 00s3aTeNbHOr0 IpenojaBaHusi 3akoHa boxbero).
KoH(]UKT HEe HyXeH ObUI U IIEPKBU, O YEM T'OBOPUT JUCTAHLIUPOBAHUE YYACTHUKOB
[TomecTHOTO cOOOpa OT BhICTyIIIeHUs TeHepana JI.I'. KopHuioBa u 0Tka3 HanpaBuTh
cBouXx mnpeacraBurenei B [lpennapinament, rae oHU HEM30€xKHO ObLIM Obl BOBJICUEHBI
B TOJHTHYCCKHE JMCKYCCHH °. B TakoH CHTyalud KOMIPOMHCCHAS MOIHTHKA
A.B. KaprameBa MOJHOCTBIO ycTpauBajla o00e CTOpoHbl. B3ssitue Bnactu
OOJIbIIIEBUKAMH TTOXOPOHWIIO €0 MJIEU «HE OTACJICHHUS, a COTPYJIHUYECTBA LIEPKBU U
rOCYZapCTBay» ', HO OYEBHIHO, YTO B CIy4ae MHOTO PasBUTUS COOBITHH, STH HICH
MOTJIM ObI IPUITH B CTOJIKHOBEHUE C IOKTPUHAIBHBIMUA YCTAHOBKAMHU COIIMAIUCTOB U
0O0JIBILIMHCTBA nuOepalibHbIX IIOJINTUKOB 1o CO3J1aHUIO CBETCKOI'O
BHEKOH()ECCHOHAIBHOTO TOCYapCTBa.

" Cm: Kapmawes A.B. Pesomonus u cobop 1917-1918 rr. (Habpocku ans ucropuun Pycckoit
IepxBu Hamux auei). — C. 486-513.
I Kapmawes A.B. BpeMeHHOE TTPaBUTENBCTBO U pyccKas 1epkoBb. — C. 384,
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Egorov, A. Minister of Confessions A.V. Kartashev and confessional policy

Research of the Provisional Government

Introduction

Anton V. Kartashev is well known as an outstanding theologian, thinker, and
historian of the Russian Church." However, his political activity as the last Chief
Procurator of the Holy Synod and Minister of Confessions of the Provisional
Government has been studied in much less detail. This fact is connected both with a
short duration of his stay in power (he was the head of the Synod only for 12 days
and Minister of Confessions for less than three months) and with the fact that the
confessional policy of the Provisional Government is studied relatively well.> Given
the variety of literature on the history of the church in 1917, historians thought it
unnecessary to pay separate attention to the figure of Anton Kartashev, which is not
surprising, for his role was noted in every serious work on the subject.’

The title of this article might seem paradoxical at first glance. Why would
someone separate the confessional policy of the Provisional Government from the
person who carried it out ex officio? However, such a separation is quite appropriate.
Present-day historiography rightly points out that the position of the ministers of the
Provisional Government towards the confessional policy of Anton Kartashev “looks
quite strange, because the proposed reform was very far from their party slogan of

' AV. Antoshchenko, “Historiographical review of studies of the life and work of
A.V. Kartashev” [in Russian], Uchenye zapiski Petrozavodskogo gosudarstvennogo universiteta,
no. 4 (181) (2019): 26-33.

2 A.V. Sokolov, The state and the Orthodox Church in Russia, February 1917 — January 1918
[in Russian] (Doctoral diss., St Petersburg State University, 2014); K.V. Kovyrzin, The Russian
Orthodox Church and the search for the principles of church-state relations after the February
Revolution [in Russian] (PhD thesis, St. Tikhon’s Orthodox University of the Humanities, 2010);
O.Yu. Red'kina, Religious policy of the Provisional Government of Russia (February — October
1917) [in Russian] (PhD thesis, Russian Presidential Academy of National Economy and Public
Administration (RANEPA), 1996); J. Smolitsch, “Die Russische Kirche in der Revolutionszeit vom
Mairz bis Oktober 1917 und das Landeskanzil 1917 bis 1918 (Zur Geschichte der Beziehungen
zwischen Staat und Kirche in Russland),” Ostkirche Studien, no. 4 (1965): 3-34; et al.

® P.G. Rogoznyi, The Church Revolution of 1917 (Higher clergy of the Russian Church in the
struggle for power in dioceses after the February Revolution) [in Russian] (St Petersburg: Liki
Rossii, 2008); D.V. Pospelovskii, The Russian Orthodox Church in the 20™ century [in Russian]
(Moscow: Respublika, 1995); A.N. Kashevarov, The Russian Orthodox Church and the Soviet state
(1917-1922) [in Russian], Materials on the church history, bk. 35 (Moscow: lzdatel'stvo
Krutitskogo podvor'ya, Obshchestvo lyubitelei tserkovnoi istorii, 2005); S.L. Firsov, The Russian
Church on the eve of changes (the late 1890s — 1918) [in Russian] (Moscow: Dukhovnaya
biblioteka, 2002); G.M. Benigsen, Rev., “The year 1917 in the history of the Russian Church,”
St. Vladimir’s Seminary Quarterly, no. 3 (1963): 115-25; J. Smolitsch, Geschichte der russischen
Kirche. 1700-1917, Bd. 2 (Berlin: [n. p.], 1991); G. Schulz, Das Landeskonzil der Orthodoxen
Kirche in Russland 1917/18 — ein unbekanntes Reformpotenzial (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1995); et al.
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‘religion as a private matter for everyone’.”* Criticising the Orthodox Church’s
demands for its “primacy over other confessions” in his émigré works, Pavel
Milyukov emphasized that the Provisional Government “could not meet these
demands.” However, a number of Kartashev’s steps were taken exactly in this
direction. Recent studies of this subject state “a certain inconsistency in the
confessional policy of the Provisional Government,” recognizing that “the
proclaimed equality of confessions had not been established.””®

The paradoxical position is taken by church historiography. While sharply
criticizing the Provisional Government for its confessional policy, it avoids any
negative comments about the Minister of Confessions who pursued this policy.’
Moreover, church historiography sometimes contrasts Anton Kartashev with the
Provisional Government and claims that the position of the Minister of Confessions
fully reflected the interests of the church.® Such assessments contradict the views of
Kartashev himself, who defended and justified the government’s confessional policy
in exile.?

Therefore, despite the extensive historiography on the problem of relations
between the Russian Orthodox Church and the Provisional Government, some
controversial questions are still not answered. In relation to confessional policy,
researchers often regard the Provisional Government as a single entity. Perhaps, this
Is due to the nature of the extant sources. In the memoirs of the key figures of the
Provisional Government (Pavel Milyukov, Alexander Kerenskii, Viktor Chernov,
et al.), the issues related to the church in 1917 are almost completely absent, and the
journals of the Provisional Government meetings (no minutes of the meetings or
verbatim records were kept at that time) did not record any disagreements between
the ministers. The reason for this was explained by Vladimir D. Nabokov, the
administrator of the Provisional Government,

As for the judgments that were made during the sessions, it was immediately
decided not to formally record them and also not to note any disagreements during

* A.V. Sokolov, The state and the Orthodox Church in Russia, February 1917 — January 1918,
442.

> P.N. Milyukov, Essays on the history of Russian culture [in Russian], vol. 2, pt. 1 (Moscow:
Progress, 1994), 206.

® M.A. Babkin, comp., Confessional policy of the Provisional Government of Russia: collection
of documents [in Russian] (Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2018), 38.

’ See V. Tsypin, History of the Russian Orthodox Church: synodal and contemporary periods
(1700-2005) [in Russian] (Moscow: Sretenskii monastyr’, 2006), 329-35.

8 G. Mitrofanov, Protoiereus, History of the Russian Orthodox Church, 1900-1927 [in Russian]
(St Petersburg: Satis", 2002), 88-90.

% A.V. Kartashev, “The Provisional Government and the Russian Church” [in Russian],
Sovremennye zapiski, Paris, no. 52, (1933): 369.
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the voting and not to enter any special opinions in the journal, etc. The initial point
was the desire to avoid anything that might disturb the unity of the government and
its responsibility as a whole for every decision taken.™

Of course, such “judgments” and “special opinions” can be partially traced in the
records and more informative materials of the Legal Meeting (its minutes and
transcripts were also not kept), but scantily.

In addition, understanding the sensitivity of confessional issues, the members of
the Provisional Government did not make their disagreements on such issues known
to the press and did not intend to make any serious changes in this area, at least not
until the Constituent Assembly was held. Therefore, not without reason, Prince
Georgii E. Lvov, Head of the first Provisional Government, frankly confessed to
Kartashev in the spring of 1917 that he was “afraid of any new creativity in this field,
so as not to provoke any new defamatory information, already disseminated by the
enemies, that the Provisional Government was “violating the church’.”™*

In such a situation, researchers assessed the confessional policy of the Provisional
Government primarily on the basis of its declarations and statements about its policy,
without giving much weight to the discrepancy between the declarations and the
actions taken. This article examines Anton Kartashev’s opinion on church-state
relations and the measures he proposed in order to reform them, which may explain
the reasons for the inconsistency between the Provisional Government’s declarations
and its activities in the church sphere.

Main body

During the February Revolution, a member of the State Duma Vladimir N. Lvov
became Chief Procurator of the Holy Synod. He resolutely dismissed the bishops who
had obtained their positions with the support of Rasputin or were considered his
friends. He tried to fully control and to regulate the most important church affairs,
which led to the inevitable conflict with the church hierarchs. Seeking to strengthen
his position, Vladimir Lvov tried to find good assistants who had authority in
religious circles. He turned his attention to Anton Kartashev, the chairman of the
Religious-Philosophical Society of St Petersburg at that moment, who was well
known for his articles on religious and church issues, in which he discussed ideas of
renewing church life and reforming relationship between church and state.

On March 13, 1917, Kartashev sent a letter to the Provisional Government,
outlining the concept of the Council of the Society on the question of relations

19 v.D. Nabokov, “The Provisional Government” [in Russian], in The archive of the Russian
Revolution, vol. 1 (Berlin: Slovo, 1921), 33.
11 Kartashev, “The Provisional Government and the Russian Church,” 378.
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between the state and the Orthodox Church of Russia. The letter urged the new
government to take a course toward the separation of church and state, as this was the
only guarantee of “real freedom of religious conscience.” The state was seen as a
republic, while the monarchical system led to the mixture of “the state and church
ideologies.” It was proposed to remove “all the hierarchs who constituted the bulwark
of autocracy” and to cancel the collegial bureaucratic form of church governance
which had been introduced by Peter the Great. The letter by Kartashev criticized
Chief Procurator’s inconsistent steps in the process of separation of church and state
(i.e. the introduction of the “religious element” in the text of the new oath, etc.).'?

These provisions suited both the head of the government Georgii Lvov and
Vladimir Lvov. As a result, Kartashev was appointed Deputy Chief Procurator of the
Synod on March 20, 1917. He saw the government’s task in helping the church in its
transition “from a servile state to a free elective system.” To this end, it was planned
to abolish the Chief Procurator’s Office and to establish in its place the Ministry of
Confessions which would temporarily receive the former Chief Procurator’s powers
in order to overcome the resistance of the episcopate which had not accepted the
revolutionary changes in the country and was hostile to the principle of conciliarity.
The newly appointed Minister of Confessions was to abolish the ecclesiastical
administration established by the previous government and announce the election of a
new ecclesiastical authority. In order to get prepared for the Local Council, it was
proposed to form the “Provisional Holy Synod” (in parallel with the Provisional
Government) by telegraphic voting of the Orthodox episcopate. Kartashev’s
proposals did not find any support in the Provisional Government which was in no
mood for a sharp break in the relationship between church and state.™

Anton Kartashev believed that the February Revolution freed the Orthodox
Church from all “contractual ties” with the authorities. Consequently, the church had
every right to declare a “surgical detachment” from the state. But it did not use this
right “because of the inertia of its connection with the state and its proprietary and
financial dependence on it” as well as because of the vagueness of the way the
revolutionary events would unfold and because of loyalty to “all political regimes”
characteristic of all Orthodox churches.*

After the February Revolution, a number of diocesan congresses took place
throughout Russia. Their participants clearly expressed their views on the issue of the

12 Babkin, Confessional policy of the Provisional Government of Russia, 178.

13 Kartashev, “The Provisional Government and the Russian Church,” 377.

1 A.V. Kartashev, “The Revolution and the Council of 1917-1918 (Notes for the history of the
Russian Church of the present day)” [in Russian], in The great church building: memoirs of the
members of the Holy Council of the Russian Orthodox Church of 1917-1918, comp.
N.A. Krivosheeva (Moscow: Pravoslavnyi Svyato-Tikhonovskii gumanitarnyi universitet, 2009),
487.
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relationship between church and state. Russian priests supported complete autonomy
of the church in its internal affairs and independence from secular authorities, but
they were categorically against the complete separation of church and state. What
justified this position were both the historical merits of the church in nation-building
and the predominance of the Russian Orthodox population (about 70%) in the
country. Without infringing on the rights of other churches and confessions, the
Orthodox Church “should be the first among equals, so the head of state, whoever he
may be, should be Orthodox.”*® The material issue was of essential importance in the
position of the church. Fears were expressed that an immediate separation of church
and state would undermine the financial position of the former, and in the future “the
material support of the church by the state should be understood as a duty of the state
in view of the spiritual educational work of the church.”*® The diocesan congresses
showed the aversion of the clergy to the principle of the separation of church and
state “based on already existing Western models.”"’

In this regard, it is understandable that the confessional policy of the Provisional
Government caused anxiety among the clergy. Not surprisingly, after the
appointment of Anton Kartashev, the church hierarchs perceived him as a supporter
of the separation of church and state and an “extreme leftist.”*® It was explained by
his articles in the press which called for the elimination of the former church-state
relations.'® But quite quickly the church authorities became convinced of his ability
to reach compromises and take into account the views of the church. Metropolitan
Evlogii (Georgievskii) wrote, “With Anton Kartashev, it was possible to come to an
agreement.” 20

On June 12, 1917, the Pre-Council Committee which was assembled to prepare
for the Local Council of the Orthodox Church began its work. It determined various
points of view on the future form of church government. One of them was based on
the idea of complete separation of church and state and the adoption of a synodal
conciliar structure of church government. The other point of view, which was
supported by Kartashev, recognized the principle of separation of church and state

> “The Russian Orthodox Church and the February Revolution of 1917 [in Russian], publ.
M.A. Babkin, Voprosy istorii, no. 5 (2004): 9.

' Ibid., 15.

" Ibid., 16.

8 N. Lyubimov, Protopresbyter, “Journal of the meetings of the newly formed Synod
(April 12 — June 12, 1917)” [in Russian], in The Russian Church during the Revolution (1917
1918): a collection, publ. M.I. Odintsov (Moscow: Krutitskoe Patriarshee podvor'e, 1995), 26.

9 A.V. Kartashev, “The Synod and the Provisional Government” [in Russian], Russkoe slovo,
no. 87, April 20, 1917, p. 2-3.

2% Evlogii (Georgievskii), Metropolitan, The path of my life: Memoirs of Metropolitan Eulogius
(Georgievskii) retold by T. Manukhina according to his stories [in Russian] (Moscow: Moskovskii
rabochii, Vsetserkovnoe pravoslavnoe molodezhnoe dvizhenie, 1994), 269.
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but advocated granting the Orthodox Church as the national church that had played
an enormous role in Russian history and culture a special status of “the first among
equals.”

On July 13, 1917, the Pre-Council Committee adopted the “Regulations on the
Legal Status of the Orthodox Church in Russia” for submission to the Constituent
Assembly after discussion at the Local Council. The document proceeded from the
need to preserve for the Orthodox Church, the greatest national shrine and religion of
the majority of the Russian population, a privileged public legal position among other
religions and confessions in the country. The autonomy of the church in its internal
affairs was declared; the main Orthodox holidays received the status of public ones;
both the head of the Russian state and Minister of Confessions should profess
Orthodoxy; the state was obliged to provide the church with material support.?* As
noted in present-day historiography, the Orthodox Church sought to weaken the
administrative dependence of the church on the state as much as possible, “while
preserving all the advantages of its previous position under its jurisdiction.”*

Anton Kartashev played an important role in the formulation of this document. It
was Kartashev who prepared the final edition of a number of key points.?® In this
document, he saw not a system of separating church and state, but some kind of
“distancing” them from each other, which “would give the Church its independence
and would lead to the secular rather than unilaterally confessional state.”* He
believed that this project could be “somewhat ‘clericalized’” during the discussion by
the clergy at the Local Council and then “‘secularized’ in the Constituent Assembly.”
As a result, a system of “mutual independence of the conciliar Church and the rule-
of-law state with their moral cultural cooperation”?® was to be formed.

In exile, Kartashev noted that the Provisional Government’s policy in relation to
the church in the spring and summer of 1917 was largely determined by the local
movement of clergy and laity:

In order to avoid a disorderly revolt of the lower classes in the church against the
upper ones, it was necessary to ‘“channel” the revolution in the church, to give
proper legitimate forms for the expression of public opinion.?®

2! Kartashev, “The Revolution and the Holy Council of 1917-1918,” 497.

22 3okolov, The state and the Orthodox Church in Russia, 431.

28 A.1. Mramornov et al., eds., Documents of the Holy Council of the Russian Orthodox Church,
1917-1918 [in Russian], vol. 1, bk. 2 (Moscow: Novospasskii Monastyr', 2012), 794-98.

24 Kartashev, “The Provisional Government and the Russian Church,” 382.
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However, the coincidence of Kartashev’s approaches with the views of wide
circles of the clergy cannot be explained only by his tactical line. As early as in
February 1916, during one of the meetings of the Religious-Philosophical Society of
St Petersburg, Anton Kartashev rejected the schemes of separation of church and
state which were advocated by Pavel Milyukov and Mikhail Tugan-Baranovskii. He
believed that

full, living Orthodoxy is as ineradicably theocratic as it is truly ecclesiastical. For
theocracy and the Church are inseparable concepts.?’

Kartashev urged to “cherish the theocratic principle without being embarrassed
by the imperfection and even the ugliness of its incarnations.””

At the same time, Anton Kartashev believed that state and church should not
merge at the institutional level and therefore supported the extremely unpopular with
the clergy decision of the Provisional Government to transfer church-parochial
schools to the jurisdiction of the Ministry of National Education. Vladimir Lvov, who
strictly opposed that decision, refused to support it and ostentatiously did not go to
the government meeting on June 20, 1917 when that decision was to be passed.
Instead, he sent Kartashev (it was the only meeting of the Provisional Government
where Kartashev replaced Lvov). Kartashev, the official representative of the Synod,
supported the decree on the church-parochial schools.” He took this step not at the
request of Lvov but out of his own conviction that this was the right decision. On
October 11, 1917, he told the delegates to the Local Council that the church-parochial
schools were created by the autocracy primarily to strengthen its own ideological
power. Therefore, to ask the Provisional Government to maintain the same attitude to
these schools “was a hopeless cause.”® Later in exile, Kartashev emphasized that this
issue had been “irrevocably” resolved by Russian public opinion as a political, rather
than religious one:

These schools were created not for purely religious but for political purposes, and
not by the church but by the state, and not with church money but with state

2 AV. Kartashev, Reform, reformation and the fulfilment of the church [in Russian]
(Petrograd: Korabl', 1916), 15.

%% Ibid., 16.

2% B.F. Dodonov, ed., Journals of the meetings of the Provisional Government, March—October
1917 [in Russian], vol. 2, Archive of the contemporary history of Russia, Publications, vol. VIII
(Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2002), 299.

%0 Aleksii Kolcherin, Priest and A.l. Mramornov, eds., Documents of the Holy Council of the
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2015), 461.
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money. . . the secular non-confessional government could no longer allocate very
large sums for these schools, giving the Church the freedom to create its own purely
religious schools without any political purposes.™

Under the conditions of the politicization of Russian society in 1917, any socio-
political figure of a serious level had to enlist the support of a political party. The
Constitutional Democratic Party (Kadets) was the party closest to Kartashev. Its
ranks included supporters of his views on church-state relations, such as Pavel
I. Novgorodtsev, Sergei A. Kotlyarevsky, and others. Most likely, it was these people
who influenced his choice. In June 1917, Kartashev joined the ranks of the Kadets
and became a member of the party’s Central Committee, thus joining the group of
Alexander S. lzgoev, Vasily A. Maklakov, and Pavel 1. Novgorodtsev who headed
the right wing of the party.® At the same time, he could hardly be considered a
convinced constitutional democrat.®® Notably, Sergei Bulgakov called Kartashev, as
well as Novgorodtsev and Peter Berngardovich Struve, “Kadets by accident” who
“outgrew their kadetism.”*

Before the February Revolution, the problem of church-state relations in the
program of the Constitutional Democratic Party was presented only in its most
general form. After the expected declaration of freedom of conscience and religion, it
was stated that “the Orthodox Church and other confessions must be freed from state
tutelage.”® After the revolution, this general principle was to receive a physical
implementation. In July 1917, together with Kotlyarevsky and Novgorodtsev,
Kartashev prepared proposals for changing the program of the Constitutional
Democratic Party on the church question. The proposals were based on the position
of the Pre- Council Committee. On July 26, Novgorodtsev voiced these ideas at the
Ninth Congress of the People’s Freedom Party, emphasizing that they were based on

81 Kartashev, “The Provisional Government and the Russian Church,” 380.

%2 On the political activity of Anton Kartashev in the ranks of the Constitutional Democratic
Party in 1917, including the version about his participation in the conspiracy of General
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of articles, 2" ed., ed. A.A. Kara-Murza (Moscow: Novoe izdatel'stvo, 2007), 831-42.
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the views of the church circles and some party members. He said that the state should
follow the principle of “free self-administration of the church based on the principles
of synodality and independence from the state tutelage.” Novgorodtsev suggested that
the program of the party should include the following provisions: the attitude of the
state towards the Orthodox Church and other religions “should be determined by the
consistently implemented principle of freedom of religion and worship”; Orthodoxy
as a confession of the majority of the population should take a leading position in
Russia; the Orthodox Church should be recognized as an institution of public law
character, which “the state patronizes and financially supports”; the Orthodox Church
should receive the right to “self-administration in accordance with the teachings of
the Church itself and by the decree of the All-Russian Local Council”; all
legalizations that place the highest church administration in the position of a
subordinate body of state administration and give it the character of a department
should be canceled; the supervision by state authority should be limited only to the
supervision of the legality of the acts of the church; for this, as well as for the
implementation of state support and patronage of religious organizations, the position
of Minister of Confessions was established; and the clergy were relieved of their
“obligations to maintain any acts of civil status.”*® The only difference between
Novgorodtsev’s report and the opinion of the Pre-Council Committee was that the
report did not contain the requirement for the head of the Russian state and Minister
of Confessions to profess Orthodoxy.

Novgorodtsev’s report provoked discussions at the congress. Some
representatives of the Constitutional Democratic Party saw it as a deviation from the
principle of separation of church and state which had been declared by the party at
the moment of its formation.*” However, the majority supported the report the main
provisions of which were included in the amended program of the party.
Historiography explains this by the tactical goals of the Constitutional Democratic
Party and by its attempt to achieve an external alliance with the church, given the
current political situation.*® Anton Kartashev assessed the new church program of the
People’s Freedom Party as “a coincidence of liberal political thought with the bill
drafted by church circles.”*

Shortly before Novgorodtsev delivered his report at the congress of the
Constitutional Democratic Party, Kartashev took over the post of Chief Procurator of
the Holy Synod. In this regard, the decisions of the Ninth Congress of the People’s
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Freedom Party were quite opportune. They allowed Kartashev to rely in his church
policy on the officially proclaimed guidelines of the People’s Freedom Party.

On July 25, 1917, during the formation of the second Provisional Government,
Minister-Chairman Alexander Kerenskii appointed Anton Kartashev to the position
of the new Chief Procurator of the Holy Synod, which was previously occupied by
Vladimir Lvov. The reasons for this replacement were both the rejection of Lvov by
the new Provisional Government and the existing personal connections between
Kerenskii and Kartashev. The first Provisional Government perceived Lvov as their
comrade-in-arms, a deputy of the Third and Fourth State Dumas, and a member of
the Bureau of the Progressive Bloc. In the second Provisional Government, he simply
did not fit in. As a landowner, former Octobrist, and nationalist, he seemed too right-
wing for the socialist part of the government, and his overbearing nature and
dictatorial intent were clearly not conducive to the development of any compromises.

Kartashev, a member of the Central Committee of the Constitutional Democratic
Party which was part of the government coalition, was inclined to compromise and
was obviously more suited to work in the government which had made political
compromises one of its principles. Alexander Kerenskii wrote in exile that the
forthcoming Local Council demanded from the Chief Procurator “special tact and
sensitivity as well as deep knowledge of church history. It seemed to us that
A. Kartashev, an eminent member of the St Petersburg Academy, was more suitable
for such a post, which is why he was appointed for it.”*® Apparently, Kartashev’s
friendship with Kerenskii in the pre-revolutionary years also played a certain role in
this appointment.

Perhaps, one of the reasons for the appointment of Anton Kartashev might be
connected with his Freemasonry. The exact time when he joined the organization of
Freemasons is not yet possible to determine, but it is known that by 1916 he had
become one of the leaders of the metropolitan Freemasons. For example, when the
last Masonic Convention in Russia was held in the summer of 1916, Anton Kartashev
was one of the eleven delegates from the capital.** On the eve of the February
Revolution, he was a member of three metropolitan masonic lodges, namely the
Literary Lodge, the Lodge of Merezhkovskii, and the Lodge of the Supreme Council
of the Great East of Russia’s Peoples.”” At the same time, there is no reason to
exaggerate the role of Kartashev’s connection to Freemasonry. There is no doubt that
his activity in 1917 was determined by his political and ideological views rather than
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some masonic principles. Kartashev’s previous public activities and sympathetic
attitude of the Orthodox clergy towards him also played an important role when he
was invited into the government.

In the government, Kartashev proposed the abolition of the post of Chief
Procurator as a relic of Caesarean papism and proposed to establish the Ministry of
Confessions which would develop laws concerning the church and regulate the
relations of all religious denominations and the state. On July 29, 1917 the Legal
Conference did not dare to approve Kartashev’s draft proposal on the establishment
of the Ministry of Confessions in view of its apparent discrepancy with the course of
separation of church and state. The draft was sent to Baron Boris Nolde,” who
submitted a revised draft to the meeting in two days (Kartashev called it “concise and
rational”**). The discussion of this document at the Legal Meeting reveals the clash of
different opinions which ended in a compromise. On the one hand, to recognize “any
specific religion as dominating” was proclaimed inappropriate.”> On the other hand,
the regulation stated that both Minister of Confessions and all his associates should
belong to the “Orthodox confession.”*® The state had to give up state tutelage over all
churches and confessions, giving them the right to define their own internal
organization without the sanction “on the part of state authority.”*’ But at the same
time, Minister of Confessions was to receive the rights and duties “which belonged to
Chief Procurator of the Holy Governing Synod and the Minister of Internal Affairs,
according to their affiliation.”® The compromise nature of the decree was
emphasized by the fact that it was temporary. It was to remain valid until the
decisions of the All-Russian Local Council and the Constituent Assembly.

At the meeting of the Provisional Government on August 5, 1917, on the proposal
of Nikolai Lazarevskii, the chairman of the Legal Council, a bill was passed to
establish the Ministry of Confessions. The Provisional Government agreed with the
proposal of Anton Kartashev that both Minister of Confessions and his deputies
should profess Orthodoxy. This emphasized the special “state-forming” role of the
Orthodox Church in Russia. The position of Chief Procurator of the Holy Synod was
abolished, and the new Minister of Confessions received all its rights and duties

*3 B.F. Dodonov, ed., Records of the proceedings of the meetings of the Legal Conference
under the Provisional Government. March—October 1917 [in Russian], vol. 2, Archive of the
contemporary history of Russia, Publications, vol. X1l (Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2019), 125.

* Kartashev, “The Provisional Government and the Russian Church,” 384.

*> Dodonov, Records of the proceedings of the meetings of the Legal Conference, vol. 2, 126.

“® |bid., 134.

“7 Ibid., 126.

“® Ibid., 134.
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temporarily, until state authority adopted a new law on the status of the Orthodox
Church in the country.®

The liquidation of the Chief Procurator’s Office was of moral significance as
well. Kartashev later wrote:

In view of the approaching date of the opening of the Local Council, it was
inappropriate to retain the old position and the old name of Chief Procurator, which
was a symbol of the 200-year-long “captivity” of the church by the state.>

As Chief Procurator and later as Minister of Confessions, Kartashev did a lot to
open the Local Council of the Russian Church. He believed that the Russian Church
itself should develop and present its own “rules” at the Local Council. Then, with
some modifications perhaps, these rules would be approved by the Provisional
Government. Such order of things legally ensured the gradual dismantling of the
existing system of church management which had been established by the Spiritual
Regulations of Peter the Great and the transfer of power in the church to the new
bodies to be formed by the Local Council. By obtaining permission from the
government to enact its own statute, the church gained independence and ceased to be
a government agency.

On August 15, 1917, on the day of the Dormition of the Mother of God, after
217 years, the first full-fledged Local Council was opened in Moscow. Alexander
Kerenskii and Anton Kartashev were present at the opening ceremony on behalf of
the Provisional Government. On August 16, 1917, Kartashev addressed the Council
on behalf of the government, “The Provisional Government has instructed me to
declare to the Consecrated Council that it is proud to witness the opening of this
church celebration under its shadow and protection.” He said that the Provisional
Government did not see this Local Council as an ordinary convention of private
society but saw it as “an authorized body of church legislation” which was to develop
and transmit to the Provisional Government its own bills on church-state relations.*
As Minister of Confessions, Kartashev stated that the Ministry’s control over the
church would be minimal, but the Synod (without the position of Chief Procurator)
would remain in charge of all matters of internal church administration until a new
relationship between church and state was determined. Many contemporaries
perceived this speech as a state declaration regarding the Russian Orthodox Church.

9 B.F. Dodonov, ed., Journals of the meetings of the Provisional Government, March—October
1917 [in Russian], vol. 4, Archive of the contemporary history of Russia, Publications, vol. 1X
(Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2014), 253.

50 Kartashev, “The Revolution and the Holy Council of 1917-1918,” 497.

>L Babkin, Confessional policy of the Provisional Government of Russia: collection of
documents, 221.
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At the same time, there were those who criticised Anton Kartashev’s approach to
solving the problems of church-state relations. For example, Professor Sergei
Bulgakov, who also gave a speech at the Council, was indignant about the plans of
the government:

The Council develops laws, which it submits to the Provisional Government for
enactment. Consequently, the government may or may not enact the Council’s
decrees at all . . . This is the last word of a perverted practice.>

However, the actual practice showed that Kartashev respected the decisions of the
Local Council.

For the public, Anton Kartashev became one of the symbols of the Local Council.
Osip Mandelstam even devoted one of his poems of that time to him (“Sredi
svyashchennikov levitom molodym. . .” [A young Levite among the priests. . .J*).
However, Kartashev’s own impressions of the Local Council were hardly the best. At
a meeting of the Central Committee of the Constitutional Democratic Party in August
1917, he said that the decisions of the Council “were pale and sluggish and smacked
of provincialism,” the domination of the laity aroused general discontent, bishops
were silent, and no one knew how to respond to the devastation in the army. As a
result,

led by well-educated theologians, the Council, apparently, will not take dramatic
decisions and faux pas... But the all-Russian consciousness is not felt in the
Council even at this exceptional time, and it seems that if its statements were even
more right-wing and more erroneous but at the same time more sincere, it would
still be better.>

Active participation in the Provisional Government did not allow Kartashev to
take constant part in the work of the Local Council.

On September 6, 1917, in a special note to the Provisional Government,
Kartashev explained his vision of new church-state relations. It was intended to
provide all religions and confessions with autonomy in internal administration, while

>2 Cited in Kashevarov, The Russian Orthodox Church and the Soviet state (1917—1922), 82.

>3 0.E. Mandel'shtam, “To A.V. Kartashev” (“A young Levite among the priests. ..”) [in
Russian], in O.E. Mandelstam, Works, 2 wvols., comp. P. Nerler, vol. 1 (Moscow:
Khudozhestvennaya literatura, 1990), 117.

> V.V. Shelokhaev, ed., Minutes of the Central Committee and foreign groups of the
Constitutional Democratic Party [in Russian], 6 vols., vol. 3 (Moscow: Progress-Akademiya,
1998), 396.
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preserving “a certain degree of participation in church affairs”® for the state. The
degree of this “participation” was understood by Kartashev rather broadly. For
instance, it was supposed that an inspectorate should be formed at the Ministry of
Confessions. The inspectorate should specialize in affairs of “persons occupying an
official position in the Russian and Georgian churches.” At the same time, “the
officials of the Orthodox Church would need to get an approval of their appointment
or permission to their employment or dismissal from state authority.”*® There were
plans to establish a financial department, which was to discuss the issues of state
support for the Russian and Georgian Orthodox churches and to settle the church
economic matters which were within the competence of state authority.”” Kartashev
believed that church autonomy did not relieve the state from controlling “the
appropriateness of the actions of church authorities and, in some cases, even from
interference in the actions of those authorities.”® It is clear that by controlling church
personnel and providing allocations, the state retained serious mechanisms of
influence on the church.

On September 6, 1917, without the approval of Kartashev, Sergei Salazkin, acting
Minister of Education at that moment, introduced the bill which made Scripture
lessons no longer obligatory for school education. The Provisional Government
passed on this document to the Legal Meeting.”® Kartashev was outraged that the
discussion of this bill, which directly affected the interests of the church, did not
involve Minister of Confessions. He expressed an opinion that the position of the
Local Council on this issue should also be taken into consideration.®® At the meeting
of the Council on September 23, 1917, Archbishop Kirill of Tambov said,

Scripture lessons must retain their predominant position at school. This is the point
of view of 115 million Orthodox people of Russia, on behalf of whom the Council
speaks.®

> «pg proektu shtatov ministerstva ispovedanii” [On the project of the staff list of the Ministry
of Confessions]. F. 1276, op. 14, d. 640, |. 7. Rossiiskii gosudarstvennyi istoricheskii arkhiv
[Russian State Historical Archive] (RGIA), St Petersburg, Russia.

% Ibid., I. 9.
" Ibid., I. 10.
%8 Ibid., I. 14.

> B.F. Dodonov, ed., Journals of the meetings of the Provisional Government, March—October
1917 [in Russian], vol. 4, Archive of the contemporary history of Russia, Publications, vol. X
(Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2004), 154.

% At the same time, Kartashev himself supported the voluntary study of Scripture at schools
(See Kartashev, “The Revolution and the Holy Council of 1917-1918,” 496).

81 Kolcherin and Mramornov, Documents of the Holy Council of the Russian Orthodox Church,
vol. 5, 255.
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After that, the Council adopted an appeal to the Provisional Government to
preserve Scripture as an obligatory school subject for all Orthodox pupils.

On October 2, 1917, Kartashev informed Kerenskii about the decision of the
Local Council to preserve the obligatory Scripture lessons at schools and asked “not
to issue any legislative decisions on the subject. . . until the relevant decisions of the
Council were made.”® The Provisional Government expressed readiness to
compromise on this issue and Salazkin’s bill was returned to the Ministry of National
Education. On October 11, 1917, Kartashev assured the delegates to the Local
Council that the wishes of the church regarding this issue “would be taken into due
consideration as soon as the bill which was being developed by the State Committee
was submitted to the government for consideration.”®®

After the establishment of the Ministry of Confessions, Anton Kartashev
distanced himself from the management of the Orthodox Church, leaving it to the
Local Council to make decisions on the key issues. V. Zenkovsky (a theologian and
priest, Minister of Religions in the government of Hetman P. Skoropadsky) referred
to this political course of Kartashev as a position of “passive patronage” of the
church.®* Considering it wrong, he recalled that a number of priests condemned the
policy of Minister of Confessions “who got embarrassed in front of the All-Russian
Council, having forgotten that the clergy did not and does not know how to organize
church life.” The priests who supported the theory of church independence pointed
out the following: “To make the church completely independent now, after centuries-
long state tutelage, means to leave it ‘without any supervision.” To make the church,
which the state had held captive for so long, completely free actually means to
neglect it.”® Zenkovsky considered the attitude of Minister of Confessions to the
‘fact of sobornost’ as purely formal, which manifested itself “in the complete
passivity of Kartashev as the All-Russian Minister of Confessions.”*

During the short period of work of the Ministry of Confessions, Anton Kartashev
sought to remove himself from church administration, defended the interests of the
ecclesiastical department in the government and supported a number of proposals of
the Local Council. Kartashev began legal implementation of a multi-confessional
state and consistently defended the interests of the Orthodox Church in front of other
ministries and departments. He was stepping aside from the Provisional

%2 Babkin, Confessional policy of the Provisional Government of Russia, 232.

%3 Kolcherin and Mramornov, Documents of the Holy Council of the Russian Orthodox Church,
vol. 5, 462.

% “Memories of V.V. Zenkovsky about his tenure as Minister of Religions in the government
of Hetman P.P. Skoropadsky” [in Russian], in O.K. Ivantsova, ed., Hetman P.P. Skoropadsky.
Ukraine at a turning point. 1918: a collection of documents (Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2014), 350.

® Ibid., 255.

% Ibid., 293.
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Government’s doctrinal statements about the separation of church and state more and
more and was becoming more and more inclined to strengthen the influence of the
church in public life, seeing its activity as the only guarantee of spiritual salvation of
Russia. For this reason, during the VChK investigation in 1920, his associate Sergei
Kotlyarevsky stated that “Kartashev declared himself as an opponent of the
separation of church and state in Russia, at least, for the time being. . . ”®’

The readiness of Kartashev as Minister of Confessions to engage in political
dialogue with the Russian Orthodox Church and his compromise policy undoubtedly
softened the generally negative attitude of the church circles toward the activities of
the Provisional Government. While reproaching the Provisional Government for its
inconsistent policy toward the church, Metropolitan Anastasii (Gribanovsky) stressed
that his reproaches did not apply to Kartashev, who, “undoubtedly, sincerely
promoted the canonical renewal of our church order.® The Bolsheviks’ accession to
power interrupted Kartashev’s policy of cooperation between the Orthodox Church
and the state.

Conclusion

The study of Anton Kartashev’s political activity shows that his views on church-
state relations and the measures he proposed to reform them were clearly inconsistent
with the ideas of the separation of church and state which circulated in liberal and
socialist circles. It is the most important reason why the declarations of the
Provisional Government did not correspond to its activities in the church sphere.
Hence the natural question arises: why did Kartashev get a certain freedom in
conducting his confessional policy, and why did his personal friend Alexander
Kerenskii, other ministers of the government, or the leadership of the Constitutional
Democratic Party whose Central Committee included Minister of Confessions not
prevent him from doing what they did not agree with?

In our opinion, this paradox can be explained by the fact that neither the
Provisional Government nor the Constitutional Democratic or the Socialist-
Revolutionary parties gave priority to church-state relations, considering them only in
the context of general problems of the democratic transformation of Russia and
attributing their solution to the competence of the Constituent Assembly.

" A.S. Velidova, ed., The red book of the Cheka [in Russian], vol. 2 (Moscow: Politizdat,
1990), 147.

%8 Anastasii (Gribanovskii), Metropolitan, “Election and appointment of His Holiness Patriarch
Tikhon. The nature of his personality and activity” [in Russian], in The great church building:
Memoirs of the members of the Holy Council of the Russian Orthodox Church of 1917-1918,
comp. N.A. Krivosheeva (Moscow: Pravoslavnyi Svyato-Tikhonovskii gumanitarnyi universtiet,
2009), 531.
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In the turbulent atmosphere of the revolutionary events of 1917, the leading
politicians simply had no time for church problems. For example, when signing the
act on transferring the Department of Spiritual Affairs of Foreign Confessions to the
Ministry of Confessions, Minister of the Interior Nikolai Avksentiev, a member of
the Socialist Revolutionary Party, said to Kartashev, “Please, take it, with great
pleasure!” Thus, he was obviously making it clear that he was not interested in such
issues.” Pavel Milyukov recollected that when Kartashev resigned at the end of
August 1917, no one wanted to deal with church problems, and there was “no other
candidate for his post.””® In October 1917, at a meeting of the Local Council,
Archbishop Kirill of Tambov complained that the audience of the Council’s
delegation with the Prime Minister lasted only 40 minutes. After that, Kerenskii, his
aides-de-camp, and the ministers who were present “began to show signs of
impatience and desire to end the conversation.”’* Nikolai D. Kuznetsov, a member of
the Council delegation who was present at the audience, said bluntly that the fate of
church-parochial schools and the position and activities of the Orthodox Church in
general

are apparently of very little interest to the head of the government and do not even
receive a sufficient understanding of the state significance of this matter. After our
meeting with the head of the government, it became clear that the Provisional
Government was, at the very least, indifferent to this matter.”

Undoubtedly, the indifferent attitude of the ministers of the Provisional
Government to church problems significantly helped Anton Kartashev to follow his
own course.

Kartashev’s views on the relationship between the Russian Orthodox Church and
the state in 1917 were recognized by Constitutional Democratic Party and by the
Provisional Government only as a tactical program of actions designed for the current
political moment, that is, until the convocation of the Constituent Assembly. In the
tense atmosphere of 1917, the authorities evidently did not want to provoke any
conflict with the church. Such a conflict would have been inevitable because of the
position taken by the diocesan congresses in the spring of 1917 and by the Pre-
Council Committee (which is why Kerenskii responded to the protest of the Local
Council and withdrew the bill abolishing obligatory Scripture lessons in schools).

69 Kartashev, “The Provisional Government and the Russian Church,” 385.

© p.N. Milyukov, The history of the Second Russian Revolution [in Russian] (Moscow:
ROSSPEN, 2001), 445.

™ Kolcherin and Mramornov, Documents of the Holy Council of the Russian Orthodox Church,
vol. 5, 468.

" Ibid., 470.
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The church also did not want to provoke any conflicts. This can be concluded from
the distancing of the participants of the Local Council from the speech of General
L. Kornilov and the refusal to send their representatives to the Pre-Parliament where
they would have been inevitably involved in political discussions.” In such a
situation, Kartashev’s accommodating policy completely satistied both sides. The
seizure of power by the Bolsheviks buried his ideas of “cooperation rather than
separation of church and state.””* But it is obvious that if the events had unfolded in a
different way, these ideas might have come into conflict with the doctrinal ideas of
socialists and of the majority of liberal politicians planning to build a secular non-
confessional state.
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